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Itisin this language that their exchanges on science take place, their
conversations, their teachings, and discussions; it is in it that their
quills drip onto the page, in it that the documents and decisions
of their judges are written. They are thus clothed in the Arabic
language—no matter where they go, they do not part themselves
from it.

ABU L-QASIM AZ-ZAMAHSARL al-Mufassal. Ed. by J.P. Broch, 1859, p. 2, last
line—p. 3, line 2

Vielmehr ist die Sprache das universale Medium, in dem sich das
Verstehen selber vollzieht. Die Vollzugsweise des Verstehens ist die
Auslegung.

(Language is rather the universal medium in which understanding
itself takes place. The manner in which understanding occurs is
interpretation.)

HANS-GEORG GADAMER: Wahrheit und Methode: Grundziige einer philo-
sophischen Hermeneutik. In Gesammelte Werke. Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1999,
vol. 1, p. 392
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Introduction

1 Interdisciplinary Arabic Philosophy of Language: Islamic Legal
Hermeneutics (usul al-figh), Grammar (nafw), and Avicennian
Logic (mantiq)

This study focuses on one of the “meta-interpretive questions that lurk just
beneath the surface of the legal theory manuals,” namely the fundamental
question of how the relationship between word and meaning is conceived of
in Islamic legal theory against the background of the interdisciplinary con-
text in which Arabic hermeneutics is embedded. The answers that Arabic legal
scholars give us to questions about the philosophy of language in general and
about the theory of signification in particular are difficult for us to understand
if we look only at the traditions of legal theory and practice without taking into
account the other disciplines in which the same scholars were also active or by
which they were intellectually influenced.? The diverse and highly sophistic-
ated linguistic contemplation that permeates Islamic works of legal theory is
a direct indication of the essential connection between the two disciplines of
legal theory and grammar—there was a fruitful and, above all, reciprocal rela-

1 David R. Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Hermeneutics: How Sunni Legal Theorists Ima-
gined a Revealed Law (New Haven, CT: American Oriental Society, 2o11), p. xvii.

2 This should be self-evident for the Islamic disciplines like kalam, figh, usal al-figh, nahw, and
tafsir that must be thought of as “holistic enterprise[s],” cf. Reinhart, “‘Like the Difference
between Heaven and Earth’: Hanafi and Shafi1 Discussions of Fard and Wajib in Theology and
Usul,” in Studies in Islamic Legal Theory, ed. by Bernard G. Weiss (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2002),
p. 205; I include philosophy and logic in this as well. The fact that these different disciplines
have all developed their own hermeneutical foundations has been pointed out by Gregor
Schwarb in an investigation into the mutual influence of usal al-figh and usil at-tafsir, see
Gregor Schwarb, “Capturing the Meaning of God’s Speech: The Relevance of usil al-figh to an
Understanding of usiu! al-tafsir in Jewish and Muslim Kalam,” in A Word Fitly Spoken: Studies
in Medieval Exegesis of the Hebrew Bible and the Qur'an Presented to Haggai Ben-Shammai, ed.
by Meir M. Bar-Asher, Simon Hopkins, Sarah Stroumsa and Buno Chiesa (Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi
Institute, 2007), pp. 11-156, esp. pp. 11—-112. With regard to theological, logical, and gram-
matical questions, this interrelationship has been analyzed by Cornelia Schock, see Cornelia
Schock, Koranexegese, Grammatik und Logik. Zum Verhdltnis von arabischer und aristotelis-
cher Urteils-, Konsequenz- und Schlusslehre (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2006) and id., “Name (ism),
Derived Name (ism mushtaqq) and Description (wasf) in Arabic Grammar, Muslim Dialect-
ical Theology and Arabic Logic,” in The Unity of Science in the Arabic Tradition. Science, Logic,
Epistemology and their Interactions, ed. by Shahid Rahman, Tony Street and Hassan Tahiri
(Dordrecht: Springer, 2008), pp. 329-360.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL BV, LEIDEN, 2026 DOI:10.1163/9789004736016_002



2 INTRODUCTION

tionship between the two disciplines, in which the terminology, questions, and
methods of one discipline diffused into the other and vice versa.?

At the same time, the passages on the philosophy of language in the works
on legal theory of the post-formative period* are characterized by intensive
engagement with the writings of Arabic logic and philosophy of language.’

3 Onthe mutual influence of the two disciplines, see for example Ulrich Haarmann, “Religioses
Recht und Grammatik im klassischen Islam,” in Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen
Gesellschaft, suppl. vol. 2 (1974): pp. 149-169; Versteegh also refers to this mutual exchange in
his comprehensive introduction to Arabic theories of signification, see Cornelis Versteegh,
“The Arabic Tradition,” in The Emergence of Semantics in four Linguistic Traditions: Hebrew,
Sanskrit, Greek, Arabic, ed. by Wout J. van Bekkum, Jan Houben, Ineke Sluiter, and Kees
Versteegh (Amsterdam [et al.]: John Benjamins, 1996), pp. 225-284, esp. pp. 2661f,; on the
significant influence of legal theory on grammar, see Michael G. Carter, “Les origines de la
grammaire arabe,” Revue des Etudes Islamiques, vol. 40 (1972): pp. 69-97; on the modes of argu-
mentation shaped by legal theory that appear in grammatical works, see id. “A Missing Link
between Law and Grammar: The Intisar of Ibn Wallad,” Arabica, vol. 48, no. 1 (2001): pp. 51—
65; on the influence of legal theory on grammar, see Gerhard Endref3, “‘This is Clear Arabic
Speech’: God’s Speech and Prophetic Language in Early Islamic Hermeneutics, Theology and
Philosophy,” in Transcending Words: The Language of Religious Contact Between Buddhists,
Christians, Jews and Muslims in Premodern Times, ed. by Gorge K. Hasselhoff and Knut Martin
Stiinkel (Bochum: Winkler, 2015), pp. 2742, esp. pp. 27-30; on the dependence of legal theory
on Arabic linguistics, see esp. Bernard G. Weiss, “Language and Law: The Linguistic Premises
of Islamic Legal Science,” in In Quest of an Islamic Humanism: Arabic and Islamic Studies in
Memory of Mohamed al-Nowaihi, ed. by A.H. Green (Cairo: The American University in Cairo
Press, 1984), pp. 15—21. Arabic-language research literature also deals with this interrelation-
ship, see for example Mustafa Gamal ad-din, al-Baht an-nahwi ‘inda l-usiléyyin (Baghdad: Dar
ar-Rasid li-n-nasr, 1980).

4 The term ‘post-formative’ usually refers to “the settling down of the four Sunni madhhabs
around the end of the fifth/eleventh century”; see Sherman A. Jackson, “Taglid, Legal Scaf-
folding and the Scope of Legal Injunctions in Post-Formative Theory Mutlag and Amm in the
Jurisprudence of Shihab al-Din al-Qarafl,” Islamic Law and Society, vol. 3, no. 2 (1996): p. 168.

5 Questions relating to the philosophy of language, such as the relationship between linguistic
expression, meaning, and extramental matters, were treated in the texts on logic. The term
‘logic’ is used in the Peripatetic context to classify the six books of the Organon, comprising
(1) Categories, (2) On Interpretation (Peri Hermeneias, De Interpretatione), (3/4) two Analyt-
ics (i.e. the Analytica Priora, in which syllogistics is developed, and the Analytica Posteri-
ora, which focuses on considerations of scientific theory), (5) Topics, and (6) On Sophistical
Refutations. The Organon was supplemented in the Arabic tradition by the Neoplatonic intro-
ductory treatise on logic, the Eisagoge (Eioaywyy/Isagugi) by Porphyrios (d. 301-305). In its
entirety, the Organon deals with the fundamentals of linguistics, logic, and epistemology, i.e.
with terms and concepts, semantics, declaratives, conditionals, argumentation theory, proof
theory, philosophy of science, etc. In the Peripatetic tradition, logic is regarded as an instru-
ment of correct thinking and thus as the propaedeutic for each individual science; a brief
introduction to the Organon and its reception history can be found in Dominik Perler and
Ulrich Rudolph, in the introduction to Logik und Theologie. Das Organon im Arabischen und
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The influence of Aristotelian or Greek logic on works of legal theory has readily
been suspected or denied,® but in my opinion the question of such influence
is relevant mainly to early legal theory, not to works written after the time
of al-Gazali’ (d. 505/1111).8 These are indeed clearly influenced, although not
by a logic that can be declared as Aristotelian, Peripatetic, or as Greek—even
if that influence remains to a certain extent tied to the Peripatetic tradition
and Arabic Aristotelianism—but by an Avicennian logic. With the work of the
polymath Ibn Sina (d. 428/1037), the study of Aristotelian texts and the com-
mentaries based on them became virtually obsolete; instead, Ibn Sina’s writ-
ings became the reference texts for subsequent generations, which, due to Ibn
Sina’s immense influence, are called “post-Avicennian.”® Ibn Sina, who adapted

im Lateinischen Mittelalter, ed. by Dominik Perler and Ulrich Rudolph (Leiden [et al.]: Brill,
2005), pp. 1-16; additional comprehensive studies are found in the works of Rescher, includ-
ing Nicholas Rescher, The Development of Arabic Logic (Pittsburgh: University Press, 1964); see
also Henri Hugonnard-Roche, La logique d'Aristote du grec au syriaque: Etudes sur la transmis-
sion des textes de 'Organon et leur interprétation philosophique (Paris: Vrin, 2004).

6 See for example van Ess’s remark (Die Erkenntnislehre des Adudaddin al-Ici. Ubersetzung und
Kommentar des ersten Buches seiner Mawagif [ Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1966], p. 382): “Aris-
totelian logic enters theology; the field of jurisprudence remains closed to it [ ...]”; Haarmann
(“Religitses Recht und Grammatik,” pp. 155 and p. 160) builds on van Ess’s remark: “al-Gazzali
(d. 505/1111), who introduces Aristotelian logic into legal doctrine as well—albeit without
lasting effects”; similar remarks can be found in Bernard G. Weiss, The Search for God’s Law.
Islamic Jurisprudence in the Writings of Sayf al-Din al-Amidi (Salt Lake City: University of Utah
Press, 22010) [1st edition 1992], p. 23 and in Birgit Krawietz, “Zum Verhiltnis von Sprache,
Recht und Theologie in der islamischen Rechtstheorie von Sayf al-Din al-Amidi,” Der Islam,
vol. 72 (1995): p- 144. Ulrich Rudolph takes the opposite position: “The fact that Gazali signi-
ficantly contributed to establishing Aristotelian logic as the methodology of Islamic theology
and jurisprudence has long been undisputed,” Ulrich Rudolph, “Die Neubewertung der Logik
durch al-Gazali,” in Logik und Theologie, ed. by Dominik Perler and Ulrich Rudolph (Leiden
[et al.]: Brill, 2005), p. 73.

7 On the spelling of the name al-Gazali, see Griffel’s remarks, in which he argues that there
are good reasons for both the spelling al-Gazali and al-Gazzalr; in line with his conclusion,
the spelling al-Gazali is used here, see Frank Griffel, “Al-Ghazali or al-Ghazzali? On a Lively
Debate Among Ayyubid and Mamluk Historians in Damascus,” in Islamic Thought in the
Middle Ages: Studies in Transmission and Translation in Honour of Hans Daiber, ed. by Anna
Akasoy and Wim Raven (Leiden: Brill Academic Publishing, 2008), pp. 101-112.

8 Since al-Gazali’s logic is influenced not only by Ibn Sina, but just as much by al-Farabi, the
term ‘Aristotelian’ could still be appropriate in this context, see for example Tony Street,
“Arabic Logic,” in Handbook of the History of Logic. Volume 1: Greek, Indian and Arabic Logic,
ed. by Dov M. Gabbay and John Woods (Amsterdam [et al.]: Elsevier North Holland, 2004),
p- 559 and Jules Janssens, “Al-Ghazzali’s Mi‘yar al-ilm fi fann al-mantig. Sources Avicenni-
ennes et Farabiennes,” Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age, vol. 69 (2002):
pp- 39-66.

9 Cf. Tony Street, “Arabic and Islamic Philosophy of Language and Logic,” Stanford Encyclopedia
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the content and terminology of philosophy and logic to the needs of Islamic
disciplines,!© forms the culmination of earlier and the starting point of later
scholarship:!!

[...] he reviewed the old canon of the theoretical sciences, he created
a new encyclopedia of the method and matter of philosophy—of the
classical curriculum studiorum of ethical propaedeutics, logical hermen-
eutics, demonstrative logic, physics and metaphysics, including the ele-
mentary matter of mathematics and astronomy, and adding—outside the
philosophical canon proper—a manual of theoretical and practical medi-
cine. It was through him that the Falsafa came to be and to stay an integral
and living part of Arabic Islamic thought—in the scientific community,
both Muslim and non-Muslim, as a universal religion for intellectuals,
and then also in the religious community, where grammarians, jurists and
theologians adopted from demonstrative science the guidelines of their
usul.?

His immense influence can be seen on the one hand directly in the number

of commentaries, summaries, refutations, and quotations that refer to him by

name, and on the other hand in indirect references. It is precisely the latter
which—because they have gone unrecognized—may have led to the erro-
neous assessment that al-Gazal'’s project of introducing logic into legal her-

10

11
12

of Philosophy, 2008, p. 7; on the difference between Ibn Sina’s logic and Avicennian logic,
see Robert Wisnovsky, “Avicenna’s Islamic Reception,” in Interpreting Avicenna: Critical
Essays, ed. by Peter Adamson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), pp. 190—213,
esp. pp. 199—203.

Cf. Dimitri Gutas, “The Heritage of Avicenna: The Golden Age of Arabic Philosophy, 1000—
ca.1350,” in Avicenna and his Heritage, ed. by Jules Janssens and Daniel De Smet (Leuven:
Leuven University Press, 2002), pp. 81—-97, esp. pp. 84-85 and id., “Avicenna’s philosoph-
ical project,” in Interpreting Avicenna: Critical Essays, ed. by Peter Adamson (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2013), pp. 28—47, esp. pp. 33—35; the direct compatibility with
Islamic disciplines is especially noted of Ibn Sina’s ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, see (in the form of
an exemplary content analysis) Schock, “Name (ism), Derived Name (ism mushtaqq) and
Description (wasf),” pp. 329-360 and Frank Griffel, “Al-Ghazalr's Concept of Prophecy:
The Introduction of Avicennan Psychology into A$‘arite Theology,” Arabic Sciences and
Philosophy, vol. 14 (2004): pp. 101-144; also cf. for example Wisnovsky’s overview article
cited above (“Avicenna’s Islamic Reception,” pp. 193-194).

Gutas, “The Heritage of Avicenna,” p. 8o.

Gerhard Endref3, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa: Intellectual Genealogies and Chains
of Transmission of Philosophy and the Sciences in the Islamic East,” in Arabic Theology,
Arabic Philosophy. From the Many to the One: Essays in Celebration of Richard M. Frank, ed.
by James E. Montgomery (Leuven: Peeters, 2006), p. 379.
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meneutics had remained “without lasting effects.”’® In fact, a reappraisal of the
influence of Avicennian logic on the Arabic Islamic sciences—in the context of
the larger question of “to what extent the ma‘quli tradition penetrated the her-
meneutical boundaries of the mangqulr tradition”*—remains a desideratum:5

The great historical task is working out the precise clashes between the
Islamic disciplines and philosophy which left the logical treatises as nar-
rowly focused as they are, and finding the genres which took over treat-
ment of these previously logical topics. This is really the key point for
future research [...]. And if ever we can appreciate those changes, we can
speak not only of the contributions of Muslim scholars to logic, but also
of the contributions of logic to Islamic culture.!6

This study aims to contribute to the reappraisal of indirect references to the
Avicennian tradition within Islamic scholarship, in particular usul al-figh, be-
ginning with the works of the important post-Avicennian scholar Fahr ad-din
ar-Razi (d. 606/1210). Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, who was well versed in the fields of
theology, legal theory, philosophy, logic, and grammar among others, and who
is said to have been a grumpy critic of Ibn Sina, played a major role in bringing
it about “that Ibn Sina entered the madrasa,” i.e. that Avicennian philosophy
and logic became part of the curriculum for the training of legal scholars and
theologians.'”

13  Haarmann, “Religioses Recht und Grammatik,” p. 155.

14  Asad Q. Ahmed, “Systematic Growth in Sustained Error: A Case Study in the Dynamism
of Post-Classical Islamic Scholasticism,” in The Islamic Scholarly Tradition, ed. by Asad
Q. Ahmed, Behnam Sadeghi and Michael Bonner (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2011), pp. 343—378,
esp. p. 345.

15 There are, however, important works of research that treat the influence of Avicennian
philosophy on the structure and methods of the Arabic Islamic sciences, such as Robert
Wisnovsky, “One Aspect of the Avicennian Turn in Sunni Theology,” Arabic Sciences and
Philosophy, vol. 14 (2004): pp. 65-100; Heidrun Eichner, The Post-Avicennian Philosoph-
ical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy: Philosophical and Theological Summae in Context,
unpublished habilitation thesis, Halle, 2009; Ayman Shihadeh, “From al-Ghazali to al-
Razi: 6th/12th Century Developments in Muslim Philosophical Theology,” Arabic Sciences
and Philosophy, vol. 15 (2005): pp. 141-179; and Frank Griffel, “Between al-Ghazali and Aba
I-Barakat al-Baghdadi: The Dialectical Turn in the Philosophy of Iraq and Iran During the
Sixth/Twelfth Century,” in In the Age of Averroes: Arabic Philosophy in the Sixth/Twelfth
Century, ed. by Peter Adamson (London: The Warburg Institute, 2011), pp. 45-75.

16  Street, “Arabic Logic,” p. 585.

17 Endref3, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa,” p. 398; cf. Gutas, “The Heritage of Avicenna,”
p. 92. Tony Street is particularly active in the field of the logic of Ibn Sina and Fahr ad-din
ar-Raz, cf. Street, “Fahraddin ar-Razi’s Critique of Avicennan Logic,” in Logik und Theolo-
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Recent research has suggested that Fahr ad-din acted as a kind of “master

synthesizer"—as one “who had successfully digested and integrated all that
had preceded him”;!® he combined methods, structures, and content from dif-
ferent disciplines and in turn had a formative influence on the scholars of
subsequent generations and centuries.!?

18

19

gte, ed. by Dominik Perler and Ulrich Rudolph, pp. 99116, id., “An Outline of Avicenna’s
Syllogistics,” Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, vol. 84 (2002): pp. 129-160, and id.,
“Avicenna on the Syllogism,” in Interpreting Avicenna: Critical Essays, ed. by Peter Adam-
son (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), pp. 48—70; the influence of Ibn Sina’s
metaphysics on Fahr ad-din ar-Razi is analyzed by Jules Janssens in his essay “Ibn Sina’s
Impact on Fahr ad-din ar-Razi's Mabahit al-Masrigiyya, with particular regard to the sec-
tion entitled al-Ilahiyyat al-mahda: An Essay of Critical Evaluation,” Documenti e studi
sulla tradizione filosofica medievale, vol. 21 (2010): pp. 259—285; post-Avicennian philo-
sophy in general and that of Fahr ad-din in particular is also treated by, among others, Bilal
Ibrahim in his essay “Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi, Ibn al-Haytam and Aristotelian Science: Essen-
tialism versus Phenomenalism in Post-Classical Islamic Thought,” Oriens, vol. 41 (2013):
PP- 379—431, this being a summary of the main arguments developed in his dissertation; id.,
Freeing Philosophy from Metaphysics: Fakhr al-Din al-Razt’s Philosophical Approach to the
Study of Natural Phenomena, unpublished doctoral dissertation (Montreal: McGill Uni-
versity, 2013).

On Fahr ad-din’s life, works, and impact, see, among others, Gamal ad-din ibn al-

Qift1, Ta’rih al-hukam@’, ed. by Julius Lippert (Leipzig: Dietrich’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung,
1903), pp- 291-293; Tag ad-din as-Subki, Tabagat as-Safityya al-kubra, ed. by Mahmad M.
Tanahi and ‘Abd al-Fatdh M. al-Hulw (Cairo: Tsa 1-Babi 1-Halabi, 1964-1976 [1324]), vol.
vi1l, pp. 81-96; Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hallikan, Wafayat al-a‘yan wa-anba® abna’
az-zaman, ed. by Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar at-taqafa, 1968-1972), vol. 4, pp. 248—252; for
research literature on Fahr ad-din ar-Razi’s life and the historical context in which he
worked, see Roger Arnaldez, Fakhr al-Din al-Rdzi: Commentateur du Coran et philosophe
(Paris: Vrin, 2002), esp. pp. 15-52; see further Georges Anawati, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, 1
and id., Fakhr al-Din al-Razi: tamhid li-dirasat hayatihi wa-muallafatii, in Mélanges Taha
Hussein, ed. by ‘Abd ar-Rahman al-Badawawi (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1962), pp. 193-234; a
comprehensive introduction to his life and especially to his work is given by Taha Gabir
al-‘Alwani’s al-Imam Fahr ad-din ar-Razi wa-musannafatuhi (Cairo: Dar al-Islam, 2010);
see also Frank Griffel, “On Fakhr al-Din al-Razi’s Life and the Patronage He Received,”
Journal of Islamic Studies, vol. 18, no. 3 (2007): pp. 313-344; and Tony Street, “Concern-
ing the Life and Works of Fakhr al-Din al-Razi,” in Islam: Essays on Scripture, Thought and
Society. A Festschrift in Honour of Anthony H. Johns, ed. by Peter G. Riddel and Tony Street
(Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 1997), pp. 135-146. The dictionary of Fahr ad-din ar-Raz1’s technical
terminology—Samih Dugaym, Mawsu Gt Mustalahat al-imam Fahr ad-din ar-Razi (Beirut:
Maktabat Lubnan Nasiran, 2001)—is a valuable introductory resource.
Sherman A. Jackson, Islamic Law and the State: The Constitutional Jurisprudence of Shi-
hab Al-Din al-Qarafi (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 1996), p. 8. See also Tariq Jaffer, Razi: Master of
Qur'anic Interpretation and Theological Reasoning (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014).
Shihadeh, who ascribes the same rank to Fahr ad-din ar-Razi in theology as to Ibn Sina
in philosophy, elaborates on “his gradual synthesis of kalam and falsafa,” Shihadeh, “From
al-Ghazali to al-Razi,” pp. 178-179.
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He wrote commentaries on Ibn Sina’s works, amongst which his comment-
ary on the I$arat wa-t-tanbihat must be regarded as one of the most important.
This is because it is a commentary that—at least in the field of logic—had a
decisive impact on the further history of the reception of and commentary on
the Isarat thanks to the questions it poses and the topics it addresses. Later
commentaries, such as those by Nasir ad-din at-Tasi (d. 672/1274) and Sayf ad-
din al-Amidi (d. 631/1233), built on Fahr ad-din’s commentary to such an extent
that they are often difficult to understand without it.

Fahr ad-din’s logic itself is, in turn, thoroughly characterized by intensive
engagement with Ibn Sina’s logic, to such an extent “that Razi’s logic is incom-
prehensible apart from Avicenna’s system.”?° This applies not only to Fahr ad-
din’s logical commentaries, logical compendia, and the chapters on logic in his
philosophical summae, but also to the logical passages not explicitly labelled
as such in works dedicated to other disciplines—such as those in Fahr ad-din’s
usul al-figh work al-Mahsul fi ilm usul al-figh, which is the subject of this study.
The Mahsul proved to be an influential work, much commented upon, “which
was to represent the authoritative foundation of the discipline for many centur-
ies"2l—“if there is one book that concludes the formative phase of Islamic legal
theory, then it is the Mahsil of ar-Razi,"?2 writes Thomas Bauer. The work also
generated commentaries from scholars of other schools of law. In fact, it should
be emphasized that some of the Mahsil commentators?3—such as Sirag ad-

20  Street, “Fahraddin ar-Raz1’s Critique of Avicennan Logic,” p. 101.

21 ThomasBauer, Die Kultur der Ambiguitdt. Eine andere Geschichte des Islams (Berlin: Verlag
der Weltreligionen, 2o11), p. 160.

22 Ibid., p. 161.

23 For an overview of the commentators of the Mahsul, see Katib Celebi, Kasf az-zunun
‘an asami l-kutub wa-l-funun (Istanbul: Maarif Matbaasi, 1941-1943), vol. 2, pp. 1615-1616;
see also the very valuable overview of extant, previously edited commentaries existing
in manuscript form in the introduction to the edition of the Mahsil mainly used here,
namely Mahsiil fi ibm usiil al-figh by Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, ed. by Taha Gabir Fayyad al-
‘Alwani (Riyad: Gami‘at al-lmam Muhammad b. Su‘@d al-Islamiyya, 1979), pp. 52—57. Al-
‘AlwanT’s edition is the reference text of this study except where otherwise stated. The
following commentaries were consulted for this study: (1.) Isma‘l al-Warani at-Tabrizi
(621/1224), Tanqgih Mahsul Ibn al-Hatib fi usil al-figh, ed. by Hamza Zuhayr Hafiz (Mecca:
Umm al-Qura University, s.d.); (2.) Abi1 ‘Abd Allah al-Isfahani (the editor of the Kasif
gives his year of death as 653, while Katib Celebi gives the year as 678), al-Kasif ‘an al-
Mabhsulft ilm al-usul, ed. by ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawgud and ‘All Muhammad Mu‘awwad
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya, 1998); (3.) Tag ad-din al-Urmaw1 (d. 656, according to
Katib Celebi), al-Hasil min al-Mahsul fi usul al-figh, ed. by ‘Abd as-Salam Mahmud Abu
Nagi (Beirut: Dar al-Madar al-Islami, 2006); (4.) Sirag ad-din al-Urmawi (d. 682/1283), at-
Tahsil min -Mahsul, ed. by ‘Abd al-Hamid ‘Ali AbG Zunayd (Beirut: Mu’assasat ar-risala,
1988 [1408]); (5.) Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi (d. 684/1285), Nafa'is al-usil fi Sarh al-Mahsiil, ed.
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din al-Urmawi—also wrote commentaries or meta-commentaries on Ibn Sina’s
logical writings. If we take the commentaries on later works of legal theory that
refer directly or indirectly to the Mahsul (such as Baydaw1's Minhag al-wusul
and Ibn al-Hagib’s Muhtasar) into consideration, then we see form before us a
network of scholars that we encounter again and again.

2 The Tripartition of Signification into Congruence (mutabaqa),
Containment (tadammun), and Implication (iltizam):
Introduction and State of the Research

This work will focus on, as its source text and starting point, the logical chapter
of the Mahsiul, which will be located within its Avicennian context and invest-
igated in the form of an analytical commentary. At the same time, the analysis
of this chapter is also intended to contribute to research into the Tripartition
of Signification, which is the actual focus of the content of this study. This is a
classification scheme that developed in Arabic logic that categorizes the types
of semantic signification into congruence (mutdabaqga), containment (tadam-
mun), and implication (iltizam). The following citation from one of al-Gazalt’s
logic textbooks will help give a first impression of this classification:

[§1] Know—may God grant you success—that the discourse in this dis-
cipline ( fann) can grow protracted, but I will not devote myself to that
which I believe you can grasp on your own. I shall confine myself to
providing a note (tanbih) on classifications whose neglect (ihmal) evokes
many errors (agalit).

[§2] The first part (gism): The signification of meaning through linguistic
expression is limited to three manners, namely [1.] congruence (mutaba-
ga), [2.] containment (tadammun), and [3.] implication (iltizam).

[§ 3] For the linguistic expression ‘house’

[ad 1] signifies the meaning ‘house’ by way of congruence and

[ad 2] signifies ‘roof’ only by way of containment; for [the linguistic expres-
sion] ‘house’ contains ‘roof’ because ‘house’ is an expression (tbara) for
‘roof’ and ‘walls’ (gudran, sg. gidar). This is just like how the linguistic
expression ‘horse’ signifies ‘body, since a horse is nothing other than a

by Muhammad ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2000 [1421]) as well as
id., Sarh Tanqih al-fusulfi ihtisar al-Mahsul fi l-usil, ed. by Sidqt Gamil al-Attar (Beirut: Dar
al-fikr, 2004 [1424]); id., Muhtasar at-Tanqihi al-fusul fi l-usil, ed. by Ahmad Muhammad
Walid an-Nagsar (Damascus: Dar al-farfar, 2007 [1428]).
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body, since every time we say ‘horse, we find corporeality in the equine-
ness.—So let us use the term (tasmiya) ‘containment’ for this manner [of
signification] and [the term] ‘congruence’ for the first manner.

[§4] [ad 3] As for the way of implication, this is like how the linguistic
expression ‘roof’ signifies the wall (h@’it); for it [Le. the linguistic expres-
sion ‘roof’] was not imposed for the [meaning] ‘wall’ in the manner that
the linguistic expression ‘wall’ was imposed for it—namely, in such a way
that it is congruent in relation to it.

[§ 5] Beware, in investigations based on reasoning (nazar al-‘agl), of using
linguistic expressions that signify by way of implication; otherwise you
will strengthen your opponent (aw tumakkinu hasmaka). Limit yourself
instead to [the linguistic expressions] that signify by way of congruence or
containment.24

This quotation comes from a logic textbook and already clearly shows that the
Tripartition of Signification needed a certain amount of explanation. As I will
show in detail in this study, this classification scheme developed in Arabic logic
throughout the course of various treatments into a general classification of sig-
nification and was introduced into Islamic legal theory by al-Gazali and Fahr
ad-din ar-Razi. Both scholars developed it further and made it useful for ques-
tions in the field of legal hermeneutics, after which it also gained importance
for other Islamic disciplines like Arabic rhetoric (im al-balaga).
Thomas Bauer has commented on the significance of this connection:

The corresponding passage [in the Mahsul] in turn essentially goes back
to Ibn Sina (Avicenna)’s commentary on Porphyrios’s (Isagoge ), which
forms the first part of Ibn Sina’s commentary on Aristotle. Thus, starting
in philosophy, this theory of reference finds its way into legal methodo-
logy and from there, through as-Sakkaki, into r[setoric], where it provides
the semiotic-theoretical basis for im al-bayan.?s

The development of this classification of signification will be traced here both
in the writings of the field of Arabic logic and in those of usul al-figh. Such
an investigation is necessary, firstly, because the aforementioned Tripartition

24  Abi Hamid Muhammad al-Gazali, Kitab Mihakk an-nazar, ed. by Rafiq al-Agam (Beirut:
Dar al-fikr al-lubnani, 1994), pp. 73—74, line 1.

25 Thomas Bauer, “Rhetorik der arabischen Kultur,” in Rhetorik: Begriff, Geschichte, Interna-
tionalitdt, ed. by Gert Ueding (Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 2005), pp. 283—300, here: p. 292; see
also Udo G. Simon, “Majaz,” EALL, vol. 3, p. 120.
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develops into an important classification—one might even call it a theory—
and into an important component of various Arabic Islamic sciences, the relev-
ance of which has not yet been adequately recognized due to a lack of research
interest. Secondly, we can use this classification to investigate the intellectual-
historical development of Islamic legal theory and Arabic (especially post-
Avicennian) logic.

A research publication focusing on this classification has yet to be written,
although it is being recognized as relevant in more and more works and is often
dealt with in passing:

In his fundamental study Islam and Literalism: Literal Meaning and Inter-
pretation in Islamic Legal Theory,?® Robert Gleave devotes a section to the Tri-
partition of Signification, in which he explores what was and is actually under-
stood by “literal meaning” in the history of Islamic legal theory. Based on the
work the Nikayat al-wusiil by the Stite jurist Gamal ad-din al-Hilli (d. 726 /1325),
Gleave treats the question of the relationship between word and meaning, not-
ing that the Tripartition of Signification represents a classification that is used
“in most works of usul al-figh,”*” but which has so far remained “obscure.”?8
Gleave's brief discussion unintentionally gives the impression that this clas-
sification is a strange answer, limited to the minds of the “Usalis,” to what
are actually fundamental questions in the philosophy of language; it therefore
seems unnecessarily exoticizing.

Characterized by a similar lack of understanding is the treatment of the Tri-
partition in Muhy1 ad-din Muhassab’s monograph entitled “Semantics among
the Arabs using the example of Fahr ad-din ar-Raz1” (‘im ad-dalala inda [
‘arab: Fapr ad-din ar-Razt namudagan). Although he recognizes the Triparti-
tion’s Avicennian origins to an extent, he has no explanation as to why it might
have developed or from which sources Ibn Sina might have drawn.2® Moreover,

26  Robert Gleave, Islam and Literalism: Literal Meaning and Interpretation in Islamic Legal
Theory (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2013).

27 Ibid, p.33.

28 Ibid., p. 34

29  Muhyl ad-din Muhassab, Tlm ad-dalala ‘inda [-‘arab: Fahr ad-din ar-Razi namidagan
(Beirut: Dar al-kitab al-gadid al-muttahida, 2008), pg. 104, fn. 45; however, he erroneously
attributes the coining of the term daldlat al-iltizam to al-Gazali. Regarding the origin of
the Tripartition, he writes that nothing more is known about it than what Ibrahim Madkar
wrote in his introduction to Ibn Sina’s Madhal. Madkar in turn refers to an alleged influ-
ence of the Stoics on the development of the Tripartition, especially the dalalat al-iltizam,
cf. Ibrahim Madkar, introduction to Ibn Sina’s Kitab asv-Sv'ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, ed. by
Tbrahim Madkar and Gurg Qanawati et al. (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-“Amma li-Swain al-Matabi
al-Amiriyya, 1952), p. 62. Madkar also gives a short paraphrase of the Tripartition else-
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Mubhassab considers the terminology and examples in the context of this classi-
fication to be enigmatic (gamid) and believes that this enigmaticness (gumud)
is the reason why Fahr ad-din leaves the classification out of his Tafsir and only
paraphrases it in his rhetorical work, bypassing the technical terms.3°

With regard to Islamic legal theory, another brief paraphrase of the clas-
sification can be found in Hadi Ensar Ceylan’s essay “Ghazali’s Account of
Signification,”! in which he deals cursorily with some aspects of al-Gazali’s
most important usi! al-figh work al-Mustasfa min ‘ilm al-usiil and—through
a rather arbitrary reference to the logical commentary the Tahrir al-gawa‘id
al-mantigiyya by Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani (d. 766/1365)—recognizes the
connection between this passage and works of Arabic logic.32

Mohamed M. Yunis Ali’s study Medieval Islamic Pragmatics: Sunni Legal
Theorists’ Models of Textual Communication®? discusses Arabic approaches to
linguistic theory, particularly in the context of Islamic legal theory, from the
perspective of modern semantics and pragmatics. Here, the Tripartition of Sig-
nification also receives mention.34 But it is not his intention to trace the devel-
opment of the Tripartition or to analyze the functions it fulfilled. Although
his approach occasionally leads to original criticism3® and certainly reveals
inspiring connections, it is anachronistic with regard to intellectual-historical
coherence and is in part terminologically misleading, particularly because the
author ignores the logical background3¢é—of which he is well aware.3” Despite
these objections, Yunis Ali's Medieval Islamic Pragmatics is, on the whole, a sig-
nificant contribution to research and it forms an important point of reference
for the present work.

where (using the translations concordance/contenance/consécutif), see Ibrahim Madkar,
L’Organon dAristote dans le monde arabe (Paris: Vrin, 1969), pp. 60—61.

30 Mubhassab, Tlm ad-dalala ‘inda [-‘arab, p. 103.

31 Hadi Ensar Ceylan, “Ghazali’s Account of Signification,” Journal of Islamic Research, vol. 3,
no. 2 (Dec. 2010): pp. 98-114; the Tripartition is discussed on pp. 101-102.

32 Ceylan, “Ghazali’s Account of Signification,” p. 101, fn. 13.

33  Mohamed M. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics: Sunni Legal Theorists’ Models of Tex-
tual Communication (Richmond, Surrey: Curzon Press, 2000).

34  Ibid, pp. 149ff. Here, Yunis Ali translates the three terms as follows: “equivalence-signifi-
cation” (dalalat al-mutabaqa), “incorporational signification” (dalalat at-tadammun), and
“implicational signification” (dalalat al-iltizam).

35 See, for example, ibid., p. 150, where he discusses the definition of containment (tadam-
mun) from the perspective of modern semantics and pragmatics. Vishanoff arrives at a
similar assessment of this study, describing Yunis Ali’s monograph as “an ahistorical but
creative work,” see Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Hermeneutics, p. xiv, fn. 18.

36  Cf. for example Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, p. 157.

37  Cf.ibid, p.158.
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Some research articles on Arabic rhetoric also occasionally refer to the Tri-
partition of Signification.3® Udo Simon, for example, gives a concise explana-
tion of the Tripartition in connection with as-Sakkaki's Miftah al-ulum:

Theorists distinguish between three types of dalalat: dalalat al-mutabaqga
is used when the word refers to its complete meaning. Dalalat at-tadam-
mun is used when it refers to a part of the whole. If the word refers to
something outside of the concept that is nevertheless in a conditional
relationship to the original concept, the term dalalat al-iltizam is used.
While the first type of interpretation is solely based on the lexical estab-
lishment of the word (wad7), the other two are inferred through activity
of the intellect (‘aglr).3°

This explanation corresponds to Fahr ad-din ar-Raz1’s understanding, whereas
most of the thinkers who came after him also regarded the second type of sig-
nification and later even the third type as wad?, as will be explained later.*°

In his aforementioned handbook article, Thomas Bauer also addresses the
Tripartition of Signification—he calls it a theory of reference—and refers to
the individual types of signification with the terms ‘equivalence reference’
(Aquivalenzreferenz), ‘containment reference’ (Inklusionsreferenz), and ‘im-
plication reference’ (Implikationsreferenz).#! Bauer’s excellent presentation
makes reference both to the logical background and to the fundamental role
played by the classification of signification in the context of a rhetorical “stand-
ard theory."#?

Even in the research literature focusing on traditions of logic, the Tripar-
tition of Signification is repeatedly paraphrased in passing, without much

38  Thus, for example, in passing—with the translations “symmetry” (mutabaqa), “inclusion”
(tadammun), and “implication” (iltizam)—in Versteegh, “The Arabic Tradition,” p. 264;
also—with the translations “congruence” (mutabagqa), “implication” (tadammun), and
“concomitance” (iltizam)—in Wolthart Heinrich, “Nakd,” £1%; also (without translation
of the technical terms) Miklos Mardth, “The Changes of Metaphor in Arabic Literature,”
Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, vol. 12, no. 2 (2002): pp. 251-252; as well as Versteegh, “The
Arabic Tradition,” p. 264—Versteegh writes of “signification of symmetry,” “signification
of inclusion,” and “signification of implication.”

39 Udo G. Simon, Mittelalterliche arabische Sprachbetrachtung zwischen Grammatik und
Rhetorik: ilm al-ma‘ani bei as-Sakkaki (Heidelberg: Heidelberger Orientverlag, 1993), p. 63,
fn. 7 and pp. 38-39; cf. Simon, “Majaz,” EALL, vol. 3, p. 120.

40 See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.

41 Bauer, “Rhetorik der arabischen Kultur,” pp. 294-295.

42  Cf.ibid., pp. 291-292 and pp. 294—295.
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insightful value. Shams Inati, for example, in the context of Ibn Sina’s logical
introductions, and in this case in the particular context of the treatment of
simple linguistic expressions, briefly discusses the Tripartition of Signficiation.
I quote the paragraph in full because it is a good example of the sort of casual,
paraphrased presentation that the Tripartition of Signification tends to receive:

‘Essential signification’ is what Ibn Sina also refers to as ‘signification
by correspondence, namely, the total parallelism between the signify-
ing expression, such as ‘human being’ and the concept signified, such as
‘rational animal.’ This is to be distinguished from signification by implic-
ation (‘ala sabil-l-tadamun [sic!]) and signification by necessity of follow-
ing (‘ala sabil-l-istitba“ wa-l-iltizam). In signification by implication, the
signifying expression indicates a part of the concept for which the expres-
sion stands, as ‘human being’ signifies ‘animal’ And in the signification
by necessity of following, the signifying expression indicates neither the
whole nor the part of the concept, but an external element that neces-
sarily accompanies the concept, as ‘human being’ signifies ‘capacity for
laughter.+3

Like this one, most presentations of the Tripartition of Signification are lim-
ited to a brief paraphrase. But this classification scheme requires a thorough
and in-depth analysis, one that focuses on the reconstruction of the origin of
the Tripartition.#+

This study aims to contribute to this reconstruction, starting from alinguistic
and linguistic-philosophical chapter of Fahr ad-din ar-Razi’s work on legal the-

43  Shams C. Inati, “Ibn Sina on Single Expressions,” in Islamic Theology and Philosophy: Stud-
ies in Honor of George F. Hourani, ed. by Michael E. Marmura (Albany: State University of
New York Press, 1984), pp. 148-159, esp. p. 154.

44  Afterthe presentstudy was completed, a very valuable work on the Tripartition of Signific-
ation was published, namely Riccardo Strobino’s “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and
Implication. Bridging the Gap between Avicenna’s Theory of Demonstration and Logic
of the Predicables,” Oriens, vol. 44 (2016): pp. 181-266. This article examines, on the one
hand, how Ibn Sina, in his theory of proof (“Posterior Analytics complex”), thinks about
per se predication, so important for the Aristotelian history of science, and on the other
hand, how this thinking is linked to his theory of predicables (“Isagoge complex”). The Tri-
partition of Signification illustrates, through the underlying relationships of its necessary
components, a connection between the Burhan and Madhal complexes. Among other
things, Strobino’s findings were helpful in the critical examination of some of the con-
nections that my work draws to the Burhan. Wherever it seemed useful, I have referred
to this article in the footnotes and indicated the results that are relevant to the context at

hand.
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ory, al-Mahsiil. Fahr ad-din’s—and not al-Gazalv's—work was chosen as the
starting point for this study because it gives special treatment to the Tripar-
tition of Signification; nevertheless, al-Gazali’'s work forms an important point
of reference, as will be shown.

My goal is, in the form of an analytical commentary on the concept’s histor-
ical development: to [a] highlight Fahr ad-din’s own systematization and his
efforts towards synthesis, [b] to work out the context of the original problems
and questions from which the Tripartition of Signification emerged, and [c] to
trace the issue that it becomes in the later usil al-figh literature. In order to be
transparent on the one hand, avoiding ahistorical and anachronistic conclu-
sions, and on the other hand to appeal to Islamic scholars specializing in both
Islamic law as well as philosophy and logic, this analysis will be as detailed
and “close to the text” as possible. This means that—as far as possible—an
attempt will be made to leave out the “associations that modern scholars may
detect” and instead to work out “those associations perceived by the theolo-
gians and legal theorists”#>—an endeavor in which rigid textual work and the
constant tracing of theorems, questions, and exact wording back to earlier and
earlier texts is unavoidable. This leads to the contextualization of the previously
“disembodied text,” the text torn from its scientific-historical and genealogical
environment, which is how we should consider our object of research.4

Before examining the logical background underlying the creation of the Tri-
partition in detail in Chapter 2, I will introduce the genre of usul al-figh liter-
ature, the Mahsil, and the textual tradition of which it is a part in Chapter 1.4
This chapter has two focal points. Firstly, it will present how Fahr ad-din derives
the overall structure of the Mahsil in general and the structure of its chapter
on language in particular from his definition of usul al-figh. Secondly, it will
provide an overview of the topics treated in the chapters that clearly deal with
linguistics. After this follows a translation of a chapter of the Mahsul that is
particularly exemplative of Fahr ad-din’s synthesis of logical, grammatical, and
legal-theoretical methods and content and in which the Tripartition of Signific-
ation fulfills an important function. This chapter of the Mahsul is then divided
into sections, which are analyzed in Chapters 111, Iv and v of this study.

45  Aron Zysow, “Mu‘tazilism and Maturidism in Hanafi Legal Theory,” in Studies in Islamic
Legal Theory, ed. by Berhard G. Weiss (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2002), p. 235.

46 Jonathan E. Brockopp, “Early Islamic Jurisprudence in Egypt: Two Scholars and their
Mukhtasars,” International Journal of Middle East Studies, vol. 30, no. 2 (1998): p. 168.

47  This contributes to answering the question “as to whether developments in usiu/ were
influenced by Arabic translations of and commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge,” see Ahmad
Pakatchi, “Alfaz,” Encyclopaedia Islamica, vol. 3, p. 468.
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Chapter 2—which together with Chapter 3 represents the core of the
work—will first deal with the question of the logical context in which the afore-
mentioned chapter of the Mahsul (sections §1-11) is to be classified and the
extent to which its contents correspond to the Avicennian Madhal genre. A
second chapter will examine the development of the Tripartition of Significa-
tion in the logic of al-Farabi and, above all, Ibn Sina and explain the conceptual
development of this classification scheme. The third chapter of Chapter 2 treats
the modifications and further development of this classification in Fahr ad-
din’s logical writings, also tracing the influence that these modifications, which
are accompanied by the creation of new technical terms, have on later, so-
called post-Razian logical compendia and debates. Chapter 3 analyzes Fahr
ad-din’s transfer of logical structures to classifications and theorems of gram-
matical and legal theory. This chapter also investigates the question of how the
concept of figurative language (magaz) relates to the individual types of signi-
fication.

Chapter 4 is devoted to the question of the relevance of the Tripartition of
Signification to inquiry in the usual al-figh genre. A first step will involve the
examination of which legal-theoretical functions Fahr ad-din himself assigns
to the Tripartition of Signification—in particular to implication (iltizam)—and
which genuine legal-theoretical types of implication he associates with this ori-
ginally logical classification. A second step then involves the reconstruction
of the independent life that the combination of logical and legal-theoretical
implication leads in post-Razian usul al-figh compendia and commentaries.

Since few if any of the works used in this study are available in European lan-
guages, it seemed essential to treat, translate, and analyze the source material
in detail when writing this book. The translations are my own, unless otherwise
stated. The transcription follows the system of the German Oriental Society
with slight modifications.



CHAPTER 1

Starting Point of the Study of Fahr ad-din ar-Razi’s
al-Mahsul ft ilm usul al-figh

This chapter will provide an introduction to Fahr ad-din’s usi! al-figh work
al-Mahsul fi ‘ilm usil al-figh, beginning with a brief contextualization of the
work within its genre and tradition as well as an outline of its structure and
main themes. This will allow us to then transition to the actual focus of this
study, namely the chapter of the Mahsul that provides a hermeneutical toolkit
through its presentation of the fundamentals of linguistic theory and linguistic
philosophy.

1 Introduction to the Work and Its Structure

11 The Tradition of the Mahsul

The tradition to which Fahr ad-din’s Mahsil belongs is aptly described by Ibn
Haldin in a passage that has often been used to outline the broader tradition
of the formative period of usi! al-figh but which I cite here in order to focus on
this particular tradition:

The best that the theologians (mutakallimun) have written about it [é.e.
about legal methodology (usul al-figh)] include: the Kitab al-Burhan! by
Imam al-Haramayn [al-Guwayni, d. 478/1085] and the Mustasfa? by al-
Gazali [d. 505/111]—they both belong to the A§ariyya school; as well as
the Kitab al-umad® by ‘Abd al-Gabbar [d. 415/1025] and its comment-
ary, the Kitab al-Mu‘tamad* by Abu 1-Husayn al-Basr1 [d. 436/1044]—they
both belong to the Mu‘tazila school. These four [works] constituted the
foundations (gawa‘id) and the pillars (arkan) of this discipline ( fann).

1 Imam al-Haramayn al-Guwayni, al-Burhan fi usil al-figh, ed. by Saliha b. Muhammad b.
‘Uwayda (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya, 1997 [1418 H]).

2 Aba Hamid Muhammad al-Gazalj, al-Mustasfa min ilm al-usiul, ed. by Hamza b. Zuhayr Hafiz
(Medina: Sarikat al-Madina al-munawwara li-t-tiba‘a wa-n-nasr, 1993 [1413 H]).

3 This work unfortunately no longer survives.

4 Abu I-Husayn al-Basri, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad fi usil al-figh, ed. by Muhammad Hamid Allah
(Damascus: al-Ma‘had al-ilmi I-faransi li-d-dirasat al-‘arabiyya, 1964-1965 [1384-1385 H]).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL BV, LEIDEN, 2026 DOI:10.1163/9789004736016_003
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These four works were summarized by two greats ( fahlan) amongst the
later theologians—namely Imam Fahr ad-din [ar-Razi] ibn Hatib in the
Kitab al-Mahsul and Sayf ad-din al-Amidi [d. 631/1233] in the Kitab al-
Thkam.®

Here Ibn Haldun outlines the tradition of the “theologians” (mutakallimun)
who had a fundamental and lasting influence on the genre of usul al-figh. With
regard to methodology, he contrasts it—in his terminology—with the tradition
of the “jurists” ( fugaha’), by which he primarily alludes to the Hanafites.% Not
mentioned in this list is, among others, the influence of the As‘arite Malikite
scholar Abui Bakr al-Bagqillani (d. 403/1012—1013) and his usi! al-figh work at-
Taqrib wa-l-irsada.” It fits into the tradition of those who came to prominence
through their influential usi! ad-din and kalam works.

Of all the works mentioned, it is the Kitab al-Mu‘tamad that proved to be
particularly influential for the Ma#sul, both in terms of structure and content.
Ibn Hallikan (d. 681/1282) alluded to its great influence when he said that “Fahr
ad-din ar-Razi took his Kitab al-Mahsul from it” (wa-minhi ahada Fahr ad-din

5 ‘Abd ar-Rahman b. Muhammad ibn Haldan, al-Muqgaddima (Beirut: Maktabat Lubnan, 1970)
[reprint of the edition by Benjamin Duprat, Paris, 1858], vol. 3, p. 22, lines 2—9. According
to Hallaq, the fifth/eleventh century is “[t]he earliest period for which we have an extensive
record” and “which can claim a special status in the field of legal theory,” Wael B. Hallaq, A
History of Islamic Legal Theories: An Introduction to Sunniusul al-figh (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997), p. 36. For works that provide overviews of (or at least mention) this
tradition, see for example Norman Calder, “Usal al-Fikh,” £1%; cf. Wael B. Hallaq, “The Primacy
of the Qur’an in Shatibi’s Legal Theory,” in Islamic Studies Presented to Charles J. Adams, ed. by
Wael B. Hallaq and Donald P. Little (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 1991), p. 70; Devin J. Stewart, Islamic
Legal Orthodoxy: Twelver Shiite Responses to the Sunni Legal System (Salt Lake City: University
of Utah Press, 1998), pp. 36 f.

6 The topos of the theologian-usiilis and the jurist-usilis is rather reductive and has accord-
ingly been frequently criticized—especially by Ahmad, see Ahmad A. Ahmad, Structural
Interrelations of Theory and Practice in Islamic Law. A Study of Six Works of Medieval Islamic
Jurisprudence (Leiden: Brill, 2006), pp. 31f. and p. 72; see also Zysow’s remark “that the stand-
ard representation of the usul of the Hanafis as peculiarly legal in contrast to the theological
usul of the other schools is without foundation,” Aron Zysow, The Economy of Certainty: An
Introduction to the Typology of Islamic Legal Theory (Atlanta: Lockwood Press, 2013), p. 73; as
well as Reinhart’s criticism of this topos, cf. Reinhart, “‘Like the Difference between Heaven
and Earth,” p. 206 and p. 231; Schwarb on the other hand sees Ibn Haldan’s distinction as
consistent with the “evidence of tenth- and eleventh-century manuals of usul al-figh” and the
approaches prevalent therein, see Schwarb, “Capturing the Meaning of God’s Speech,” p. 126.

7 Qadi Abu Bakr al-Baqillani, at-Tagrib wa-l-irsad, ed. by ‘Abd al-Hamid b. ‘All Abii Zunayd
(Beirut: Mu’assasat ar-Risala, 1998 [1418 H]); on this work, see Vishanoff, The Formation of
Islamic Hermeneutics, pp. 161-189.
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ar-Razi kitaba [-mahsul).8—A separate work could and should be devoted to
comparing the Kitab al-Mu‘tamad® (of Hanafite, Mu‘tazilite influence) to the
Mabhsil (of Safi‘ite, A¥arite influence) along with a study on what Fahr ad-din
incorporated into his Mahsul, what he distanced himself from, and how theo-
logical differences influenced legal methodology. This is unfortunately beyond
the scope of the present work; however, occasional comparisons and references
will serve to indicate avenues for further research.l%—The Mahsul cites the
other scholars that Ibn Haldiin mentioned as well. But one of the tasks of the
present work is to reveal the clear influence in the Mahsu! of a scholar whom
Fahr ad-din does not cite by name in this work—unlike, for example, in his
Tafsir and works on logic—namely Ibn Sina.

1.2 Understanding the Discipline: figh and usul al-figh in the
Introduction of the Mahsul

With the context of the Mahsul’s tradition in mind, we can now move on to a

brief overview of the topics it treats and its structure. By starting with Fahr ad-

din’s definition of usul al-figh, the systematization underlying the structure of

the work will become readily apparent.

The introduction of the Mahsiul begins—ijust like that of the usal al-figh
works of al-Bagillani, al-Basri, al—Guwayni, and al-Gazali that came before it—
with a definition of the term usu! al-figh, in both its lay and technical uses.!
Since the compound word can only be understood once the meanings of its
individual components have been explained,

it behooves us to give the definition (ta7if) of as/ and figh, furthermore
the definition of usul al-figh:

8 Ibn Hallikan, Wafayat al-a‘yan, vol. 2, p. 1616, lines 4-6—1I owe the reference to this passage
to a conversation with Gregor Schwarb.

9 On this work and the history of its reception, see Hassan Ansari and Sabine Schmidtke,
“The Mu‘tazili and Zaydi-Reception of Aba I-Husayn al-BasiT's Kitab al-Mu‘tamad fi Usul
al-figh: A Bibliographical Note,” Islamic Law and Society, vol. 20, no. 1-2 (2013): pp. 90-109
and Wilferd F. Madelung, “Abt 1-Husayn al-Basri,” E12.

10  Ontherelationship between the works of al-Baqillani (still under the assumption that the
Kitab al-Taqrib was no longer extant), al—Guwayni, and al-Gazali, see Eichner, The Post-
Avicennian Philosophical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy, pp. 232—233.

11 Makdisi attributes to this definition, which first emerged in the works of the late tenth and
early eleventh centuries together with the use of the term ‘usal al-figh’ for this discipline,
the ability to ‘finally’ distinguish between the different disciplines of figh and usil al-figh,
“and thus put an end to the equivocal use of the latter term,” see George Makdisi, “The Jur-
idical Theology of Shafi‘r: Origins and Significance of Usul al-Figh,” Studia Islamica, vol. 59

(1984): pp. 5-47, esp. pp. 8-9.
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[1.] As for as/ (‘root,’ ‘foundation, ‘origin’), it is ‘that which one needs’ ( fa-
huwa [-muhtagu ilayhi).

[2.] As for figh (‘understanding,’ ‘insight’), it is [2.1] in the basic lin-
guistic meaning ( f7 asli [-luga; lit. ‘in the origin of language’) an expres-
sion for ‘understanding the intention of the speaker from his speech’
(tbaratun ‘an fahmi garadi [-mutakallimi min kalamihi); [2.2] in the par-
lance of the scholars (istilah al-‘ulam@’) it is an expression for [2.2.1] the
knowledge of the applied legal rulings (‘ibaratun ‘ani l-ilmi bi-l-ahkami s-
Sar‘yyati l-‘amaliyya), [2.2.2] whose concrete [ formulations] are deduced
(al-mustadalli ‘ala a‘yaniha), [2.2.3] provided that this fact [i.e. the legal
rulings on the particular actions] is not necessarily known from religion!?
[itself] (bi-haytu la yulamu kawnuha mina d-dini dararatan).’®

While according to al-Basr, the term figh was used both in everyday language
and in the parlance of jurists/scholars ( fugaha’), Fahr ad-din’s explanation
suggests that the word was limited to its narrower, technical meaning.* In

comparison to earlier works, Fahr ad-din’s definition of the technical term figh

proves to be markedly detailed; al-Basi], al—Guwayni, and al-Gazali had essen-

tially limited their definitions of figh to “the knowledge of the rulings/norms
to which one is obligated” (al-ilm bi-ahkam at-taklif ), or the knowledge of “the
legal rulings” (bi-ahkam sari‘a).)5 Fahr ad-din’s definition has adopted aspects

12

13
14

15

‘Religion’ (din) is meant here in the original and broadest sense of the word and refers to
obligatory practices, especially those fundamental ones that belong to the pillars of Islam,
see Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 303, line 11-p. 304, line 6; cf. Tilman Nagel, Das
islamische Recht: Eine Einfiihrung (Westhoven: wva-Verlag Skulima, 2001), pp. 4f. and p. 15;
see also Patrice C. Brodeur, “Religion,” Encyclopaedia of the Quran, vol. 4, p. 396 and Wil-
fred C. Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1963) [reprint
1991], pp. 90100 and pp. 287-290.

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 78, lines 3-10.

Al-Basr, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 8, lines 9—10; cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir
aw Mafatih al-gayb, ed. by Ibrahim Sams ad-din and Ahmad Sams ad-din (Beirut: Dar al-
Kutub al-ilmiyya, 2013), vol. 10, p. 151, lines 27—28; on the fact that the term fagqih still
referred to legal scholars and theologians in the middle of the 2nd cent. H, see Josef van
Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jahrhundert Hidschrah. Eine Geschichte des reli-
giosen Denkens im fiithen Islam (Berlin [et al.]: Walter de Gruyter, 1991-1997), vol. 1, p. 51
and on the early, broader meaning of the term figh, see van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, p. 114;
al-Gazali emphasizes that in his time this term only referred to legal scholars, see al-Gazali,
al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 8, lines 9—11; on the narrowing of the meaning of the semantic field
of figh, see also Nagel, Das islamische Recht, pp. 6-8; for an introduction to the discipline
of figh, see Baber Johansen, Contingency in a Sacred Law: Legal and Ethical Norms in the
Muslim Figh (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 1999), pp. 1-76.

AI—Guwayni, al-Burhan, vol. 1, p. 8, line 2; al-Basri, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 8, line 12;
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of the one given by al-Bagqillani, who defined figh as “the knowledge of the
legal rulings on the actions of those obligated [to follow legal norms], at which
one arrives through reflection (nazar)—not [the knowledge of the] rational
[ judgements]” (al-ilmu bi-ahkami af ali [-mukallafina $-Sar iyyati llati yutawas-
salu ilayha bi-n-nazari dina l-‘aqliyya).' Reflection (nazar), which is defined by
Fahr ad-din according to the philosophical tradition as the “ordering/arrange-
ment (tartib) of judgements/propositions that are held to be true (tasdigat) in
the mind ( fi d-dihn),"" provides the jurist with legal rulings in accordance with
divine transmission by means of the interpretation and combination of various
indicators—the result is therefore legal rulings (al-ahkam as-sar‘yya) based on
revelation, whereas rational judgements are the result of the sort of reflection
that does not take place on this basis. According to Fahr ad-din [ad 2.2.1], the
term ‘legal [ruling]’ (a$-Sar%yya) by definition excludes ‘rational judgements’
(al-ahkam al-‘aqliyya), by which is meant, for example, individual perception
of good and bad.!®

al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 8, lines 7-8. The term taklif “denotes the fact that God
imposed obligations on his creatures,” (see Daniel Gimaret, “Taklif E12) or “that man is
subject to divine law” (Nagel, Das islamische Recht, p.11). The term is rendered as ‘burden’
(Belastung, cf. Nagel, Das islamische Recht, p. 10ff.) or ‘obligation’ (Verpflichtung, cf. van
Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft, vol. 1, p. 207). The one on whom these obligations have
been imposed is a mukallaf; such a person possesses the highest degree of legal capa-
city, cf. Joseph Schacht, An Introduction to Islamic Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982)
[1st edition 1964], p. 124; cf. Nagel's detailed exposition of the aspects of legal capacity,
Nagel, Das islamische Recht, pp. 32—34; cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 105 and
p. 108, on the question of the extent to which children, sleeping persons, and the men-
tally ill have legal capacity in this sense. As Nagel explains, “the fact that the observance of
divine law was imposed on man is certainly understood as an onerous burden” (Nagel, Das
islamische Recht, p.11). A comprehensive study on the concept of obligation was recently
presented by Norbert Oberauer, see Nobert Oberauer, Religidse Verpflichtung im Islam. Ein
ethischer Grundbegriff und seine theologische, rechtliche und sozialgeschichtliche Dimen-
sion (Wiirzburg: Ergon, 2004).

16 Al-Bagqillani, at-Taqrib, vol. 1, p. 171, lines 10-11, cf. Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Her-
meneutics, pp. 1821,; on the term nagar ‘speculation, i.e. “all consideration and deduction
(istidlal),” see van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, p. 10 and pp. 237ff.

17 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 87, line 3; on the term tasdiq ‘belief, see in par-
ticular Joep Lameer, Conception and Belief in Sadr al-Din Shirazi (ca. 1571-1635): Al-Risala
fil-tasawwur wa-l-tasdiq (Tehran: Iranian Institute of Philosophy, 2006), pp. 14ff. and van
Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, pp. 95-113.

18  Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 79, line 5 and p. 96, line 5; Fahr ad-din devotes
to this topic a separate, highly detailed chapter, in which he compares the opposing
positions of the Mu‘tazila and As‘ariyya schools on this issue, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-
Mabhsul, vol. 1, pp. 123-146; cf. Nagel, Das islamische Recht, pp. 27—29; Weiss, The Search,
pp- 821f.
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The term ‘applied [legal rulings]’ (‘amaliyya), on the other hand, is inten-
ded to exclude the discussion of methodological foundations and sources.®
And [ad 2.2.2] the addition that ‘the concrete [legal rulings] are deduced’ (al-
mustadallu ‘ala a‘yaniha), which the Mufti sets out in a concrete legal opinion,
excludes those other areas of knowledge which could otherwise be invoked to
arrive at “applied legal rulings” or which represent the prerequisites—especial-
ly theological—of the discipline of figh.2°

The last aspect [ad 2.2.3] excludes, according to Fahr ad-din, all those legal
rulings that do not have to be deduced but are instead considered obvious,
“because that [knowledge] is not called figh” ( fa-inna dalika la yusamma fig-
han), as it does not require any further insight. As an example of this, Fahr
ad-din mentions prayer and fasting, whose legal classification as obligatory is
clearly stated in the Qur’an as well as in the akadit. It is the more detailed specif-
ics that are, however, sometimes very controversial and vary between different
interpretations within Islamic theology.!

After having thus given the definitions of the individual components of the
compound, Fahr ad-din goes on to define the discipline of usul/ al-figh, which
is the focus of his work:

Consequently, we say: [3.] Usul al-figh is an expression [a] for the total-
ity (magmu©) [b] of the methods (turuq) of figh [c] in a general way (‘ala
sabili l-igmal); [d] for the way of drawing conclusions through them [ée.
by means of these methods] (wa-kayfiyyatu l-istidlal biha); and [e] for the
particulars of the status of the one drawing the conclusions from them
(‘inda hada naqulu usulu l-fighi ibaratun ‘an magma'i turuqi l-fighi ‘ala
sabili l-igmali wa-kayfiyyati l-istidlali biha wa-kayfiyyati hali -mustadilli
biha).22

19  Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 79, lines 7—9.

20 Cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol.1, p. 79, lines 10-14; see also al-Qarafi, Nafa’is al-usil,
vol. 1, p. 32, lines 7-8, according to whom a‘yaniha is to be understood as “individual/con-
crete legal rulings” (ashas al-ahkam).

21 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 80, lines 1-3; see, for example, Fahr ad-din ar-
Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 6, p. 124, line 25 (first main argument; Sura 2:238); cf. Nagel,
Das islamische Recht, pp. 47-51; for a detailed study of prayer in Islamic legal thought, see
Marion Holmes Katz, Prayer in Islamic Thought and Practice (New York [et al.]: Cambridge
University Press, 2013).

22 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 80, lines 8—9.



22 CHAPTER 1

Components [b-e] of the definition are already found in the Kitab al-Mu‘tamad
of Abul-Husayn al-Basri.?3 Component [a] is an addition used to ensure that no
segment of usil al-figh is considered in isolation and taken to be the entire sci-
ence, “for even if it belongs to usul al-figh, it is not usul al-figh, because a part of
something is not the thing itself” (li-anna ba'da $-say’i la yakianu nafsa dalika s-
$ay’).2* This addition is directed against those works that had been considered
by later scholars to belong to the genre of usu! al-figh despite only treating a
portion of it.25

A method [ad b] is defined as that “which, with correct reflection” (an-nazar
as-sahih) “leads either to knowledge ( ilm) [ ...] or to presumption (zann) [ ...]."?6
When applied correctly, it results in a legal ruling (hukm sar7), which is called
[that which is] signified (madlil)—Dby indicators (al-adilla; sg. ad-dalil) and
signs (al-amarat, sg. al-amara).2” Elsewhere, Fahr ad-din mentions, again in
line with al-Basri, that indicators and signs each lead to different degrees of
knowledge: while it is possible to arrive at knowledge (ilm) by means of indic-
ators, signs lead at best to presumption (zann).2® These methods are divided
between those based on the revealed texts (sam7) and those based on reason-

23 Al-Basni, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 9, lines 16ff. “[...] ‘usal al-figh’ [...] in the parlance
of the jurists (‘urf al-fugaha’) indicates ‘reflection (nagar) on [b] the methods (turuq)
of figh [c] in a general way (‘ala sabili l-igmal), as well as ‘[d] the way by which [i.e. by
means of these methods] to draw conclusions’ (wa-kayfiyyata l-istidlali biha) as well as ‘[e]
that which pertains to the way of drawing conclusions through them’ (wa-ma yatbau
kayfiyyata l-istidlali biha) [i.e. ‘reflecting on those who make the rulings’ (an-nazar fi 1-
mustadillina ‘ala l-ahkam), p. 12, line 16].”

24  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 80, lines 11—12.

25  Cf Makdisi, “The Juridical Theology of Shafi1,” p. 8. A$-SafiTs Risala is certainly the best
example of such a work that does not belong to the genre of usil al-figh, cf. Schwarb, “Cap-
turing the Meaning of God’s Speech,” p. 116, fn. 23 and the research literature cited therein.

26 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 82, lines 3—4; cf. van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre,
pp- 364f.

27 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mabhsil, vol. 1, p. 80, last line and p. 82, lines 3-5; the same wording
is found in al-BasiT’s Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 9, lines 25-26.

28 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 88; al-Basri, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 9, last
line—p. 10, line 2. Cf. Nagel, Das islamische Recht, p. 15. Fahr ad-din also devotes attention
in his introduction to the epistemological and scientific-theoretical definitions of terms,
in particular the definitions of knowledge (/m), presumption (zann), conceptualization
(tasawwur) and belief (tasdiq), indicator (dalil), and sign (amara), see Fahr ad-din ar-Razi,
al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 83—-88; see for example van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, pp. 131f. and (on
the distinction between dalil and amara—the latter is translated by van Ess as ‘pointer’
[Fingerzeig]) van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, pp. 364 ff. The earlier distinction between differ-
ent degrees of knowledge was already adapted by al-Guwayni to the Aristotelian concept
of knowledge, according to which knowledge is per se necessary, cf. Eichner, The Post-
Avicennian Philosophical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy, pp. 181-184.
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ing (‘aqli).2? In several places, Fahr ad-din answers the question of whether the
methods for making legal rulings can be based primarily on reasoning emphat-
ically in the negative:

As concerns the rational [methods], in our opinion, there is no leeway
(la magal) for them with regard to legal rulings (afikam), since we have
made clear that they [i.e. the rulings] are established only by means of
revelation/revealed law (annaha la tutbatu illa bi-s-sar). But according
to the Mu‘tazila, there is a place for them because a judgement based on
reasoning (hukm al-‘aql) is useful with regard to the [category] of permis-
sion (ibaha), while it is detrimental ( fi madarr) with regard to prohibition
(hagr).30

In Fahr ad-din’s view, the five categories of legal rulings cannot be deduced
and justified purely rationally—not even the category of permission (ibaha),
wherein the option to perform an action exists and is neither required nor pro-
hibited. This position is in contrast to that of the Mu‘tazilite school, according
to which legal rulings can be reached both by means of tradition and reason-
ing.3!

Then Fahr ad-din—together with Abii l-Husayn al-Basri, al-Gazali, and
others—emphasizes [c] that in usul al-figh one deals with the methods of
deriving legal rulings “in a general way,” without focusing on concrete actions
and their judgement:

When we say ‘in a general way’ (‘ala sabili [-igmal), we mean the demon-
stration (bayan) of the fact that those indicators are indicators.—Do you
not see that in usul al-figh we say that consensus is an indicator merely for
the purpose of demonstration? Whether there was a consensus on this [or
that] argument is not mentioned in usul al-figh.3?

This passage also builds on Abu I-Husayn al-Basri’s remarks: “Do you not see
that when we speak of something as being obligatory, we are not addressing any
specific commandment (amr mu‘ayyan)? So it is also with prohibition (nahy),
consensus (igma“), and analogy (géyas). In contrast, it is different with the indic-

29  Fabrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 167, line 5.

30  Ibid,, lines 6—9.

31 For more details, see Nagel, Das islamische Recht, pp. 25ff.
32 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 81, lines 1-3.
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ators of figh, because they are specific,”®® i.e. they articulated with regard to
concrete examples.

Component [d] of the definition—*“the way by which [i.e. by means of these
methods] to draw conclusions (kayfiyyatu l-istidlal)"—refers to “the conditions
($ar@’it) under which the drawing of conclusions (istidlal) on the basis of those
methods is permissible.”3* Component [e], on the other hand, refers to the dis-
tinction between laypersons and scholars and their requirements when seek-
ing legal rulings:

[ad e] When we say ‘the way in which one draws conclusions from them,
we mean the one who seeks God’s judgement: If it is a layman (‘@Gmmi),
then it is necessary that he request a legal opinion (wagaba an yastaftiya);
if it is a scholar (‘alim), it is necessary that he take upon himself the
endeavor/that he interpret the sources himself (wagaba an yagtahida).33

From his definition of usi! al-figh, Fahr ad-din then derives the overall structure
of the work.

13 The Overall Structure of the Work Based on Fahr ad-din’s Definition
of usil al-figh

Fahr ad-din—paralleling the template provided by the Kitab al-Mu‘tamad36—
derives the overall structure of his work and the topics to be dealt with in
it from the definition of usul al-figh at the end of his extensive introduc-
tion. Under component [b] “on the methods (furug) of figh” fall the textu-
ally established (mansis), i.e. primary, and the derived (mustanbat), i.e. sec-
ondary, indicators and sources along with aspects related to them, set out in
eight chapters: on commandments and prohibitions (al-kalam fi [-awamir wa-
n-nawahi); on generality and particularity (al-kalam fi [-‘umim wa-[-husis); on
that which requires explanation and that which has been made clear/explained
(al-mugmal wa-l-mubayyan); on the actions of the Prophet (al-kalam fi [-afal),
abrogation (al-kalam fi n-nasih wa-l-mansuh), and consensus (al-kalam fi [-
igma"). The text-based methods include the investigation of transmitted tra-
dition (al-kalam fi l-ahbar) while the derived (mustanbat), secondary indicat-
ors refer mainly to conclusion by analogy and inference (al-kalam fi -giyas).

33 Al-Basri, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 9.

34 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 81, lines 4-5.
35  Ibid,, lines 6-8.

36  Al-Basn, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, pp. n—12.
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Because all of this can only be dealt with using language, it is inevitable, accord-
ing to Fahr ad-din, to precede these hermeneutic-methodological treatises with
a chapter on language.3”

The “way by which [ie. by means of these methods] to draw conclusions”
(kayfiyyatu l-istidlal) mentioned in component [d] of the definition consists
of a process of weighing probabilities (targih), whereby contradictory indic-
ators are weighed against each other and, if possible, reconciled.3® Under
component [e] on the other hand, “the particulars of the status of the one
drawing the conclusions from them,” falls the chapter on “the conditions of
independent interpretation of the sources (Sara’it al-igtihad)” as well as the
chapter on the one who prepares a legal opinion and the one who requests
it (mustaftt).3®

Here we find the “canonical set of questions” that Robert Gleave has identi-
fied in the classical usul al-figh works, namely [1.] the “[fJundamental elements
of understanding the discpline,” i.e. the definition of usul al-figh as well as dis-
cussions of theology and linguistic theory; [2.] a discussion of the status accor-
ded to the individual sources in the determination of a ruling; [3.] a presenta-
tion of the hermeneutical tools and [4.] the examination of all that is included
under giyas; and finally [5.] questions about the abilities and requirements of
the jurist—chapters in which a “theory of hermeneutic authority around the
notion of ijtihad” is developed.*©

In the following overview, the letters A—c (in small capitals) correspond to
Fahr ad-din ar-Raz1'’s systematization, while Gleave’s schematization is given in
square brackets:

FIGURE 1 Outline of the Structure of the Mahsal*!

A.METHODS

[‘Fundamental elements of understanding the discipline”|

1.  Introduction to the science of usi! al-figh (al-kalam fi [-mugaddimat)
2. Chapter on language (al-kalam fi l-lugat)

37  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 168, lines 18—19; a more detailed treatment can be
found in Chapter 1, Section 2.

38  Cf. Bauer, Die Kultur der Ambiguitdt, pp. 182—183, whose term ‘weighing of probabilities’
(Wahrscheinlichkeitsabwigung) 1 have adopted as a translation for targih; for a detailed
discussion of this topic, see Weiss, The Search, pp. 7211t.

39  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 169, lines 4—7.

40 Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 28—29.

41 AsforFahrad-din’s short usil al-figh work al-Ma‘alim fiusil al-figh, it is essentially an out-
line of chapters 111, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Ma‘alim fi usil al-figh, ed. by Muhammad
Hasan Isma‘l (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya, 2007).
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[Hermeneutical tools)

3.  Commandments and prohibitions (al-kalam fi l-awamir wa-n-nawahr)

4.  Generality and restriction/particularity (al-kalam fi [- umam wa-l-husus)

5.  That which requires explaination and that which has been made clear/
explained (al-mugmal wa-l-mubayyan)

[Use of the sources]

6.  The actions of the Prophet (al-kalam fi l-af'al)

7. Abrogation (al-kalam fi n-nasih wa-l-mansiih)

8.  Consensus (al-kalam fi l-igma“)

9. Traditions (al-kalam fi l-ahbar)

[Analogy and other and kinds of inference]

10. Conclusion by analogy and inference (al-kalam fi [-qiyas)

B. WEIGHING CONTRADICTORY INDICATORS
11. On stalemate and the weighing of probabilities (al-kalam f t-ta‘adul wa-
t-tardgih)

C. THE QUALIFICATIONS OF JURISTS

[Qualification of jurists and the development of a “theory of hermeneutical au-

thority”|

12. On the independent interpretation of the sources (al-kalam f l-igtihad)

13. Onthe mufti and the one who requests a legal opinion (al-kalam fi [-mufti
wa-l-mustaftt)

14. On controversial methods: e.g. istishab/istihsan

This structure largely corresponds to that of Aba I-Husayn's Kitab al-Mu‘ta-
mad*?>—apart from a few small differences. For example, the content of Abu
1-Husayn'’s chapter treating the acquisition of legal rulings ( fi hugr wa-l-ibaha;
Engl. ‘On Prohibition and Permission’) is already dealt with by Fahr ad-din in
his introduction. Additionally, Aba 1-Husayn, between his introduction and
the beginning of his chapter on commandments, makes only a few linguistic
comments that are furthermore limited to the topic of literal (hagiga) vs. figur-
ative (magaz) speech and the investigation of the functions of various particles
(huraf).*3 The structure of the Mahsiul is obviously not influenced by that of
the Mustasfa, whose structure is instead systematized according to the four
parts of the fruit metaphor: [1.] the fruit (tamara) of the tree, i.e. the legal rul-

42 See Table 1, p. 28.
43 See Chapter 1, Section 2.
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ings; [2.] the tree producing the fruit (mutmir; lit. ‘the fruit-bearing one’), i.e.
the evidence upon which rulings are made (adillat al-ahkam); [3.] the “harvest-
ing method” or method of utilization (tariq al-istitmar), under which al-Gazalj,
among others, places linguistic considerations, the study of commandments
and prohibitions, and explanations of analogical conlcusions; and [4.] the har-
vester (mustatmir; lit. ‘beneficiary’).#* Fahr ad-din, on the other hand, treats
the topics of the second and third parts together under the aspect of “[b] the
methods (turuq) of figh”

A few comments on the structure of the Mustasfa are warranted here. For,
in addition to the aforementioned four parts of the fruit metaphor according
to which the work is organized, it exhibits another special feature: an intro-
duction following the preface, which is designed as a propaedeutic treatise on
logic.43 According to al-Gazali, this does not represent a specific introduction
to the science of usul al-figh; rather, it is “an introduction for all sciences” (bal
hiya muqaddimatu [-‘ulum kullih@),*® which the teacher or copyist who may
not be inclined to logic could also skip: “Whoever does not want to write down
this introduction should begin the writing with the first pole [i.e. with the first
chapter pertaining to usul al-figh, see Table 11" ( fa-man sa'a an la yaktuba hadiht
l-muqaddimatu fa-l-yabda’ bi-l-kitabi mina l-qutbi l-awwal).47

The following table is intended to provide a structural overview of the Mah-
sul in direct comparison to the Kitab al-Mu‘tamad on which it is modelled, as
well as to the Mustasfa, whose chapter on logic is the first of its kind in this
genre.

44  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfd, vol.1, .18, lines 10-11. 10-11: “Every fruit (tamara) has its own attrib-
ute (sifa) and its own essence (hagiqa); it has something from which it is borne (mutmir),
a beneficiary (mustatmir), and a means of utilization (tarig al-istitmar).” On the struc-
ture of the Mustasfa, see Eichner, The Post-Avicennian Philosophical Tradition and Islamic
Orthodoxy, pp. 213 ff.

45 Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, pp. 30-175.

46 Ibid., line 8.

47 Ibid., lines 10-11.
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TABLE 1 Structural overview of the Mahsil*®
Fahr ad-din ar-Razi Abu 1-Husayn al-Basri Abu Hamid Muhammad al-
(606/1210): (436/1044): Gazali (505/11m1):
al-Mahgul Kitab al-Mu‘tamad al-Mustasfa

I.INTRODUCTION

I.INTRODUCTION

I. FOREWORD I AND FORE-
WORD II

II. GENERAL INTRODUCTION:
LOGICALFOUNDATIONS

I1. METHODS (TURUQ) OF
FIQH

1.

2.

Chapter on language*®
Commandments and
prohibitions (al-awamir
wa-n-nawahi)

Generality and particularity
(al-‘umam wa-l-husis)

That which requires
explaination and that
which has been made
clear/explained (al-mugmal
wa-l-mubayyan)

The actions of the Prophet
(al-af'al)

Abrogation (an-nasih wa-I-
mansif)

Consensus (al-igma-)
Traditions (al-ahbar)
Conclusion by analogy (al-
qiyas)

48

I1. METHODS (TURUQ) OF
FIQH

1.

2.

@

© ® I R

Chapter on language
Commandments and pro-
hibitions

Generality and particularity
That which requires
explaination and that
which has been made
clear/explained

The actions of the Prophet
Abrogation

Consensus

Traditions

Conclusion by analogy

IIL FRUIT (TAMARA) (1ST
POLE)

Categorizations, essence, etc.
of legal rulings (ahkam)

IV. THAT WHICH BEARS THE
FRUIT
(MUTMIR) (2ND POLE)

FIRST SOURCE: Quran

1. The Quran as a source of
law

2. Abrogation

SECOND SOURCE: Sunnah

1. The Sunnah as a source of
law

2. Traditions

THIRD SOURCE: Consensus

FOURTH SOURCE: Reason-

ing (‘agl) and presumption of

continuity (istishab)

In this overview, the chapter headings of the Mahsul and the Kitab al-Mu‘tamad have

largely been retained, while the Mustasfa has been reduced to its essential structural fea-

tures.
49

For a detailed discussion of this chapter, see Chapter 1, Section 2.
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TABLE 1 Structure overview of the Mahsul (cont.)
Fahr ad-din ar-Razi Abu 1-Husayn al-Basr1 Abu Hamid Muhammad al-
(606/1210): (436/1044): Gazali (505/1111):
al-Mahgul Kitab al-Mu‘tamad al-Mustasfa
III. WAY TO DRAW CONCLU- IIL. WAY TO DERIVE THE RUL- V. METHOD OF UTILIZATION
SIONS ON THE BASIS OF THESE INGS (TARIQAL-ISTITMAR) (3RD
METHODS (kayfiyyat al-istidlal ‘ala [- POLE)
(kayfiyyat al-istidlal bi-hadihi  ahkam) 1. The external form (siga)
t-turuq) 1. Methodological and epi- and arrangement (man-
10. Stalemate and the weighing stemological questions (e.g. gum) of the linguistic
of probabilities (at-ta‘adul rulings in the eyes of the expression
wa-t-targih) revealed law; derivation of 2. The import ( fahwa) of the
the categories of rulings, linguistic expression and
method of istishab al-hal) what it implies in terms of
further meanings®®
3. The meaning (mana) and
what is deduced from it by
means of reasoning (con-
clusion by anaolgy)
IV. THE NATURE OF THE SITU- IV. ON THOSE WHO DERIVE VL. ‘BENEFICIARIES’
ATION OF THE ONE WHO THE RULINGS ( fi [-mustadillina (MUSTATMIR)
DRAWS CONCLUSIONS BASED  ‘ala l-ahkam) On the Mugtahid and the
ON THEM (kayfiyyat hali [ 12. The mufti and the one who Muqallid
mustadilli bi-hadihi t-turuq) requests a legal opinion (al-
1u. The independent inter- mufti wa-l-mustafti)

pretation of the sources
(al-igtihad)

12. The mufti and the one who
requests a legal opinion (al-
mufit wa-l-mustafti)

13. On contentious issues

50  These types of implication are the subject of Chapter 4.
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2 Topics and Structure of the Chapter on Language

The following is a brief overview of the chapter of the Mahsul devoted to lin-
guistic topics,%! the second sub-chapter of which is the focus of this work. Fahr
ad-din justifies the necessity of such a chapter as follows: “Since a grasp (tamas-
suk) of the textually attested (mansusat) [indicators] is only possible by means
of language, it is inevitable to precede the whole discussion with a chapter on
language (bab al-lugat).”>? ‘Language’ here means the totality of the connec-
tions between linguistic expressions and meanings; Fahr ad-din’s use of the
plural al-lugat here is not intended to refer to different dialects or language
systems, but rather to the sum of the lexical units of the Arabic language.53

2.1 Word, Speech, Language, Signification: Topics, Questions, and
Structure of the Chapter on Language

The first sub-chapter “Universal Rules of Language” (al-ahkam al-kulliya li-

lugat) presents a definition of “speech” (kalam) according to which kalam, in

its usiul al-figh-related technical sense, refers to “the audible articulated sounds”

(al-aswatu [-mutaqattiatu [-masmi‘a).>* Fahr ad-din’s definition is based on

51  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, pp. 175-418.

52 Ibid., p. 168, lines 18—19.

53  The term luga is complex in its usage, cf. Tamas Ivanyi, “Luga,” EALL, vol. 3, pp. 88-95;
cf. Weiss, The Search, pp. u3ft.; Cornelis Versteegh, The Explanation of Linguistic Causes.
Az-Zaggagi’s Theory of Grammar (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1995), p. 155, note 8; in
this context, the Arabic language is meant: “[...] since Muslim scholars were preoccu-
pied solely with Arabic, al-lugha, unless otherwise qualified, was understood to refer to
the primordial language of the Arabs, the pristine Arabic that informed the speech of
the Prophet Mohammad and his contemporaries,” Weiss, The Search, p. 122. Fahr ad-din
generally uses it to refer to the totality of the connections of linguistic expressions and
meanings in a spoken language—usually Arabic—for the purpose of communication, cf.
for example Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 181ff.: Here he speaks of the cor-
relation between linguistic expressions and meanings (p. 181, line 3) and subsequently
summarizes this system (e.g. p. 182, line 3) as lugat. Since Fahr ad-din espouses a compre-
hensive concept of luga that is not limited to ‘lexicography, ‘dialect, or ‘word, the term
‘language’ is chosen here. Additionally, this is intended to avoid unnecessary exoticiza-
tion, which in my opinion is evoked when the word is left untranslated—*The Lugha was
...,” “they spoke of the Lugha” (cf. Weiss, The Search, p. 113).

54  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, Vol. 1, p. 177, line 4; Fahr ad-din also cites another definition
which, according to him, is not relevant to usil al-figh—in it he defines kalam as al-
ma‘na l-qa’imu bi-n-nafsi. With these two definitions he splits al-Baqillani’s As‘arite defin-
ition of kalam into two parts and differentiates between a theological and a philological-
phonological aspect: al-kalam [...] huwa ma‘nan q&@’imun bi-n-nafsi yu‘abbaru ‘anhiu bi-
hadihi l-aswati [-masmii‘a, al-Baqillani, Kitab at-Tamhid, ed. by Richard J. McCarthy (Bei-
rut: Libraire Orientale, 1957), p. 251, lines 5—6; see also al-Baqillani, a¢-Tagrib, vol. 1, p. 316;
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that of Abu l-Husayn al-Basri, who writes: “kalam is that which is arranged
out of differentiated, audible phonemes” (al-kalam huwa ma ntagara mina (-
hurafi -masmi‘ati [-mutamayyizati).> According to Fahr ad-din, this definition
is intended, among other things, to prevent single phonemes from being con-
sidered speech (kalam).>6

In connection with this, Fahr ad-din deals with the question of whether
a single, individual word (kalima) can be regarded as speech (kalam), and
explains the differences in viewpoint between “the grammarians” (an-nuhat;
sg. nahin), who answer this question in the negative, and “the legal theor-
ists” (al-usuliyyin), who answer it in the affirmative. Fahr ad-din supports the
position of the grammarians: following Zamahsari, he understands kalima as
“any utterance that denotes a meaning on the basis of convention” (kullu man-
tuqin bihi dalla bi-l-istilah ‘ald manan);> and following Ibn Ginni he summar-
izes speech (kalam) as a “meaningful sentence” (al-gumlatu [-mufida)—be it
a nominal sentence (al-gumlatu l-ismiyyatu), a verbal sentence (al-gumlatu [-
filiyyatu), or a conditional sentence (al-gumlatu s-sartiyyatu).58 The question

cf. Gardet, “kalam,” E72. On the philological levels of meaning, see for example Rafael
Talmon, “‘Al-kalam ma kana muktafiyan bi-nafsihi wa-huwa I-gumla’: A Study in the his-
tory of sentence-concept and the Sibawaihian legacy in Arabic grammar,” Zeitschrift der
Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, vol. 138 (1988): pp. 74-98; Cornelis Versteegh,
Arabic Grammar and Qur'anic Exegesis in Early Islam (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 1993), pp. 99{t.
as well as Tamas Ivanyi, “kalam,” EALL, vol. 2, pp. 541545 and Richard Frank, “Meanings
are Spoken of in Many Ways: The Earlier Arab Grammarians,” Le Muséon, vol. 94 (1981):
p- 263.

55  Al-Basr, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 14, last line; Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1,
p- 177, lines 7-8.

56  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 177-178.

57  Ibid, p. 179, lines 13—14; cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 29, lines 15—
18 (24th main argument); cf. Aba 1-Qasim az-Zamahsarl, al-Mufassal, ed. by ].P. Broch,
1859, P. 4, line 14, see also Jean-Patrick Guillaume, “Defining the Word within the Arabic
Grammatical Tradition: ’Astarabadi’s Predicament,” in The Word in Arabic, ed. by Giuliano
Lancioni and Lidia Bettini (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2011), p. 49. Zamahsari, whose writings
were often engaged with by Fahr ad-din, subsumed kalima under the conceptual category
of lafz. As with Ibn Sina—and in contrast to al-Farabi—the “linguistic expression” no
longer had to carry meaning in order to be considered lafz.

58 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 180, lines 3—5; Fahr ad-din summarizes this discus-
sion with somewhat more detail afforded to the argumentation in his Tafsir (10th main
argument), see Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 26, lines 7-17; cf. Aba I-Fath
‘Utman Ibn Ginni, al-Hasa’is, ed. by Muhammad ‘Ali an-Naggar (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-
‘Arabi [2nd edition; reprint of the Cairo edition, 1952-1957]), vol. 1, p. 26, lines 12f. On
the development of the terms kalam and gumla into the grammatical technical terms for
“sentence,” see Talmon, “‘Al-kalam ma kana muktafiyan bi-nafsihi wa-huwa l-gumla’”
Georges Bohas, Jean-Patrick Guillaume, and Djamel Eddine Kouloughli, The Arabic lin-

and
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of whether a word alone can be classified as speech or whether speech must
be comprised of a complete sentence is of considerable legal relevance—the
legal validity of a speech act, for example, could depend on it.5°

This first sub-chapter goes on to provide an overview of the various theor-
ies regarding the origin of language that have been put forward throughout
Muslim intellectual history. These are mainly limited to the question of who
can be regarded as the initiator (wadi" lit. ‘imposer’) of language(s)—whether
God, or humans, or both together.5° Fahr ad-din also gives a description here
of the function of language in human communities as well as a discussion of
the advantages that spoken language has over communication based on other
kinds of signs.5!

Besides the investigation of the creator of language and the question of the
function of spoken language, the investigation of the relationship between lin-
guistic expressions and meanings occupies a large portion of this sub-chapter.
Some questions of chief importance, in addition to the question of how lan-
guage (i.e. the correlation between linguistic expressions and meanings) is

guistic tradition (London: Routledge, 1990), pp. 56; see also Versteegh, Arabic Grammar
and Qurianic Exegesis, pp. 99ff. and id., The Explanation of Linguistic Causes, pp. 41-42
and p. 214.

59  This is discussed, for example, in the context of conditional divorce, see Fahr ad-din ar-
Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 26, lines 18—32.

60  Onthe question of the origin of language, see Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, pp. 181—
192; this topic will not be treated in depth here as it has been dealt with quite extensively in
various monographs and essays: Bernard G. Weiss, Language in Orthodox Muslim Thought:
A Study of Wad" al-Lugha and its Development (Princeton: Princeton University, 1966);
Henri Loucel, “Lorigine du langage d’apres les grammairiens arabes 1-1v,” Arabica, vol. 10
(1963): pp. 188—208, pp. 253—281 and vol. 11 (1964): pp. 57—72, pp. 151-187; Bernard G. Weiss,
“Medieval Muslim Discussions of the Origin of Language,” ZzDMG, vol. 124 (1974): pp. 33—
41; Andrzej Czapkiewicz, The Views of the Medieval Arab Philologists on Language and its
Origin in the Light of as-Suyutl’s “al-Muzhir” (Krakow: Nakt. Uniwersytetu Jagiellonskiego,
1988); Cornelis H.M. Versteegh, “Linguistic Attitudes and the Origin of Speech in the Arab
World,” in Understanding Arabic: Essays in Contemporary Arabic Linguistics in Honor of
El-Said Badawi, ed. by Alaa Elgibali (Cairo: The American University in Cairo Press, 1996),
pp- 15-31; id., Landmarks in Linguistic Thought 111: The Arabic Linguistic Tradition (Lon-
don [et al.]: Routledge, 1997), pp. 101-114; Mustafa Shah, “Classical Islamic Discourse on
the Origins of Language: Cultural Memory and the Defense of Orthodoxy,” Numen, vol. 58
(20m1): pp. 314-343; see also Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 30ff.; Endref3, “‘This is Clear
Arabic Speech,” pp. 34-36.

61  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, pp. 193-195; for a translation of an excerpt from this
sub-chapter of the Mahsil, see Versteegh: Landmarks in Linguistic Thought 111, pp. 127—
129.
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transmitted,®? include: [i] Does each meaning have its own discrete linguistic
expression? Fahr ad-din’s answer is in accord with what had been argued pre-
viously: since there is an infinite number of meanings for which only a limited
number of linguistic expressions is conceivable, he makes arguments for the
possibility and permissibility of homonyms and figures of speech in the Arabic
language, including the revealed texts—e.g. in connection with the form of
the imperative (sigat al-amr). If one accepts that there can only be a limited
number of linguistic expressions that are assigned to an infinite number of
meanings, then there must inevitably be expressions that signify more than
one meaning in one way or another.53 On this basis, it can then be argued
that the imperative need not always indicate the obligation to perform an
action. [ii] Another question at the center of the discussion of the relationship
between linguistic expressions and meanings is whether linguistic expressions
are primarily used for “the signification of extramentally existing things” ({i-d-
dalalati ‘ala l-mawgudati [-harigiyya) or “the signification of mental meanings”
(wudi‘at li-d-dalalati ‘ala [-ma‘ani d-dihniyya). According to Fahr ad-din, the lat-
ter is the case:

Whenever we see a body from afar (ida ra'ayna gisman min ba‘id) and
we think it is a boulder (wa-ganannahu sahratan), we call it by that name
(sammaynahu bi-hada l-ism); then when we approach it ( fa-ida danawna
minhit), we realize that it is a living being (‘arafna annahii hayawan), but
we think it is a bird and thus call it that [i.e. by the name ‘bird’] (lakinna
ganannahu tayran sammaynahu biht). But with increasing proximity ( fa-
ida izdada l-qurb), we recognize that it is a human being and thus call it
that [ie. by the name ‘human being’]. Thus, the difference in names for
the difference in mental forms (as-suwar ad-dihniyya) indicates that the
linguistic expression signifies only them [i.e. the mental forms] ( fa-htilafu

62 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 203—217; see also Weiss, “Language and Tradition.”

63 Cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 262 ff,; in the Tafsir, Fahr ad-din speaks of infin-
ite quiddities (mahiyyat), cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 31, lines 1213
(36th main argument); cf. on this question Weiss, The Search, pp. 143ff. and pp. 197-198
and Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, p. 58. This question becomes relevant, for example,
in the context of the question as to whether the imperative denotes the obligation to per-
form an action. The Hanafite scholar as-Sarahsi argues in favor of this by saying that there
exist a sufficient number of linguistic expressions such that a different linguistic expres-
sion could be selected if a certain meaning were intended; thus homonymy need not be
inevitable, see Sams ad-din as-Sarahsi, Usil, ed. by Abt 1-Wafa’ al-Afgani (Beirut: Dar al-
Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 1993 [1414]), vol. 1, p. 16, cf. Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, p. 58 and
pp. 62—63; cf. Weiss, The Search, pp. 336 ff., which goes into this in detail.
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l-asami ‘inda htilafi s-suwari d-dihniyyatiyadullu ‘ala anna l-lafza la dalal-
ata lahu illa ‘alayha).5*

These considerations, which can also be found in Fahr ad-din’s other delibera-
tions on language philosophy, fall within the tradition of a passage by Aristotle
on the theory of signification from his De Interpretatione 16a3—8:55 According
to Aristotle, [3] (spoken) sounds or linguistic expressions (gwvai) are symbols
(cVupola) for [2] our psychological impressions, “affections in the soul”66—or
for “things in the mind (v tfj Stavoia)”;%7 on the other hand, [4] written (ypagé-
ueva) expressions are symbols for spoken linguistic utterances. The [3] spoken
and [4] written linguistic expressions vary from country to country and are
signs (onpela) for [2] the impressions of the soul, which are “the same for all
people.” The [2] impressions of the soul, in turn, are depictions (épowwpora)
[1] of extramental things (mpdypata). The Greek commentary tradition under-
stood the relationship between these planes to be that linguistic expressions
directly, i.e. “firstly” (mpwtwv), signify that which is in the soul, namely thoughts
(vonudta)—and only secondarily the extramental things or facts.5®

While the distinction between ‘symbols’ and ‘signs’ on the one hand and
‘depictions’ on the other, and thus different types of referential relationships—
namely the distinction between [3]/[4]-[2] and [2]-[1]—is emphasized in

64  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 200, line 11-p. 201, line 2, the parallel passages can
be found in Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, al-Mantiq, ed. by ‘All Reza
Nagafzadeh (Tehran: Angoman-e Atar va-Mofaher Farhangi, 2005 [1426 h.q./1384 h.8.]),
p. 21, lines 10—13; Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 31, lines 6-8 (excerpt from
the 35th main argument).

65  Aristotle (De Int.16a3-8), Aristotelis Categoriae et Liber de Interpretatione, ed. by Lorenzo
Minio-Paluello (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1949): "Eatt uév odv td &v tf) pwvij T@v &v i) Yuxj
mabnudtwy cOpuBoda, xal Ta ypagopueva T@v v Tff ewvf]. Kal domep o0de ypduuata maat &
abtd, 003¢ Quval al adtal Gv pévtor Tadta onpela TpWTwWY, TadTd TAoL Tadparter TS Yoy,
xarl v TadTa dpotwporta TTpdyporte 18y tadtd. The English translation of this passage is taken
from J.L. Ackrill’s De Int. translation: “Now spoken sounds are symbols of affections in the
soul, and written marks symbols of spoken sounds. And just as written marks are not the
same for all men, neither are spoken sounds. But what these are in the first place signs
of—affections of the soul—are the same for all; and what these affections are likenesses
of—actual things—are also the same,” J.L. Ackrill, Aristotle. Categories and De Interpreta-
tione (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963 [reprinted 2002]), p. 43; Weidemann gives a detailed
commentary on this passage, see Hermann Weidemann, “Anmerkungen,” in Aristoteles.
Werke in deutscher Ubersetzung vol. 1, part 11: Peri Hermeneias (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
2002 [1st edition 1994]), pp. 133-158.

66 The English translation is based on Ackrill, see fn. 65.

67  Aristotle, De Int. 23a 32f., cf. Weidemann, “Anmerkungen,” p. 135 and p. 458.

68 Cf. Weidemann, “Anmerkungen,” pp. 141-142.
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the Greek commentary tradition, this dichotomization became blurred in the
Arabic tradition. One of the reasons for this is that Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s Arabic
translation does not mention cOpfora, and instead only speaks of ‘signify-
ing/referring to’ and of ‘depictions’ (amtila): “That which is uttered with the
voice signifies the impressions that are in the soul (inna ma yuhragu bi-s-sawti
dallun ‘ala l-atari allati ft n-nafsi); and that which is written (ma yuktabu) sig-
nifies that which is uttered with the voice.”8® Eventually, Ibn Sina removed the
word ‘depictions’ (amtila), writing only of ‘signifying,’ so that the [2]—[1] rela-
tionship became harmonized with the others. Thus through Ibn Sina’s use of
the verb dalla in his Arabic translation, the relationships between the planes
of reference were “constructed in an even more strongly parallel way,”?° i.e. the
relationship between [2] the impressions of the soul and [1] the extramental
things is not distinguished—at least linguistically—from that between [3] the
linguistic expressions and [2] the impressions of the soul. Instead all refer-
ence planes are linked by the verb dalla in a continuous chain of signification.
This formed the basis for these planes being understood in the post-Avicennian
tradition as “four different possibilities for how ‘a thing’ ($ay’) can be.””! Such
a structure is already suggested by the heading of the chapter al-Tbara 1,1 of
the Kitab as-Sifa’: “On the knowledge (ma‘ifa) of the mutual correspondence
(tandsub) between things (umir) and concepts (tasawwurat) and linguistic
expressions (alfaz) and written [linguistic expressions] (kitabat).””?

This is the background of what led to the passage from the Mahsiu! quoted
above becoming inserted into another work by Fahr ad-din, namely his com-
mentary on Ibn Sina’s Isarat wa-t-tanbihat:

[§1] Things have four levels of existence (maratib fi l-wugud): [1] The
external existence (al-wugud al-harigi), [2] the mental (ad-dihni), [3] that
which is related to the linguistic expression (al-lafzi), and [4] that which
is related to writing (al-kitaba).

69  An-Nass al-kamil li-Mantiq Aristu, ed. by Farid Gabr (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr al-Lubnani, 1999),
vol. 1, p. 104, lines 1-2; on this passage in the Arabic tradition, see Heidrun Eichner,
“Das avicennische Corpus Aristotelicum: Zur Virtualisierung des Aristotelestextes in der
postavicennischen Tradition,” in Entre Orient et Occident: La philosophie et la science gréco-
romaines dans le monde arabe, ed. by Richard Goulet (Geneva: Droz, 2010), pp. 206 f;; see
also Versteegh, “The Arabic Tradition,” pp. 266 ff.

70 Eichner, “Das avicennische Corpus Aristotelicum,” p. 215.

71 Ibid., p. 226.

72 Ibn Sina, Kitab a$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Thara, ed. by Mahmiid al-Hudayri (Cairo: Dar al-
katib al-‘arabi li-t-tiba‘a wa-n-nasr, 1970), p. 1; cf. Eichner, “Das avicennische Corpus Aris-
totelicum,” p. 213.
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[§2] [4] The [level of ] writing signifies/refers to [3] [the level of ] the lin-
guistic expression, [...]. As far as [3] [the level of | the linguistic expression
is concerned, it does not signify [1] [the level of | external [existence]—
namely on the basis of the [ following] proof:

[§ 3] When you see a person from afar and think he is a boulder, then you
call him that [L.e. by the name ‘boulder’]; then, as you approach him, you
recognize that he is a living being, but you think he is a bird and call him
by [the name] ‘bird’; then, with increasing proximity, you recognize his
humanness and call him by [the name] ‘man.

[§4] Thus, the difference in names (ihtilaf at-tasmiyat) for the differ-
ence in concepts (hayalat) indicates that the names signify the mental
forms (as-suwar ad-dihniyya), and not the external things (al-umur al-
harigiyya).

It is in the nature of people to call the mental forms (as-suwar ad-dihniy-
ya) meanings/concepts (ma@ni). Thus the correctness of his [ie. Ibn
Sina’s] words has become clear in that “there is a certain connection
(‘alagatun ma) between the linguistic expression and the meaning,” i.e.
that the linguistic expression per se and in a primary way (bi-l-gasdi [-
awwali) only signifies the mental meanings.”

In contrast to his treatment of the same topic in the Mahsil, these relatively
detailed explanations illustrate the tradition in which parts of Fahr ad-din’s
work on legal theory are to be contextualized.

This tradition is illustrated in particularly striking fashion by the second,
extremely complex sub-chapter, which deals with “the classification of lin-
guistic expressions” (tagsim al-alfaz). This sub-chapter, which is the focus of
the present work, will be presented and translated below. As will be shown in
detail, it represents a synthesis between logical propaedeutics and concepts of
grammatical and legal theory.

Sub-chapters three to six of the Mahsul's chapter on language treat several
of these classifications in depth, discussing various aspects of the paronymous
name (ism mustaqq), the polyonymous name (ism mutaradif ) (i.e. several dif-
ferent linguistic expressions signifying one and the same meaning), the hom-
onymous name (ism mustarak), and the question of literal (lafz hagigi) and
figurative linguistic expressions (lafz magazi).”

73 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, al-Mantiq, ed. by ‘Ali Reza Nagafzadeh
(Tehran: Angoman-e Atar va-Mofaher Farhangl, 2005 [1426 h.q./1384 h.8.]), p. 21, lines 5—
15.

74  See Chapter 3.
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The seventh linguistic sub-chapter indicates possible sources of error in
interpretation due to linguistic features such as homonymy, changes in lan-
guage usage including the evolution of technical terms, figurative expressions,
ellipses, and semantic narrowing. It provides the scholar with ten guidelines
for resolving these sorts of discrepancies, which arise during “the attainment
of what the speaker intends”: If, for example, the homonymous meaning of a
word conflicts with a meaning that has become established, whether in lay or
technical usage, it is this established meaning that is to be considered more
appropriate. If, however, this then results in a conflict with the figurative mean-
ing, then the figurative meaning is to be considered more appropriate.”

The eighth sub-chapter deals with the meanings and functions of the parti-
cleswaw, f@’, and innama as well as the prepositions fi, bi-, and min, discussing
different problems in detail.”® In the way of a cursory overview, I will men-
tion a few of these problems. At the center of the issue concerning the waw,
Fahr ad-din discusses the question, particularly important for legal hermen-
eutics, of whether the waw in its function as a conjunction (al-waw al-atifa)
should be understood simultaneously or consecutively when in the context of
a temporal sequence (tartib). For example, does the sentence ra‘aytu Zaydan
wa-Amran mean that I saw Zayd and ‘Amr at the same time (ma‘an) or that I
first saw Zayd and then ‘Amr?7? Fahr ad-din cites the grammarian Abu ‘Al al-
Farisi (d. 377/987), according to whom the majority of grammarians from the
Basra and Kiuifa schools are of the opinion that connection (gam®), not succes-
sion, is denoted by this waw. This view, which Fahr ad-din eloquently endorses,
had already been held by Sibawayhi.”® The fa’, on the other hand, has the func-
tion of sequence (ta'qib), while innama is employed for the limitation (hasr)
of a statement.”® With regard to the preposition bi-, the question is whether

75  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 3511f.

76 The Ma‘alim, on the other hand, only outlines Fahr ad-din’s positions on waw, innama,
and bi-, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Ma‘alim fi usual al-figh, pp. 18—19.

77  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 364 and p. 366; his remarks are based on those
of Abu I-Husayn, see al-Basti, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, pp. 41-42, al-Bagillani, at-Taqrib,
vol. 1, p. 414, line 10-p. 416, line 1.

78 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 363; cf. Aba Bisr ‘Amr b. Utman Sibawayhi, al-Kitab,
ed. by ‘Abd as-Salam Muhammad Haran (Cairo: Dar al-Qalam, 1966-1977), vol. 2, pp. 41—
42, see also Ulrike Mosel, Die syntaktische Terminologie bei Sibawaih (Munich, 1975), vol. 1,
p. 57; cf. Ibn Haldan, al-Mugaddima, vol. 3, p. 20, line 5.

79  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 373 ff. and pp. 3811f. as well as Fahr ad-din ar-Razi,
al-Ma‘alim fi usul al-figh, p. 18, lines 13—17; this question is discussed, inter alia, in the con-
text of the argumentum e contrario. Al-Qarafi gives an overview of the views on innama
in the various schools of law and among various scholars; he attributes the position that
innama is only used for the ‘affirmation of the statement’ (li-ta’kidi [-itbat) to the Hanafite
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it denotes a partitive meaning (partitivity: tabidiyya) in the context of trans-
itive verbs (transitivity: ta‘addin)—a controversial view for which Fahr ad-din
argues in favor:8% According to this partitive understanding of bi-, Sura 5:6 wa-
msahi bi-rw’usikum is interpreted to mean that it is sufficient, during ritual
ablution, to go with one’s hand over “a part of the head” (bi-guz’in min agza’i
l-ra’si) rather than the whole head.8!

The ninth sub-chapter discusses fundamental theological premises that are
important for the hermeneutical process—for example, it is “inconceivable
that God would say something without meaning something by it” (/@ yagizu
an yatakallama Llahu ta‘ala bi-say’in wa-la ya‘ni bihi Say’an).8% After all, speech
that conveys no meaning, according to Fahr ad-din, is idle chatter (hadayan),
which is in turn a deficiency (nags). And a deficiency in God is unthinkable
(muhal)®3—ijust as He does not “intend the opposite of the apparent [mean-
ing of His speech] without indicating it in some way” (la yaguzu an ya‘niya
bi-kalamihi hilafa zahirihi wa-la yadullu ‘alayhi al-battata).8* This sub-chapter
furthermore includes a discussion of the degree of knowledge that one can
reasonably expect to gain from linguistic analysis.8>

FIGURE 2  Outline of the Chapter “Speech About Language” (al-kalam fi-I-lugat)®®
1. Universal rules of language (al-ahkam al-kulliya li-lugat)

2. The classification of linguistic expressions (tagsim al-alfaz)

3. Paronymous names (al-asma’ al-mustaqqa)

school of law, see al-Qarafi, Nafa’is al-usil, vol. 2, p. 26, see also Weiss, The Search, pp. 491f.

80  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 379; id., al-Ma‘alim ft usul al-figh, p.19; cf. Al-Basri,
Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol.1, p. 39, line 21-p. 40, line 5; on transitivity in general, see Jonathan
Owens, The Foundations of Grammar: An Introduction to Medieval Arabic Grammatical
Theory (Amsterdam [et al.]: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 1988), pp. 167-185.

81  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 11, p. 126, lines 29—30 (36th main argument) and
id., al-Mahsul, vol. 3, pp. 164-165. On the question of the function of the preposition bi- in
this verse, see in particular ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Masa Darwi$ ‘Ali and Muhammad ‘Ali Salim al-
Hawwari, “Qira’atun lugawiyyatun fighiyyatun fi ayatil-wud®’,” Journal of Qur'anic Studies,
vol. 12 (2010): pp. 3071f; it is mentioned in John Burton, “The Qur'an and the Islamic Prac-
tice of wud®’,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, vol. 51, no. 1 (1988):
p- 48.

82  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 38s5.

83  Ibid, p. 386.

84  Ibid, p. 388, lines n—14.

85  Ibid, pp. 390ff.

86 ... According to the systematization and the wording of Fahr ad-din; cf. Versteegh, Land-
marks in Linguistic Thought 111, p. 130. On the considerations surrounding the translation
of luga, see fn. 53.
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Rules of polyonymy and emphasis (ahkam at-taraduf wa-t-tawkid)
Homonymy (istirak)

Literal and figurative [linguistic expressions] (hagiqa wa-l-magaz)

The discrepancy that can occur between [the different hermeneutical]

N ok

states of linguistic expressions (at-taarudu l-hasilu bayna ahwali l-alfaz)

8.  The explanation of those particles for which the need to recognize their
meanings is increased in figh (tafsiru hurufin tastaddu l-hagatu fi l-fighi
ila ma‘rifati ma‘aniha)

9.  The way of deriving rulings from the speech of the Mighty and Exalted
God and from the speech of the Prophet (kayfiyyatu l-istidlali bi-hitabi
Llahi ‘azza wa-galla wa-hitabi rasulihi ‘ala l-ahkam)

This chapter on language in the Mahsul is much more detailed than the com-

parable treatise in Abt I-Husayn al-BastT’s Kitab al-Mu‘tamad. The latter, be-

sides a few general introductory words on “speech” (kalam), essentially focuses
on the topics of hagiga and magaz, in this case regarding semantic change in
language use as well as the functions of various particles.8”

Meanwhile, a further comparison of the Mahsul’s linguistic chapter to al-
Gazal's Mustasfa shows that the corresponding chapter in the latter is much
more extensive and covers a large part of what Fahr ad-din has arranged as sep-
arate treatises within the Mahsul.

Abii Hamid al-Gazali deals with the linguistic expression (lafz), especially
the way in which a linguistic expression indicates a legal ruling, in his treatise
on the “Method of Utilization” (tarig al-istitmar). There he develops the meth-
odological foundations for formulating legal rulings. This treatise consists of
three parts, as follows:

The linguistic expression (lafz) signifies the ruling (hukm) either [1.] by
means of its external form (siga) and its (formal) arrangement (man-
gum), or [2.] by means of its import ( fahwa) and what it implies (mafhiam,
lit. ‘that which is understood’; what is meant here is the legal-theoretical
concept of implication), or [3.] by means of its meaning (mana) and that
which is based on reasoning (ma‘qul)—and this is the means of deriva-
tion called analogy (giyas).

These are the three areas: [1.] The formal arrangement (mangum), 2.]
the implication (mafhum), [3.] and the [derivation] based on reasoning
(ma‘qul).88

87  Cf al-Basr, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, pp. 14—42.
88  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 3, lines 11-16.
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The three parts thus occupy three different levels: the level of the word form,

the level of meaning and context, and the level on which different meanings

are brought together for the purpose of reaching conclusions through analogy.
Thus his first part is organized as follows:

FIGURE 3  Outline of the Chapter on Language Theory in al-Gazali’s Mustasfa
V. METHOD OF UTILIZATION (TARIQ AL-ISTITMAR) (3RD POLE)3°
vl The external form (siga) and arrangement (mangum) of the linguistic
expression
1. Introduction:
1. On the origin of languages
2. On the question of whether names can be established by ana-

logy

3. On names that belong to the convention of a particular com-
munity of speakers

4. Onnames that relate to the law: Is there a specific legal termin-
ology?

On useful speech (al-kalam al-mufid) and its components

R

6.  On how to understand what is intended by divine speech (4i-
tab)
7. Onliteral and figurative linguistic expressions
2. On that which requires explanation (mugmal) and that which has
been made clear/explained (mubayyan)
3. Ontheapparent (zahir) and that which must be justified (muawwal)
4. On commandment (amr) and prohibition (nahy)
5.  Onthe general (@mm) and the limited/particular (hass)
Chapters 2, 4, and 5, here included under the treatment of the linguistic expres-
sion, constitute independent chapters in the Mahsul and the Kitab al-Mu‘ta-
mad. Only the introductory sub-chapters are to some extent comparable be-
tween the Mustasfa’s and the latter two works’ chapters on language.

2.2 Al-Mahsaul vs. at-Tafsir al-kabir: A Comparison of the Introductory
Chapters on Language

I will now conclude the general overview of the chapter of the Mahsu/ that

Fahr ad-din intended specifically to be about language with a brief comparison

between it (and other chapters of the Mahsul that contain linguistic insights)

89  This overview is based on al-Gazali’s own chapter titles, given at the beginning of each
unit, as well as partly on the subheadings and the content itself.
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and the linguistic introduction of his Quranic commentary at-Tafsir al-kabir.9°
By “linguistic introduction,” I refer to a portion of his commentary on the first
sura. He uses the words “I seek refuge in God” (a‘udu bi-Llah) to systematic-
ally expound upon a number of principles of linguistic theory—followed by
legal and rational points related to these words—upon which he builds over
the course of the rest of his commentary.

Fahr ad-din begins what could be called the preface to this introduction by
describing an approach that is particularly characteristic of him—namely that
one “can derive many points of discussion from but a few linguistic expres-
sions.”9! Fahr ad-din demonstrates this fact using the words “I seek refuge in
God” (a‘udu bi-Llah)—and in doing so also presents the systematization of his
introduction:

Audu is one of the types of the imperfect (al-fil al-mudari‘) and the
imperfect is one of the types of the verb. As for the bi- in bi-Llah, it is a
ba’ ilsaq (a b of affixation/agglutination), and thus belongs to the types
of prepositions (hurif al-garr); the preposition belongs to the types of
particles. As far as our speech ‘God’ is concerned, this is a specific name
(ism mu‘ayyan); it belongs either to the proper names or the derived
names—there are different views on this.? The proper name and the
derived name both belong to the types of absolute names.

9o  Important preliminary work on the linguistic introduction and its relationship to the Ma#-
sul had already been undertaken by Cornelis Versteegh; his findings are drawn upon here,
cf. Cornelis Versteegh, “The Linguistic Introduction to Raz’s Tafsir,” in Studies in Near East-
ern Languages and Literatures. Memorial Volume of Karel Petrdcek, ed. by Petr Zemanek
(Prague: Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, Oriental Institute, 1996), pp. 589—
603. Animportant contribution to the study of the linguistic content is made by Muhassab
(Tim ad-dalala ‘inda [-‘arab) and Michel Lagarde (Les Secrets de linvisible. Essai sur le
Grand Commentaire de Fahr al-Din al-Razi [Beirut: Dar al-Bouragq, 2008], pp. 175ff.). On
this Quranic commentary itself, see in particular the works of Michel Lagarde (Index
du Grand commentaire de Fahr al-Din al-Razi [Leiden (et al.): Brill, 1996] and Les Secrets
de linvisible) and Jacques Jomier, “Les Mafatih al-ghayb de I'Imam Fakhr al-din al-Razi:
quelques dates, lieux, manuscrits,” Mélanges de ['Institut Dominicain d’Etudes Orientales
du Caire (MIDEO), vol. 13 (1977): pp. 253—290; id., “The Qu’ranic Commentary of Imam
Fakhr al-din al-Razi: Its Sources and its Originality,” in International Congress for the Study
of the Quran (Canberra: Australian National University, 1980), pp. 93—111; id., “L’autorité
de la révélation et la raison dans le commentaire du Coran de Fahr al-Din al-Razi,” in La
notion d'autorité au Moyen Age: Islam, Byzance, Occident, ed. by George Makdisi and Domi-
nique Sourdel (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1982), pp. 245-261; id., “Fakhr al-din
al-Razi (m. 606 H./1210) et les Commentaires du Coran plus anciens,” MIDEO, vol. 15 (1982):
Pp- 145-172; see also Arnaldez, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, pp. 751f.

91 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 21, line 4.

92  On the question of whether Allah is a proper name or a derived name, see Richard
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It has already been proven in the rational sciences ( ‘ulam ‘agliyya) that
it is only possible to gain knowledge of the species if one has recognized
the genus. For the genus is a part of the quiddity of the species. [...] The
name, the verb, and the particle are three species of the genus ‘word’
(kalima)—so the investigation must also concern itself with the essence,
definition, and particularities of the word. In addition, there are other lin-
guistic expressions similar to ‘word, namely kalam, gawl, lafz, luga, and
‘tbara.93

In his subsequent discussion of these terms, it is clear that Fahr ad-din is citing
the definitions and positions primarily from three different areas: that of the
philologists in the broadest sense, that of the jurists, and that of the logicians—
the Kitab al-Awsat of Ibn Sina is mentioned by name.®* Throughout this chapter
are a few points of thematic contact with the Mahsu/’s chapter on language—
for example, in the question of how kalam is to be defined, in the discussion
of the fact that linguistic expressions signify mental rather than extramental
things, and in the question of why humans need spoken language. There are
also occasional overlaps in wording between the respective passages of the two
books. Overall however, one gets the impression that the length and depth of
this chapter are intended to be complementary to the Ma#siil, seen for example
in the discussion on the definition of “speech” (kalam). This applies all the
more to the subsequent chapters within the linguistic-theoretical introduction
of the Tafsir, as it treats topics that are given little to no attention in the Mah-
sul:

In the Tafsir, following the discussion of the various linguistic expressions
related to the “word,” Fahr ad-din argues that an examination of (non-distinc-
tive) sounds (sawt) and (distinctive) phonemes (hurif) is necessary, as words
can only come about through the latter. He draws upon, among other things,

M. Frank, Beings and Their Attributes: The Teaching of the Basrian School of the Mu‘tazila
in the Classical Period (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1978), pp. 55—56.

93 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 21, lines 5-22.

94  Ibid, p.29, lines19—29. The passage is found in the Kitab as-Sifa’ (cf. bn Sina, Kitab as-Sifa,
al-Mantiq, al-Tbara, p. 8, line 8, lines 15 ff.), but to my knowledge not in the Madhal of the
Muhtasar al-awsat fi [-mantiq (cf. Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi [-mantiq, al-Madhal,
Ms. Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763); on the fact that the two titles al-Awsat and Muhtasar
al-awsat refer to the same work, see Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition:
Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical Works. Second, Revised and Enlarged Edi-
tion, Including an Inventory of Avicenna’s Authentic Works (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2014 [1st
edition: 1988]), p. 433.
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Ibn Sina’s findings in his treatment of this topic.%> Such detailed phonetic and
phonological discussions have no equivalent in the Mahsul.%¢ This portion is
followed by a detailed discussion and classification of the three-part categoriz-
ation of linguistic expressions into ism, fi, and harf. While the Mahsul men-
tions these only in a short passage, in which—as will be shown in Chapter 3,
Section 1—the verb and particle receive no further discussion and only a few
semantic description criteria are given in relation to the name, their treatment
in the Tafsir is much more comprehensive. There the name and the verb as well
as—somewhat less extensively—the particle are defined and discussed along
with the subtypes and declension of the name and some basics of the verb.%7
In the very detailed discussion of the name, which covers several chapters, it
is clear that Fahr ad-din is critically engaging with Zamahsar1's Mufassal. Fahr
ad-din ar-RazT’s reception of Zamahsari is a topic in and of itself and certainly
requires its own study.%®

The presentation of linguistic principles in the Tafsir shows—by and large—
hardly any overlap with that of the Mahsil; the two treatises instead comple-
ment one another. A thorough examination of this chapter in the Tafsir on
linguistic theory and the reconstruction of the numerous references to dis-
cussions and works on grammatical theory—especially to Ibn Ginnt’s Hasd’is
and Zamahsar1's Mufassal—is still a desideratum. Only on the basis of such an
investigation would it possible to judge through which linguistic-theoretical
lenses Fahr ad-din was looking here. I do not consider judgements of the kind
that this introduction was written primarily “from an usali point of view”99—
a remark that applies, if at all, only to the first chapter—to be convincing for
the following reasons: Firstly, as has already been pointed out, there is hardly
any thematic overlap. As Versteegh also notes, Fahr ad-din does not even men-
tion aspects of classical usul al-figh linguistic theory, such as “the problem of
‘amm/hass, the structure of the imperative, the use of metaphors in speech,”00
in his linguistic introduction to the Tafsir. Secondly, the proportion of investig-

95  On phonetics and phonology in the Arabic tradition, see Bohas, Guillaume, and Kou-
loughli, The Arabic linguistic tradition, pp. 76 ff.

96  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 21, lines 25 ff. and in detail pp. 35-37.

97  Ibid,, pp. 37-57. On the various criteria of the description, see Owens, The Foundations of
Grammar, pp. 125 ff. and id., “The Syntactic Basis of Arabic Word Classification,” Arabica,
vol. 36, no. 2 (July 1989): pp. 211-234. On the contents of grammatical theory treatises in
general, see for example Bohas et al., The Arabic linguistic tradition, pp. 49—-72.

98  See also the comments in Chapter 3, Section 1.

99  Versteegh, “The Linguistic Introduction to Raz1's Tafsir,” p. 591.

100 Ibid.
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ated topics dealing with grammatical theory and linguistics in this introduction
is quite high, namely about 2/3—and this is taking into account that Fahr ad-
din does actually make frequent recourse to the positions of jurists in the first
chapter. Thirdly, the places where Fahr ad-din adopts the perspective of gram-
marians over that of legal theorists must also be considered: “When in grammar
we say (nahw) filand fa%l, we do not mean what the scholars of legal theory
mean by this.”01—All of this leads to the conclusion that, in my opinion, the
influence of legal theory on this linguistic-theoretical introduction to the Tafsir
should not be overestimated.

TABLE 2 Comparison of the topics related to linguistic theory in the Mahsul and the Tafsir
Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: al-Mahgsul Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: at-Tafsir al-kabir,
1: Vol. 1, pp. 173-418 vol. 1, pp. 21-57
II-1V: vol. 2, p. 7—vol. 3, p. 223
I. CHAPTERS 1. UNIVERSAL RULES OF LANGUAGE 1. Examination of what is connected
ON LAN- (al-ahkam al-kulliya li-lugat) with the “word” (kalima)
GUAGE a. Examination of the essence of a. A method of recognizing what lin-
speech (kalam) guistic expressions denote: The
b. Examination of the imposer (wadi) derivation (i$tigaq)
of language b. “Word” (kalima)
c. On the uses of spoken languagel®  c. “Utterance” (qawl)
d. On meanings'©3 d. “Language” (luga)
On how one recognizes thatalin-  e. “Linguistic expression” (lafz)
guistic expression has been imposed f. “Expression” (‘ibara)
for its meaning g. Relationship between linguistic

expression and meaning

2. Analyses resulting from the (non-
distinctive) sounds (sawt) and the
(distinctive) phonemes (hurif) and
their rules

101 Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 54.

102 This is a rendering of the content; the actual heading is: “The investigation of that which
has been imposed (mawdit‘) [in the process of the imposition of language],” i.e. linguistic
expressions, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 193.

103 Literally “The study of that for which [the linguistic expressions] have been imposed,” i.e.
for the meanings, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 197.
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Comparison of language theory topics in the Mahsiul and the Tafsir (cont.)

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: al-Mahsul
I: Vol. 1, pp. 173—-418

11-1v: vol. 2, p. 7—vol. 3, p. 223

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: at-Tafsir al-kabir,
vol. 1, pp. 21-57

2. THE CLASSIFICATION OF LIN-

GUISTIC EXPRESSIONS (fagsim al-alfaz)

CLASSIFICATION I

a.

Presentation of the Tripartition

of Signification: Introduction and
notes!04

Logical sub-classification
Grammatical-theoretical sub-
classification

Logical and legal-theoretical sub-
classification

Classification of the speech act and
sentence

Legal-theoretical sub-classification,
i.e. overview of the types of implica-
tion

CLASSIFICATION II

Meta-linguistic classification of lin-

guistic expressions

Investigations in connection with
the name (ism), verb ( fi), and
particle (harf)

The categories of the name (ism)

3.

Paronymous names (al-asma’ al-

mustaqqa)

On the rules of the generic name
(asma’ al-agnas) and the paronym-

ous name (asma’ al-mustaqqa)

On the classification of the name
into declinable (mu‘rab) and
indeclinable (mabnt)

The exact presentation of the verb

(i)

104 The subdivisions shown here correspond to the systematization of the chapter and not to

any subheadings.
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Comparison of language theory topics in the Mahsil and the Tafsir (cont.)

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: al-Mahgsul Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: at-Tafsir al-kabir,
I: Vol. 1, pp. 173-418 vol. 1, pp. 21-57
II-1V: vol. 2, p. 7—vol. 3, p. 223

4. Rules of polyonymy and emphasis
(ahkam at-taraduf wa-t-tawkid)

5. Homonymy (i$tirak)

6. Literal and figurative [linguistic
expressions] (hagiqa wa-l-magaz)

7. The discrepancy that can occur
between [the different hermeneut-
ical] states of linguistic expressions
(at-ta‘arudu l-hasilu bayna ahwali

Lalfaz)

8. The explanation of those particles
for which the need to recognize
their meanings is increased in figh
(tafsiru hurafin tastaddu [-hagatu ft
l-fighi ila ma‘rifati ma‘aniha)

9. The way of deriving rulings from the
speech of the Mighty and Exalted
God and from the speech of the
Prophet (kayfiyyatu l-istidlali bi-
hitabi llahi ‘azza wa-galla wa-hitabi
rasulihi ‘ala l-ahkam)

11. Commandments and prohibitions
(al-awamir wa-n-nawah)

111. Generality and particularity

(al-‘umum wa-l-husus)
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TABLE 2 Comparison of language theory topics in the Mahsiul and the Tafsir (cont.)

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: al-Mahsul Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: at-Tafsir al-kabir,
I: Vol. 1, pp. 173—-418 vol. 1, pp. 21-57
11-1v: vol. 2, p. 7—vol. 3, p. 223

1v. That which requires explana-
tion and that which has been made
clear/explained (al-mugmal wa-I-
mubayyan)

3 The Chapter “The Classification of Linguistic Expressions”

3.1 Structure

Following the first sub-chapter’s treatment of, inter alia, the fundamentals
of the history of language, the second sub-chapter of the Mahsil's linguistic
portion—*“The Classification of Linguistic Expressions” ( fi tagsim al-alfaz)—
provides a concise introduction to linguistic theory and the philosophy of
language. In it, Fahr ad-din presents several principles, in two parts, for cat-
egorizing different aspects of the linguistic expression or word. The first part
(§§1—25), which comprises several subdivisions, makes up the majority of the
chapter, while the smaller second part (§§ 26—28)—not the focus of the present
work—discusses and classifies basic meta-linguistic principles but is more akin
to an appendix in terms of length.

What follows is a brief overview of this sub-chapter’s structure and prin-
ciples of categorization, followed by a translation of the text. In subsequent
parts of this study, I will use this groundwork to carry out a systematic and
detailed examination of the individual classifications.

The first part of this sub-chapter of the Mahsul begins with a brief presenta-
tion of three ways in which a linguistic expression can signify something [§1]:
a linguistic expression signifies meaning either [1.] completely or [2.] partially,
or it signifies something [3.] that does not belong to that meaning. This brief
introduction is then accompanied by several notes (tanbihat) [§§ 2—4].195

Starting with the first manner of signification, namely signification by con-
gruence (mutabaqa), the linguistic expression is divided into simple (mufrad)

105 See Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 219—220.
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and compound (murakkab) types [§ 5]. The first of these—the simple congru-
ent linguistic expression—is the starting point for three further sub-classifi-
cations. The first sub-classification [§§ 6—11] overviews the basic terminology
and concepts of logic and thus equates—as will be shown in detail'®®—to an
introduction to the Organon or an outline of its first book, namely the Madhal.
The structural principle underlying this logical sub-classification is then used
for the next part, as Fahr ad-din himself writes: “Even if this classification
(tagsim) actually concerns meanings (ma‘ani), it is nevertheless of great use
(‘agimu n-naf*) for linguistic expressions (alfaz).”'°” Analytical concepts from
the field of logic are thus used to structure a grammatical subject area, i.e.
linguistic expressions. The second sub-classification [§§12—14] examines the
simple congruent linguistic expression from the perspective of grammatical
theory, introducing fundamental terminology from this discipline such as the
three-part classification of the linguistic expression into name (ism), verb ( fi?),
and particle (harf).198 The third sub-classification [§§15-22] outlines the rela-
tionships between linguistic expression and meaning in terms of ambiguity
and unambiguity, taking into account terms and concepts that primarily ori-
ginate in the fields of logic and legal methodology.199

FIGURE 4  Rough structure of the first categorisation [1]

[1.1] signification [1.2] signification [1.3] signification
by congruence by containment by implication
[1.2 no further sub-classification]

[L11] simple

linguistic expression [r.3.1ff.] legal-theoretical

sub-classification
[1i12] compound linguistic expression

[r1.2.1ff.] classification of the speech act and sentence

+ [L1.1.a] logical sub-classification

[L.11.b] grammatical-theoretical sub-classification

[L11.c] logical and legal-theoretical sub-classification

106 See Chapter 2, Section 1.

107 Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 224, lines 7-8.
108 See Chapter 3.

109 See Chapter 4.



STARTING POINT OF THE STUDY 49

Following the subdivision of the simple linguistic expression is an overview of
the considerations on compound linguistic expressions [§ 23]; this includes a
classification of speech acts and sentence types, of which the declarative sen-
tence is particularly relevant with respect to logic; the concept of the imperat-
ive or commandment (amr) in legal methodology is also examined in detail 110

While no further subdivision is made for the second manner of significa-
tion—signification by containment (tadammun)—the categorization of the
third manner, i.e. signification by implication (iltizam), is particularly complex
and relevant to issues of legal methodology. For here are given the various types
of implication that can have legal bearing, such as “signification by require-
ment” (dalalat al-iqtida’) and “congruent implication” (mafham al-muwafaqa).
Some of these are no longer distinguished by name in Fahr ad-din’s concept of
implication, but instead by how they fit into his new schema.!!

3.2 Translation

TEXT 1: Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: al-Mahsal fi ilm usal al-figh. Ed. by Taha Gabir
Fayad al-‘Alwani. Riyad: Gami‘at al-Tmam Muhammad b. Su‘id al-Islamiyya,
1979, vol. 1, pp. 219-236

“[p. 219] On the classification (tagsim) of linguistic expressions (alfaz). It con-
sists of two parts.
[i.e. the classification is divided into main parts: Part I (§§1-25) with its three
subdivisions and the smaller Part 1T (§§ 26-28)]
[§1]
[I] THE FIRST PART:
The linguistic expression is either such that its signification
[1.1] is considered (tu‘tabaru) in relation to the entirety (famam) of that which
is named by it (musammahu) [the linguistic expression];
[1.2] or in relation to that which intrinsically (dahil) [ belongs] to what is named
(musamma)—insofar as it is like that;
[i.e. insofar as a (constituent) part of the meaning or quiddity is not signified
in a homonymous way, see Chapter 2, Section 3.2.2]
[1.3] or in relation to that which is extrinsic (farig) to what is named—insofar
as it is like that
[i.e. insofar as it is not actually an intrinsic part of the meaning or quiddity,
and insofar as it is not signified in a homonymous way|.

110 See Chapter 3.
111 See Chapter 4.
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The first [ad 1.1] is ‘congruence’ (al-mutabaqa),
the second [ad 1.2] is ‘containment’ (at-tadammun),
the third [ad 1.3] is ‘implication’ (al-iltizam) [iltizam, literally: becoming
adherent].
(2]
[ad 1] Notes (tanbihat):
The first [note]: Signification based on imposition (dalala wad‘iyya) is [ad 1.1]
signification by congruence (dalalatu [-mutabaqa).
[ad 1.2 and 1.3] But as for the remaining two [significations], they are based
on reasoning (‘agliyya)—for when a linguistic expression has been imposed
for something that has been named, then the mind (difn) turns from what is
named to that which adheres (lazim) to it [the named thing].
And that which adheres (lazim) to it is,
— [ad 2] if it intrinsically (dahil) [belongs] to what is named (musamma) [i.e. if
it belongs to the meaning or quiddity], [signification by] containment (tadam-
mun)
— [ad 3] if it is extrinsic (harig) to what is named [L.e. if it does not belong to the
meaning or quiddity], [signification by] implication (iltizam).
[§3]
[p. 220] The second [note]: [ad 2] We only said about containment that it is
the signification of a part (guz’) of what is signified by the linguistic expres-
sion [with the qualification] ‘insofar as it is like that’ because we want to guard
against (iAtirazan) the linguistic expression signifying by congruence a part of
what is named in a homonymous way. [ad 3] The same applies to what was said
about implication.
[§4]
The third [note] [~ restriction of the relationship through implication]: [ad 3]
With regard to signification by implication (iltizam), external implication (al-
luzam al-harigi) is not considered because substance (gawhar) and accident
(‘arad) [indeed] mutually condition/implicate each other (mutalaziman), but
the linguistic expression that signifies one of them is not applied to the other.—
However, in the case of two mutually exclusive opposites (diddani mutanafiy-
ani), the linguistic expression signifying one of them is sometimes applied to
the other, such as the speech of God, the Exalted: [Quran 42:40] ‘The recom-
pense for an evil deed is an equally evil deed’ (wa-gaza’u sayyiatin sayyiatun
mitluha).
That which is considered [in terms of signification by implication] is obviously
(zahiran) the mental implication (al-luzam ad-dihni).
Furthermore, this implication ({uziam) [i.e. the mental implication] is a condi-
tion (Sart) [ for this manner of signification], not that which makes [this manner
of signification] necessary (la migib).
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[§5]

[p. 221] Now, let us return to part [1.1]—then we say that either
[I.11] none of the parts of the linguistic expression signifying by congruence
signifies something while it is a part of it—and that is the simple [linguistic
expression| (mufrad), such as al-abkam [“the mute”];
[1.1.2] or that each of its parts signifies something while being a part of it—and
that is the compound [linguistic expression] (murakkab);
[1.1.3] or that one part signifies while another does not, but this does not occur
(gayr waqi) because it represents the combination (damm) of something
unusual (muhmal) with something common (musta‘mal)—and this is not use-
ful (gayr mufid).
[§6]
[The first sub-classification, 1.1.1.A]
But as far as the [ad 1.1.1] simple [linguistic expression signifying by congruence]
is concerned, it can be subdivided according to three aspects [Here begins the
first sub-classification of the simple linguistic expression; the second begins at
§12, the third at §15]:
[11.1.A] The first [aspect, i.e. the first sub-classification of the simple linguistic
expression| is that the simple [linguistic expression] is either [1.1.1.A.1] such that
the conceptualization (tasawwur) of its meaning itself prevents sharing in it
(Sarika), and that is the particular (guz) [linguistic expression]; [L1.1.A.2] or
[the conceptualization of its meaning] does not prevent [sharing in it], and that
is the universal (kullt) [linguistic expression].
[§7]
Furthermore, the universal quiddity is either [L.11.A.2.1] the entire quiddity, or
[L11A.2.2] a part (guz’) of it, or [L.1.1.A.2.3] external to it (harigan ‘anha) [ie.
‘that which is considered in relation to the universal quiddity is either the entire
quiddity, a part of it, or external to it’]. The first [ad 1.1.1.A.2.1] is that which is said
in answer [fo the question] ‘what is it?’; the second [ad 1.1.1.A.2.2] is the essential
(datr), and the third [ad 1.1.1.A.2.3] is the accidental (‘aradi).
[ad 1.1.1.A.2.1] As for a quiddity, it is either [1.11.A.2.1.1] a quiddity of a single
[thing] or [1.1.1.A.2.1.2] a quiddity of [several] things. The first [ad 1.1.1.A.2.1.1]
is the quiddity according to specificity [i.e. the entire, particularizing spe-
cification of a thing] (bi-hasabi l-hususiyya). [p. 222] As for the second [ad
L11.A.2.1.2], those things must be such that each one of them differs from
every other one in individuality ( f7 t-ta‘ayyun).
[L11.A.2.1.2.1] Furthermore, that aspect in which they differ from each
other either occurs in something that belongs to their essential qualities
(muhalafatu ba'diha ba‘dan fi say’in mina d-datiyayat), or [11.1.A.2.1.2.2] it
does not occur.
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[ad 11.1.A.21.21] If it is the first, then the complete extent (gadr) of
that which they have in common (mustarak baynaha) with regard to
the things (umaur dahila fiha) that they comprise is the entire common
quiddity (tamam al-mahiyya al-mustaraka)—for that which is more
general (a‘amm) than it is not the complete common [quiddity]; and
that which is more specific (akass) than it is not the common [quid-
dity].
As for that which resembles it ( yusawihi),
[L11.A.2.1.2.11] if it resembles it in terms of quiddity, then it is that [i.e.
it pertains to the entire common quiddity], and nothing else.
[L11.A.2.1.2.1.2] if it resembles it in terms of implication (luzam), but
not in terms of what is understood by it (mafham) [i.e. not the entire
common quiddity], then it is not the full extent of the common.
[ad 111.A.21.2.1.2] If it is the second, then the full extent of what
they have in common is each individual’s (bi- ‘ayniht) full quiddity—
since if each one of them would have a different essential aspect
beyond the common extent, the difference (muhalafa) between
them would not only be due to individuality (bi-ta‘ayyun), but [also]
due to essential qualities (bi-d-datiyyat).
It has [however] already been assumed (wa-qad furida) that there
is no difference in the essential qualities—that is a contradiction
(hul).
[§8]

[ad 1.1.1.A.2.2] As for the essential (dati), it is either

[L11.A.2.21] the entire common part (tamam al-guz’ al-mustarak), and
this is the genus (gins); [p. 223] or

[L11.A.2.2.2] it is the entire part that distinguishes components of the
genus, and this is the specific difference ( fas/) or

[L11.A.2.2.3] the totality resulting from the two (al-magmu‘ al-hasil) [i.e.
of the genus and specific difference], and that is the species (naw");
[L11.A.2.2.4] or it does not act in the way [that it has to do with the entire
part]; then it is the part of the part (guz’u [-guz’u): that is either the genus
of the genus (ginsu [-gins), or the genus of the specific difference (ginsu
[-fasl), or the specific difference of the genus ( faslu [-gins), or the specific
difference of the specific difference ( faslu -fas!).

[§9]

Then the genera are arranged in ascending order (mutasd‘idatan) and they end

with their ascent (irtiga’) at the genus that has no genus above it—and that is
the genus of the genera (ginsu l-agnas).
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The species (anwa‘) are arranged in descending order down to the species that
has no more species under it—and that is the species of the species (nawu [
anwa’).
[§10]
[ad1.1.1.A.2.3 (see § 7)] As for the attribute (wasf), which is outside the quid-
dity, it is categorized according to two aspects:
[L11.A.2.3.1] The first [aspect] is when that external [attribute] adheres either
[L11.A.2.3.1.1] to the quiddity (mdhiyya) or [1.11.A.2.3.1.2] to existence (wu
gud), or [1.11.A.2.3.1.3] it adheres to neither.
[ad 11.1.A.2.3.11—2] Furthermore, the adhering [attribute] can [adhere]
to each of the two classes [quiddity or existence] through an interme-
diate or [adhere] without [p. 224] an intermediate. That which adheres
through an intermediate ends with the [adhering attribute] that has no
intermediate—otherwise a circular argument (ad-dawr aw at-tasalsul)
would follow.
[ad 1.1.1.A.2.3.1.3] The non-adhering can disappear quickly (sariu z-zawal)
and it can disappear slowly (bat?’).
[L11.A.2.3.2] The second [aspect] is when the external attribute is considered
either [1.1.1.A.2.3.2.1] to be peculiar to a single species (mufitassun bi-naw‘in
wahidin), not occurring in another—and this is the proprium (hassa); or
[L11.A.2.3.2.2] to exist (mawgid) in it and another [species]—and that is the
general accident (‘arad ‘amm).
[§u]
[Conclusion of the first sub-classification of the simple linguistic expression—
transition to the second sub-classification]
Even if this classification (tagsim) actually concerns meanings (maani), it is
nevertheless of great use (‘agimu n-naf") for linguistic expressions (alfaz).
[§12]
[The second sub-classification, 1.1.1.B]
[L.1.1.B] [p. 225] The second category of the simple linguistic expression [ie. the
second aspect, the second sub-classification of the simple linguistic expression;
the first sub-classification begins at § 6, the third at §15]
It [Le. the simple linguistic expression] is either such [1.1.1.B.1] that its meaning
(ma‘nahu) possesses what can be known/the knowable (malumiyya) inde-
pendently (mustaqill); or [11.1.B.2] it is not so—the second is the particle
(harf).
[ad 11.1.B.1] The first is either [L1.1.B.1.1] such that the linguistic expression
signifying it denotes a particular time for its meaning—and that is the verb
(fi1); or [L1.1.B.1.2] it does not denote [a particular time]—and that is the
name (ism).
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[§13]
[ad 1.1.1.B.1.2] The name is categorized according to two aspects:
[L11.B.1.2.1] The first [aspect] is when the name,
[Li1B.a211] if it is a name for the particular (li-l-guz), [11.1
B.1.2.1.1.1.1] then if it is concealed (mudmar), it belongs to the pro-
nouns (mudmarat); [1.11.B.1.2.1.1.2] and if it is manifest (mughar), it
is a proper name (‘alam).
[L11.Ba.2.1.2] [p. 226] If it is a name for the universal (li-l-kulli),
then it is either a name for the quiddity itself (li-nafsi [-mahiyya),
like the linguistic expression ‘blackness’ (ka-lafzi s-sawad)—that
is what is called the ‘generic name’ (ismu [-gins) according to the
convention of grammarians; or [a name] for the fact that some
thing is described (li-mawsifiyyati amrin ma) by an attribute (bi-
sifatin)—and that is the derived name (ism mustaqq), like the lin-
guistic expression ‘beater’ (darib). For that which is understood from
it is that something is unknown (maghil) with respect to the signi-
fication of this linguistic expression, but that one knows that it is
described (mawsif') by the attribute (sifa) of beating (darb).
[§14]
[L11.B.1.2.2] The second [aspect] is when the name signifies a meaning
and does not denote a specific time—this occurs according to three
parts:
[L.11.B.1.2.2.1] What is named can be a time itself (nafsu z-zaman)—
like the linguistic expression ‘time’ (zaman), ‘today’ (al-yawm), or
‘tomorrow’ (al-gad);
[I.11.B..2.2.2] one of the parts [of what is named] can be time, like
‘morning drink’ (istibah)—this [defines] the derivation (tasrif);
[L.11.B.1.2.2.3] or it is neither time nor composed of time, like black-
ness vel sim.
[§15]
[The third sub-classification, 1.1.1.C]
[L.11.c] [p. 227] The third category of the simple linguistic expression [see §6
and §12] is either such
[I.11.c.1] that the linguistic expression and the meaning are [each] one [L.e. each
linguistic expression has one meaning|;
[L.11.c.2] or that they are both multiple (yatakattarani);
[L11.C.3] or that the linguistic expression is multiple, while the meaning is one;
[L11.C.4] or vice versa [ie. there is one linguistic expression with several mean-

ings].
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[§16]
[ad 1.1.1.Cc.1] As far as the first part is concerned,
- [r11.c.11] it [Le. the combination of one linguistic expression and one mean-
ing] is called a proper name ( ‘alam) if its conceptualization (tasawwur) itself
prevents sharing in it (Sarika), and it is manifest (mughar) [in contrast to the
personal pronouny;
— [111.ca.2] if [the conceptualization] does not prevent [sharing in it], then
there appears in these places, if it [i.e. the naming] occurs in an equivalent
way, what is called a synonym (mutawat?’; synonymy: tawatu’) [what is meant
here is Aristotelian synonymy].
—[11.c.1.3] or [if it occurs] not (aw [@) in an equivalent way, then [it is called ]
ambiguous (musakkak; ambiguity: taskik), just like [the linguistic expres-
sion] ‘existence’ (wugud), where that which it [ie. the linguistic expression
‘existence’] signifies is more suitable for the necessary [i.e. for the necessar-
ily existing] than for the contingent (mumkin) [what is meant here is focal
homonymy/pros hen homonymy].
[§17]
[ad 1.1.1.C.2] [p. 228] As for [the case] in which the linguistic expressions and
meanings are multiple, these are heteronyms (mutabayina; heteronymy: taba-
yun), whether those things that are named differ in terms of their essences
(bi-dawatiha), or whether one [linguistic expression] is an attribute (sifa) of the
other, such as sayf (‘sword’) and sarim (‘sharp’), or an attribute of the attrib-
ute, such as natiq (‘rational’) and fasth (‘eloquent’/‘correct’ in terms of language
use).
[§18]
[ad 11.1.C.3] As for [the case] in which the linguistic expressions are multiple
while the meaning is one, these are polyonymous linguistic expressions (alfaz
mutaradifa; lit. ‘linguistic expressions corresponding to each other’), whether
they come from one language or from many languages.
[§19]
[ad 1.1.1.C.4] As for [the case] in which the linguistic expression is single while
the meanings are multiple, this linguistic expression is either such
[I.11.C.4.1] that it was first imposed for one meaning, then transferred from
this to another meaning;
[L11.C.4.2] or it was imposed for both [meanings] at the same time.
[ad 1.1.1.C.4.1] As regards the first [case],
it is [L.11.C.4.1.1] either such that this transfer does not [result] from a
relationship (mundsaba) between the [second meaning to which the lin-
guistic expression was] transferred (mangqil ilayhi) and the [meaning]
from which [it] was transferred (manqu! ‘anhiz)—and this is called impro-
vised (murtagal).
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[L11.C.4.1.2] or [the transfer results] from a relationship, and this case is
either such
[L11.C.4.1.2.1] that—after the transfer—the signification of the [second
meaning to which the linguistic expression was| transferred (manqul
ilayhi) is stronger (agwa) for the linguistic expression than the signi-
fication of the [meaning] from which [it] was transferred;
[L11.C.4.1.2.2] or this is not so.
[ad 1.11.C.4.1.21] If it is the first, the linguistic expression, in relation
to the [second meaning to which it was] transferred (manqil ilayhi),
is called a ‘transferred linguistic expression’ (lafz mangul).
[L11.C.4.1.2.11] [p. 229] Furthermore, if the transferrer (naqil) [of
the meaning] is a legislator (sari®), it [the transferred linguistic
expression| is called a ‘legal/law-related linguistic expression’
(lafz sar%);
[I11.C.4.1.2.1.2] or [the transferrer of the meaning] is a represent-
ative of a [kind of ] linguistic usage (ahl al-‘urf) [i.e. a speech com-
munity with specific/different terminology]. The linguistic usage
(‘urf) is either
[L11.C.4.1.2.1.2.1] general (‘@mm), like the linguistic expression
dabba [with the meanings ‘crawling animal’ and ‘quadruped’|
‘beast of burden’];
[L11.C.4.1.2.1.2.2] or specific (hdssa), such as the linguistic con-
ventions/technical terms (istilahat) that each group (t@’ifa) of
scholars (ahl al-ilm) has.
[ad 111.C.4.1.2.2] Or if it is not the case that the signification with
regard to the [second meaning to which the linguistic expression was)|
transferred (mangqul ilayhi) is stronger (agwa) than the signification
with regard to the [meaning] from which [it] was transferred, then
that linguistic expression
[L1.1.C.4.1.2.2.1] in relation to the first imposure is called a ‘literal
[linguistic expression]’ (haqiqt);
[I11.C.4.1.2.2.2] and in relation to the second [imposure] a ‘figur-
ative [linguistic expression|’ (magaz).
[ad 11.1.C.4.1] Furthermore, the types (gihat) of transfer are many. Their
number includes similarity (musabaha); that is that which is called ‘bor-
rowed’ (musta‘r) in a specific way.
[§ 20]
[ad 1.1.1.C.4.2] Or if the linguistic expression was imposed for two meanings
at the same time, then [p. 230] in the intention (irdda) of that linguistic
expression either
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[L11.C.4.2.1] there are both [meanings] in the same way (‘ald s-sawiya) [i.e.
neither meaning predominates over the other, but both are equally prob-
able]
[I11.C.4.2.2] or not in the same way.
[ad1.11.C.4.21] If [both meanings] are [intended] in the same way, then
the single linguistic expression (lafza) is called
[L11.C.4.2.11] a homonym’ (mustarak; homonymy: istirak) with regard
to both [meanings] at the same time (ma‘n);
[L11.C.4.2.1.2] and ‘requiring explanation’ (mugmal; lit. “that which
is gathered together without distinction”) with regard to either of the
two [meanings].
[ad 1.1.1.C.4.2.1.1] Due to the fact that it is known that the linguistic
expression was imposed for this [meaning] alone and for that
[meaning] alone, it is homonymous (mustarak) in this respect;
[ad 11.1.C.4.2.1.2] or, if it is not known whether what is intended by
it is this or that, it is certainly in need of explanation (mugmal).
[ad11.1.C.4.2.2] Asregards [the case] in which the signification of one of
the two meanings by the linguistic expression is stronger, the linguistic
expression
[L11.C.4.2.2.1] is called ‘obvious’ (za@hir) as regards the predominant
(ragih) [meaning)
[I.11.C.4.2.2.2] and muawwal (that which is to be explained; i.e. in need
of justification) in relation to the inferior (margith) meaning [ie.
should the interpreter decide against the zahir meaning and in favor
of the less obvious meaning when analyzing the text, this requires a
Justification].
[§21]
Note (tanbih):
[ad 1.11.C.1-3; see §15] The first three sub-items have in common the absence
of homonymy (istirak); they are thus ‘unambiguous’ (nusis) [as concerns their
meanings].
[ad 1.1.1.C.4] But as far as the fourth [point] is concerned, it is categorized
[a] [corresponds to .1.1.C.4.2.2.1] into the circumstance where the denota-
tion (ifada) of one of the two meanings [by the linguistic expression] prevails
over the denotation of the second meaning—and this is the ‘obvious’ (zahir)
[meaning];
[b] [corresponds to 1.1.1.C.4.2.1.2] [p. 231] and into the circumstance where
it does not act in this way; that is the [linguistic expression] that [denotes
two meanings] in equal measure—and that is the [meaning] that requires
explanation (mugmal); [corresponds to 1.1.1.C.4.2.2.2] or [one of the mean-
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ings] is inferior, and that is the muawwal [meaning] (that which is to be
explained; i.e. in need of justification).
[§ 2]
Thus, the nass and gahir [meanings] have in common superiority [over an
inferior meaning|. However, the nass [meaning] is a predominant [meaning|
that prevents conflict (naqid) [with another meaning], while the zahir [mean-
ing] is a predominant [meaning] that does not prevent conflict [..e. the zahir
meaning exists alongside the muw’awwal meaning, while the nass meaning is not
opposed by any other meaning for a particular linguistic expression].
This aspect, shared by them [nass and zahir], is what is called ‘fixed /unambigu-
ous’ (muhkam), and so this is the genus of the two species nass and zahir. That
which does not claim superiority is that which is unclear (mutasabih), and so
this is the genus of the two species mugmal and muwawwal.
[§23]
[ad 1.1.2; see §5] As for the compound [linguistic expression], we say that the
compound linguistic expression (lafz murakkab)—as stated above—comes
about from the need to get [others] to understand (ifham).
Speech (gaw!), that lets [one] understand (mufhim), is either such
[L1.2.1] thatitindicates (an yufida) in a primary way (awwaliyyatan) the striving
for something (talab as-say’)
[I.1.2.2] or does not indicate it [in a primary way].
[ad 1.1.2.1] If it is the former, it is either such
[L1.2.1.1] that it [Le. speech] indicates the striving to name the quiddity of
a thing (mahiyyatu $-$ay’), and that is inquiry (istifham); or
[L1.2.1.2: Consideration of the hierarchy between the interlocutors| the en-
deavour to achieve (tahsil) [something], and that is
[L1.2.1.2.1] from a position of superiority (ist{{@’)—the commandment/
imperative (amr);
[L1.2.1.2.2] and—from a position of obedience/submissiveness (fu-
du‘)—the question (sual);
[L1.2.1.2.3] [p. 232] and—from a position of mutual equality—the re-
quest (iltimas).
[ad 11.21.21-3] In this way [according to these three types of hier-
archy] also functions speech that [aims to] effect cessation (talab al-
imtina").
[ad 1.1.2.2] As for the speech that lets [one] understand (al-gaw!l al-mufhim)
that does not in a primary way (awwaliyyatan) indicate striving (talab) for
something,
[L1.2.2.1] it carries with it either belief (tasdig) and disbelief (takdib), and
that is the declarative sentence (habar);
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[L1.2.2.2] or it does not act in this way, like the wish (tamannin), the
hope/expectation (taraggin), the oath (gasam), the address/exclamation
(nid@). This category (gism) [ad 1.1.2.2.2] is called ‘notification’ (tanbih) to
distinguish it from another [category]. The species of the genus of noti-
fication are identified through induction (istigra’), not through limitation

(hasr).
[§24]
This has all been the categorization of signification by congruence [ad 1.1].
[§25]

[ad 1.3] [The categorization of signification by implication]
[p. 232] With regard to the categorization of signification by implication, we
say:
The meaning is obtained from signification by implication [as follows]:
[1.3.1] eitheritis obtained from the meanings of simple linguistic expressions
(min ma‘ani l-alfazi -mufradati) or
[1.3.2] from the state of their composition (min hali tarkibiha).
[ad 1.3.] The first has two categories (gismani) because the meaning signified
by implication is either
[ad 1.3.1] a condition ($art) for the meaning signified by congruence, or
[ad 1.3.2] follows (tabi‘) from it [i.e. the meaning signified by congruence].

[ad 1.31] If it is the first, then it is called ‘signification by requirement’

(dalalat al-igtida’).

[p. 233] Furthermore, the nature of that condition can [be such that it
[1.3.1.1] is based on reasoning (‘aqliyyatan) [ie. this implication occurs
by rational deduction], as in [Muhammad’s] words “Error (hata’) and
forgetfulness (nisyan) have been removed from my umma”: for reason-
ing shows us that the meaning can only be correct if we find the legal
ruling (al-hukm as-$ar7) concealed within it.

[L.3.1.2] It can also occur based on legal (Sar‘yyatan) considerations,
as when one says “By God, I will certainly manumit this slave”; for this
implies having acquired possession (tahsil al-milk), because the fulfil-
ment (waf@’) of this speech [i.e. this promise] in a legal manner is only
possible afterwards [i.e. after the acquisition of the slave by the speaker].
[ad 1.3.2] As for [the case] in which [the implied meaning] follows from the
composition [of linguistic expressions], it belongs either
[1.3.2.1] to that which completes this meaning or
[1.3.2.2] to that which does not [complete] it.

[ad1.3.2.1] [p. 234] The first islike how the prohibition against saying “Fie!”

[i.e. verbally abusing] (tahrim at-ta’fif) indicates the prohibition against

beating (tahrim ad-darb) for the one who does not establish this by means

of giyas (‘inda man la yatbutuhui bi-l-qiyas).
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[ad 1.3.2.2] In the second case, what is signified by implication is either
[1.3.2.2.1] affirmative (tubutiyyan) or
[1.3.2.2.2] negative (‘adamiyyan).
[ad 1.3.2.2.1] The first corresponds to the words of God [Qur’an
2187] “Now have relations with them” ( fa-l-ana basirahunna). This
extends to the moment at which the white thread (al-hayt al-abyad)
can be discerned; so it follows with regard to one who enters the
state of great ritual impurity (asbaha gunuban) that his fasting is not
impaired. Otherwise, it would necessarily follow that coitus (wat’)
would be forbidden in another part of the night to the extent that
ablution could take place.
[ad 1.3.2.2.2] As for the second, it is [the question of | whether some-
thing being explicitly mentioned allows one to assume the negation
[of the legal ruling that is] omitted [ from the statement] (anna tah-
sisa $-Say’i bi-d-dikri hal yadullu ‘ala nafihi ‘amma ‘adahu)—God
knows ...
[§.26]
[11] [p. 235] The second part of the categorization of linguistic expressions
The signifying linguistic expression is [11.1] either such that what it signifies is
a linguistic expression, or [11.2] it is not such. The second case is not taken into
account in our study.
[ad 11.1] [In the case where] what it signifies (madlaluhi) is a linguistic expres-
sion, [the signified linguistic expression] is either [11.11] a simple linguistic
expression or [11.1.2] a compound linguistic expression. Both are either such
[11.1.11]/[11.1.2.1] that they signify a meaning, or such [11.11.2]/[11.1.2.2] that they
do not signify a meaning—this produces four [types].
[§27]
[ad 11.1.1.1] One is when the linguistic expression constitutes a simple linguistic
expression that signifies a simple meaning. This is the linguistic expression
kalima and its types (anwa‘) and classes (asnaf ), because the linguistic expres-
sion kalima encompasses ( yatanawalu) the linguistic expression ism, which is a
simple linguistic expression; and it encompasses the linguistic expression ‘man’
(ragul), which is a simple linguistic expression that signfies a simple meaning.
This applies to all (gami‘) names of linguistic expressions (asma’ al-alfaz), such
as speech/utterance (qawl), speech (kalam), commandment/imperative (amr)
and prohibition (rnahy), general and specific (‘amm wa-hass) [name], and the
like (wa-amtaliha).
[ad 11.1.2.1] [p. 236] A second of these is when the linguistic expression consti-
tutes a compound linguistic expression that is based on a compound meaning
(mawdu‘); this linguistic expression is a ‘declarative sentence’ (habar), because
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it includes your utterance ‘Zayd is [a] standing [one] (Zaydun qa@’imun). This is
a compound linguistic expression that signifies a compound meaning.
[ad 11.1.1.2] A third of these is when the linguistic expression constitutes a
simple linguistic expression that is not the basis of a meaning; this is a ‘letter
of the alphabet’ (harf al-muljam), for it encompasses every single letter, and
those letters do not signify anything (@ yufidu $ay'an).—If you should say: Is
it not as they said, that the linguistic expression ‘alif’ is a name for (temporal)
expansion (mudda)? I say: By my words ‘the letter does not signify anything’ I
refer to nothing other than that (temporal) expansion (mudda) itself, and this
is how it is with the other letters.
[ad 111.2.2] A fourth of these is when the linguistic expression constitutes
a compound linguistic expression that is not the basis of a meaning. It is
most likely (asbahii annahit) that [this kind] does not exist (gayru mawgudin),
because composition occurs only for the sake of communicating/producing
meaning ({fada); so where there is no communication/production of meaning,
there is no composition.

[§.28]
Know that there are obscure details (daga’iq gamida) in the study of the quid-
dity of the name, the verb, and the particle, which we have already mentioned
in the book al-Muharrar fi daqa’igi n-nahw (‘Precise Exposition Concerning the
Details of Grammar’).”



CHAPTER 2

Analysis of the Introduction of the First Part [ad
§§1-5] and the Logical Sub-Classification [§§ 6—11]

In this section, we will situate the first sub-classification [1.1.1.4; §§ 6-11] of the
Mahsul’s linguistic chapter within its logical context and examine it in order to
understand the manifold references that the Mahsul makes to Avicennian and
Peripatetic logic. Then we will perform a detailed analysis of the introductory
portion [§§1-5], with its outline of and cursory comments on the Tripartition
of Signification, looking into the history of its development.

1 An Introduction to the Logic of the Avicennian Madhal Genre in
the Mahsul

As mentioned previously, Fahr ad-din divides the congruent linguistic expres-
sion into simple (mufrad) and compound (murakkab) types [§ 5], taking the
simple congruent linguistic expression as the starting point for three further
sub-classifications which, on closer inspection, originate in different discip-
lines.

The description that Fahr ad-din gives for the lafz mufrad and the lafz
murakkab—that the simple is such that “none of the parts of the linguistic
expression signifying by congruence signifies something while it is a part of
it” (hina huwa guz’uhii), and that the compound is such that “each of its parts
signifies something while being a part of it"'—arises from a long debate that
has its origins in the definition of the name (dvopa/ism) in De Interpretatione
16a20—21, the second book of the Aristotelian Organon. There it says that the
name is such that “none of its parts signifies on its own” (wa-laysa wahidan
min agzaiha dallan ‘ala infiradihi | %5 ndev €oti onpavTindy xexwplopuévov).2

1 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 221, lines 2—4.

2 Aristotle (De Int. 16a19—21), Aristotelis Categoriae et Liber de Interpretatione, ed. by Minio-
Paluello; an-Nass al-kamil li-Mantiq Aristu, ed. by Gabr, vol.1, p. 107; Mantiq Aristi, ed. by ‘Abd
ar-Rahman Badaw1 (al-Kuwayt: Wikalat al-Matbu‘at, 1980), vol. 1, p. 100. “The name (ism) is
[§1] alinguistic expression (lafza), [ § 2] which, by convention (bi-tawatw’), [ § 3] signifies [§ 4]
and is detached from time (mugarradatun mina z-zaman). [ § 5] None of its parts signifies on
its own (‘ala infiradiht).” Arabic: fa-l-ismu huwa lafzatun dallatun bi-tawatw’in mugarradatun
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Like Fahr ad-din, Ibn Sina had previously emphasized that the part as a part
does not signify:3 “Its part (guz’uhir) does not actually signify (bi-[-fi1) anything
at all while it is its part (hina huwa guz’uhit)."* In the word insan (person),
for example, the parts in and san do not signify “two parts of the meaning
‘person’ (al-insan)” in such a way that the overall meaning comes about as
a result of the compounding of these two parts of the linguistic expression;
rather, something only signifies when it is “a linguistic expression standing for
itself (gaiman bi-nafsiht).”® The compounding of such linguistic expressions
that ‘stand for themselves’ into word and sentence structures is then ultimately
what is understood to be the ‘compound linguistic expression.”

mina z-zamani wa-laysa wahidan min agza’iha dallan ‘ald infiradihi. Greek: $vopa pév odv éoti
Puwv) aNEUOVTI) xaTd GUVBIY dveu xpdvov, fig undev uépog 2o Tl onpavTidy xexwplapuévoy. For
an interpretation of g undév pépog gl anuavtindy xexwplopévov, see Hermann Weidemann,
“Anmerkungen,” pp. 160-166; on simple linguistic expressions in Ibn Sina, see also Shams
C. Inati, “Ibn Sina on Single Expressions,” pp. 1481f.

3 The addition “as a part” or “as long as it is a part” did not originate with Ibn Sina, but is found
in even earlier scholars, see e.g. Abii Nasr al-Farabi, “Sarh al-Ibara,” in al-Mantiqgiyyat li-l-
Farabi, ed. by Mohammad Taqi Dane$paziih (Qom: Maktabat-e Ayatollah al-‘Azmi al-Mar‘as
an-Nagafi, 1988-1989/90 [1408-1410 h.8.]), vol. 2, p. 16, line 18.

4 Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§tﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.5, p. 26, line 5.

5 Ibid,, p. 25, line 6; Fahr ad-din’s example of this is abkam (‘mute’). Al-Farabi also uses abkam
to illustrate the simple linguistic expression, see “Sarh al-‘Ibara,” p. 17 and p. 41.

6 Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal1.5, p. 26, line 8. Due to a different understanding
of what a lafz is, Ibn Sina is critical of expressions such as “the linguistic expression signifies
this or that per se”; the expression ga’iman bi-nafsihi replaces this formulation (Ibn Sina, Kitab
a§—.§tﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.5, p. 25, line 15; cf. al-Farabi, “Sarh al-‘Ibara,” p. 16, line 18). In
contrast to al-Farabi, according to whom a laf is always a signifying word (al-Farabi, “Sarh
al-Tbara,” p. 15, line 13), a lafz according to Ibn Sina can also be a non-signifying sequence of
letters (cf. Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sifa, al-Mantiq, al-Tbara, p. 9, lines 6-8).

These differing views manifest themselves in the question of the translation of gwvy in the
Aristotelian definition of the name, see al-Farabi, “Sarh al-Ibara,” p- 15, line 7-p. 16, line 7; Ibn
Sina, Kitab a§—§ﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Tbara, p. 8, line 13—p. 10, line 5, see also F.W. Zimmermann,
introduction to id., Al-Farabi’s Commentary and Short Treatise on Aristotle’s De Interpret-
atione, translation with introduction and commentaries by F.W. Zimmermann (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1981), p. Ixxiv. For the same reason, Ibn Sina rejects the qualification
that some have added to the definition of the simple linguistic expression—namely, that the
part of the expression signifies “nothing of the total meaning” (ma‘na [-kulli); see Ibn Sina,
Kitab a§—§lfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.5, p. 25, line n—p. 26, line 2.

7 Ibid,, p. 24, lines 13-17: “[....] just as when we say [the two linguistic expressions] ‘the person’
(al-insan) and ‘a scribe’ (katib) in our statement ‘the person is a scribe’ (al-insanu katibun).
For the linguistic expression (lafza) ‘person’ in it [i.e. in the statement ‘the person is a scribe’)
signifies a meaning; and the expression ‘scribe’ also signifies a meaning; and each of the two
[linguistic expressions] is a part of our statement ‘the person is a scribe’; and its meaning [i.e.
the meaning of one of the two parts] is a part of the meaning we intend when we say ‘the per-
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The first sub-classification [§6] begins at this point. I have called it the
“logical sub-classification” in accordance with its content. In it we find a schema
familiar to us from Avicennian introductions to logic that mark the climax of
and provisional conclusion to the commentaries and debates on Porphyrius’s
Eisagoge. This schema represents an introduction to the arbor porphyriana and
to the study of predicables. Such an introduction—whether as part of the texts
on legal methodology or as a small primer in its own right—would come to
be considered a basic component of the curriculum of legal scholars just a few
generations later.8 In contrast to al-Gazali, who felt the need to justify his inclu-
sion of an introduction to logic at the beginning of his usu! al-figh work and
emphasized that it was not a genuine part of this discipline but rather an intro-
duction to all sciences that the jurist could feel free to skip,® it is striking that
the Mahsul not only lacks such a justification and explanation for its logical
content, but that it even completely refrains from mentioning that this con-
tent originates from the discipline of logic. Fahr ad-din evidently did not feel
the need to explain his intentions, and instead—as we shall see—presents his
interwoven outlines and sketches to the listener or reader as a matter of course.

According to this logical introduction, the simple linguistic expression is
differentiated according to whether [i] “the conceptualization (tasawwur) of
its meaning itself prevents sharing in it ($arika)” or [ii] does not prevent it,
i.e. whether there are several things that [ii] share this linguistic expression
and this meaning—as is the case with the universal linguistic expression (lafz
kullr) ‘human being’—or [i] do not share it. Into this latter case fall particular
linguistic expressions (lafz guzT), which include any proper name signifying a
concrete individual and shared by no other thing.1°

son is a scribe’—namely as a signification intended by the linguistic expression (dalalatan
magsidatan fi l-lafz).”

8 Cf. Gerhard Endref3, “Grammatik und Logik. Arabische Philologie und griechische Philo-
sophie im Widerstreit,” in Sprachphilosophie in Antike und Mittelalter, ed. by Burkhard
Mojsisch (Amsterdam: Griinder, 1986), pp. 163—299, esp. p. 233; see also John Walbridge,
“Logic in the Islamic Intellectual Tradition: The Recent Centuries,” Islamic Studies, vol. 39,
1n0.1(2000): p. 55; as well as Street, “Arabic and Islamic Philosophy of Language and Logic,”
pp- 9ff. and on the development of the Avicennian ‘rational sciences’ in general in the
madrasa, see Endref3, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa,” esp. from p. 392.

9 At the same time, al-Gazali is convinced of the necessity of logic and writes on the same
page: “He who has no comprehensive knowledge of it cannot be certain of his knowledge
atall,” al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 30, lines 8—9; on al-Gazalt's appreciation of logic, see
also Rudolph, “Die Neubewertung der Logik durch al-Gazal?”; cf. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.

10  The wording Fahr ad-din chooses here—imma an yamna‘a nafsu tasawwuri ma‘nahu
mina $-$arikati [...] aw la yamna‘a—is similar to a passage from Ibn Sina’s Isarat wa-t-
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Next [§§7-10], Fahr ad-din distinguishes between the essential linguistic

expression (lafz datt), which signifies the quiddity (mahiyya)—the essential
nature—of something in whole or in part, and the accidental linguistic expres-
sion (lafz ‘aradr), which signifies something extrinsic. With the subsequent
categorization of these types of simple universal linguistic expressions, Fahr
ad-din quite matter-of-factly adopts into his work on legal methodology the
result of a discussion in which Ibn Sina had first had to establish this concept
of the essential linguistic expression.!

11

tanbihat; there it says: wa-l-guz’t huwa lladi nafsu tasawwuri ma‘nahu yamna‘u wuqu'‘a
$-$arikati fihi, Tbn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. by Mogtaba az-Zari‘l (Qom: Bastan-
e Ketab, 2008), p. 45, lines 3—4. A detailed parallel passage can be found in the Madhal
of the Kitab as-Sifa: [1] “Either its meaning [ie. that of the simple linguistic expression] is
a meaning that it [i.e. the linguistic expression] signifies (ma‘nahu al-wahid alladt yadullu
‘alayht) in such a way that it is possible in the mind (la yamtani‘u fi d-dihn) that, with
regard to its conceptualization (min haytu tasawwurihi) [i.e. with regard to the conceptu-
alization of the meaning], several things share it [i.e. the meaning] in the same way (istiraku
l-katrati fihi ‘ala s-sawiyati), in that about each one of them it is said that it is this (innahu
huwa)—namely according to a sharing that takes place on one and the same level [and not
subordinately] (istirakan ‘ala daragatin wahidatin), just as for example how we say ‘human
being.’ For it [ie. the linguistic expression ‘human being’] has a meaning in the mind; and
this meaning corresponds (mutabiq) in one and the same way (‘ala waghin wahidin) to
Zayd, ‘Amr, and Halid, because each one of them is a human being. [...] [2] Or its meaning
[i.e. the meaning of the linguistic expression] is such that in the mind the coming about
of the sharing of it [by several things] is impossible (bi-haytu yamtani‘u fi d-dihni iqa‘u s-
Sarikati fihi), i.e. that [the sharing] of the one specific/realized thing that is intended ( fi
[-muhassal al-wahid al-maqsiud biht), as when we say ‘Zayd'’ [is impossible]. For although it
may be that many share it [i.e. the expression ‘Zayd’], they only share it with regard to what
is heard [i.e. on a purely acoustic level]; as however concerns its one meaning (ma‘nahu al-
wahid), it is impossible to accept one of them as something that shares it [i.e. the meaning
Zayd,’ which must refer to a specific Zayd]. For its only meaning (al-wahid min ma‘aniha)
is the essence of one specific Zayd (dat al-musar ilayht, lit. ‘the essence of a specific him’);
and the essence of this specific Zayd prevents it from being taken for anything else in the
mind.” Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—glfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.5, p. 26, line 10-p. 27, line 4.

On Ibn Sina’s theory of universals in general, see, for example, Michael E. Marmura,
“Quiddity and Universality in Avicenna,” in Neoplatonism and Islamic Thought, ed. by Par-
viz Morewedge (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1992), pp. 77-87 and id.,
“Avicenna’s Chapter on Universals in the Isagoge of his Shifa’,” in Islam, Past Influence and
Present Challenge, ed. by Alford T. Welch and Pierre Cachia (Edinburgh: Edinburgh Uni-
versity Press, 1979), pp. 34—56; see Jon McGinnis, “Logic and Science: The Role of Genus
and Difference in Avicenna’s Logic, Science and Natural Philosophy,” Documenti e Studi
sulla Tradizione filosofica medievale, vol. 18 (2007): pp. 165-187.

Ibn Sina’s view, according to which the essential linguistic expression encompasses genus,
species, and specific difference, opposes the doctrine that equates ‘essential’ with ‘con-
stituent’ (cf. Ibn Sin, Kitab as-Sif@’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.6, p. 33) and as a consequence
does not consider the species name as an essential linguistic expression: “For our saying



66 CHAPTER 2

Fahr ad-din specifies [§ 7] whether the signified quiddity is [i] the “quiddity
of a single” thing—an example of this “is the linguistic expression ‘sun’ (§ams),
if it applies to this particular [sun]"?—or [ii] the quiddity of several things. In
this latter case, a distinction must be made as to whether these things are a
single species or several species, i.e. whether there is a distinction only at the
level of the individuals or whether there is also a difference of an essential kind.
The linguistic expression ‘human being, for example, specifies the quiddity of
several things that are such “that each one of them differs from the other in
individuality ( fi t-ta‘ayyun)”; this is a single species, and as such there is no dif-
ference with regard to “essential properties” (datiyyat). Different are the more
general linguistic expressions that signify the quiddity of several things that
represent different species, such as in the case of

the signification of the linguistic expression ‘animal’ when it applies to
the ox (tawr), donkey, and horse at the same time. For example, one asks:
‘What are these things?”—And one says [in reply]: ‘animals’; for the lin-
guistic expression ‘animals’ signifies the completeness (kamal) of their
essential qualities (hagigatiha), inasmuch as, regarding to these [three],
one asks about their totality and one seeks the core of the essential nature
that is common to them (kunhu [-haqiqati llati laha bi-$-$arika).13

Even if these species have in common that they are animals, they differ with
regard to other essential characteristics that make them what they are in the

‘essential linguistic expression’ signifies an expression whose meaning stands in relation
to the essence of the thing ( fa-inna gawlana lafzun datiyyun yadullu ‘ala lafzin li-ma‘nahi
nisbatun ila dati $-$ay’), whereby the meaning of the essence of the thing is not connected
to the essence of the thing [i.e. not to the thing itself | (wa-ma‘na dati $-$ay’i la yakinu man-
suban ila dati $-say’); rather, one connects to a thing something that it isnot [i.e. something
that is not completely identical with it—be it a part of it or something completely different|
(innama yunsabu ila $-Say’i ma laysa huwa). Therefore [i.e. since one does not connect the
whole of the quiddity as the whole of the quiddity to itself], it is understandable that the
opinion is held ( fa-bi-l-hara an yuzanna) that it is most appropriate for the linguistic
expression ‘essential’ to mean [only] the ‘concepts that constitute the quiddity’ (anna
lafza d-datiyyi innama l-awla bihi an yastamila ‘ald [-ma@ni llatt tugawwimu [-mahiyyata),
and that ‘the linguistic expression signifying [the entire] quiddity’ is not essential. Thus,
‘human being’ [i.e. an expression signifying the whole of the quiddity] would not be essential
to human beings; rather, [only] living being’ and ‘rational’ would be essential to human
beings.” Ibn Sina, Kitab asV-SV‘iﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.5, p. 31, lines 1-5; see also Strobino,
“Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and Implication’, pp. 243f.

12 Ibn Sina, Kitab a§-.§gfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 41, lines 16-17.

13 Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—gfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 41, line 18—p. 42, line 1.
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first place, because “the condition of being an animal (hayawaniyya) alone
does not signify the quiddity of human and horse alone”;'* instead, this requires
an essential, species-forming difference, i.e. the specific difference ( fas!). The
essential linguistic expressions [§ 8] make up three of the five predicables (al-
alfaz al-hamsa/quinque voces): the genus (gins), such as ‘animal, which is char-
acterized by specific differences ( fusul, sg. fas!), such as ‘rational’ or ‘whinny-
ing, into different species (anwa’, sing. naw*), such as that of the human being
and that of the horse. The arbor porphyriana is constructed in the following way
[§9]: “Then the genera are arranged in ascending order (mutasa‘idatan) and
they end with their ascent (irtiga’) at the genus that has no genus above it—and
that is the genus of the genera (ginsu l-agnas),” i.e. the summum genus. “The
species (anwa“) are arranged in descending order down to the species that has
no more species under it, and that is the species of species (nawu l-anwa©),"5
i.e. the infima species.

In describing those linguistic expressions that signify extrinsic attributes,
Fahr ad-din builds—again, quite matter-of-factly—upon the Avicennian dis-
tinction between essence and existence, whereby an absolute essence on the
one hand is distinguished from its existence in thought or in extramental real-
ity on the other. In this passage of the Mahsil [§10], extrinsic properties that
adhere to the quiddity as a quiddity are distinguished from those that adhere
to the realized quiddity. In the brevity of his presentation, Fahr ad-din refrains
from giving examples. But in a parallel passage in his Mantiq al-Mulahhas,
he gives ‘the evenness/the fact of being even’ that is attached to the number
‘four’ as an example of the first case!® and the blackness of the dark-skinned
person (zangt) for the second case.!” These extrinsic properties are attached
subsequently and are not constitutive of the quiddity itself:

Rather, they are subsequent followers and adherents (tawabi‘ wa-lawa-
zim) that do not belong among those things that help the quiddity to be
realized (laysat mimma yuhaqqiqu [-mahiyya), but rather among those

14  Ibid, p. 42, lines 6-7.

15  Fabrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 223, lines 5—7.

16  Ibn Sina gives the following as examples of attributes that adhere to the quiddity as a
quiddity: “Thus evenness (zawgiyya) is attached to duality (itnayniyya); and the triangle
has attached to it the fact that its three angles correspond to two right angles [i.e. that the
sum of its angles is 180°]—not because of one of the two modes of existence (la li-ahadi [-
wugiidayn), but because it is a triangle.” Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sif@, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.6,
p- 34, lines 1-13.

17  Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhhas, ed. by Ahad Faramarz Qaramaleki and Adine
Asgarinezad (Tehran: Danesgah-e Emam Sadeq, 2002/3), p. 17, lines 13—14.
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that are assigned to the quiddity subsequently. The quiddity is thus con-
solidated without them ( fa-l-mahiyyatu tutbatu diunaha).’

After Fahr ad-din mentions the difference between direct, primary extrinsic
attributes and indirect, secondary ones, he comes to discuss the naming of two
types of attribute: Extrinsic attributes that are unique to only one species are
called propria (hawass; sg. proprium, Arabic hassa), while those that can be
assigned to several species are called general accidents (arad ‘amma; sg. ‘arad
amm).!®

FIGURE 5  Outline of the Introduction and the Logical Sub-Classification
[1] The first part is divided into:
[1.1] the linguistic expression that signifies by congruence (mutabaqa)
[1.2] the linguistic expression that signifies by containment (tadammun)
[1.3] the linguistic expression that signifies by implication (iltizam)
[L.11] the simple linguistic expression signifying by congruence has
three sub-classifications
[L.1.1.A]: The first sub-classification of the simple linguistic expres-
sion [= logical sub-classification] consists of the following categories
[L1.1.A.1] simple particular linguistic expression
[L.1.1.A.2] simple universal linguistic expression
[L.11.A.2.1] signifies the complete quiddity = that which is said
in answer [to the question] “what is it?”
[L11.A.2.2] a part of it = the essential (datr)
[L11.A.2.3] or something external (harig) = the accidental
(‘aradr)
[L11.A.2.11] = the quiddity of a single thing or
[L11.A.2.1.2] = the quiddity of several things
[ad 1.1.1.A.2.2] As for the essential (dati), it is either
[L11.A.2.2.1] the genus (gins)
[L1.1.A.2.2.2] the specific difference ( fas!)
[L11.A.2.2.3] the species (naw®)
[L1.1.A.2.2.4] the genus of the genus (ginsu [-gins); the genus
of the specific difference (ginsu l-fasl); the specific differ-
ence of the genus (faslu [-gins); the specific difference of
the specific difference ( faslu [-fas!)

18 Ibn Sina, Kitab a§-.§gfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.6, p. 35, lines 7-8.
19 Cf. Ibn Sin3, Kitab a§—§tfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 114, p. 84, line 18-p. 85, line 10.
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[ad 1.1.1.A.2.3] As for the attribute (wasf), which is external to
the quiddity:
[L1.1.A.2.3.1] The first aspect is:
[I.11.A.2.3.11] The attribute (wasf) adheres to the quid-
dity (mahiyya) or
[I.11.A.2.3.1.2] to the existence (wugud) or
[I.11.A.2.3.1.3] it adheres to neither of them
[ad 1.1.1.A.2.3.1.1-2] Adhering through an intermediate
or without an intermediate
[ad 111A.2.31.3] The non-adherent can disappear
quickly (sariu z-zawal) and it can disappear slowly
(batr’).
[ad 1.1.1.A.2.3.2] The second aspect of the attribute:
[I.11.A.2.3.2.1] the proprium
[I.11.A.2.3.2.2] the general accident

In his commentary on Ibn Sina’s I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, Fahr ad-din gives the fol-

lowing summary at the end of the first treatise:

20

Let us end this treatise with the explanation (bayan) of the arrange-
ment (tartib) of its chapters and say: The linguistic expression (lafz) sig-
nifies either by congruence (bi-l-mutabaqga), containment (tadammun),
or implication (iltizam). All of these are either simple (mufrad) or com-
pound (murakkab). The simple is either universal (kullr) or particular
(guz’7); the universal is either essential (dati) or accidental (‘aradi); the
essential is either such that it signifies the quiddity (mahiyya) or it does
not; it signifies the quiddity either according to pure specificity (bi-/-
hususiyyati [-mahda) or according to pure commonality (a$-Sarikati [-
mahda) or according to specificity and sharedness together; the acci-
dental (al-‘aradr) is either an adherent (lazim) or a non-adherent (gayr
lazim). It adheres either to the quiddity or to the existence. That which
is [adherent] to the quiddity [is] either [adherent] through an intermedi-
ary (bi-wasat) or without an intermediary; if it is that which is separable
(mufariq) [i.e. that which is non-adherent], then it is either [such that it]
disappears slowly (bati’u z-zawal) or quickly. This is the totality of the
nodes of this nahg ( fa-hadiht gumlatu ma‘aqidi hada n-nahg).2°

v -

Fahr ad-din ar-Razj, Sarh al-I$arat, p- 92, lines 10-16 (or id,, Sarh al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat,
Ms. Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 357, lines 9—15, oriental count).
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This rough summary, which ignores many aspects and reduces the first treat-
ise to is basic framework of sub-classifications—the predicables are only dis-
cussed in the second treatise—provides both the structuring principle of the
logical sub-classification of the Ma#si! and the beginning of the logical section
of the Mulahhas? as well as the template for the other sub-classifications of the
linguistic expression. This sub-classification of the simple linguistic expression
in the Mahsulis, on the one hand, an introduction to logic in the tradition of the
Porphyrian Eisagoge and is based on the structure of the Avicennian Madhal
treatises. On the other hand, Fahr ad-din’s own emphasis is conspicuous here—
as will be examined in detail. It should above all be noted that in all these cases,
Fahr ad-din makes the Tripartition of Signification, which will be analyzed in
detail, the starting point of his outlines and treatises.

2 The Historical Background of the Tripartition of Signification

2.1 The Introduction of the Tripartition in Ibn Sina’s Kitab a$-Sif?’,
al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8

The introduction [§§1-5] of the sub-chapter “The Classification of Linguistic
Expressions” is rich in presuppositions and contains cursory remarks on the
three manners of signification (mutabaqa, tadammun, and iltizam) along with
their conditions and limitations. But before considering it in detail, I will first
reconstruct a layer of the original context?? of these manners of signification
in order to establish a basis upon which to examine and categorize the relevant
passages of the text. My focus in this chapter is on Ibn Sina’s text—for it is Ibn
Sina who established this classification of linguistic expressions as a three-part
division within the Madhal genre. It had been preceded by a two-part division
not only in Ibn Sina’s writings, but also in al-Farabi’s, as will be shown later;23
and it is Ibn Sna who comments most extensively on this tripartition and its
historical background, namely in the chapter “On the Classification of the Uni-

21 See Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, pp. 15—21.

22 Asalready mentioned in the introduction, Strobino treats this topic in detail and embeds
it within the burhan complex, cf. Strobino, “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and
Implication,” pp. 255—262; my remarks focus on the linguistic-philosophical and hermen-
eutical development of this tripartite division.

23 See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1; following this, the development in Ibn Sina's Madhal treat-
ises is traced: from rather casual remarks concerning two manners of signification to a
systematic derivation and outline of the three manners of signification, see Chapter 2,
Section 2.3.
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versal Simple Linguistic Expression (al-lafz al-mufrad al-kullt) into its Five Sub-
divisions” in the Madhal of the Kitab a$-Sif .24 This chapter, Madha!1.8, stands
in the context of the question of the correct way of determining the quiddity
in order to obtain knowledge that can be considered certain and it serves as an
introduction to the study of predicables. Ibn Sina begins the chapter Madhal1.8
with a short summary, based on the preceding chapters (i.e. Madhal 1.5-7),%°
roughly comparable in content (with some deviations) to §7 of the Mahsul’s
logical sub-classification: The universal simple linguistic expression is “essen-
tial (dati) or accidental (‘aradi)”; the essential linguistic expression is either
such “that it is in a certain way suitable to signify the quiddity” (salihun li-d-
dalalati ‘ala -mahiyyati bi-waghin), or such “that it is not at all suitable to signify
the quiddity” (gayru salihin li-d-dalalati ‘ala [-mahiyyati aslan); the former sig-
nifies either “the quiddity of a single thing or several things that do not differ
in an essential way” (la tahtalifu ihtilafan datiyyan)—the species; or it signi-
fies the quiddity of things “whose essences differ in an essential way” (taftal-
ifu dawatuha ihtilafan datiyyan)—the genus.?6 The genus, such as ‘animal, is
that which is shared by several things, which then only become what they are
through essential differences (bi-l-fusili d-datiyya).2” Ibn Sina then emphasizes
that the specific differences, in contrast to the genus, do not indicate the entire
shared essential nature:

As for [the linguistic expression] ‘sentient, it signifies a part of the totality
(guz’ mina l-gumla) of what the singification of the linguistic expression
‘animals’ encompasses, so that this [i.e. ‘sentient’] is [only] a part of the
completeness (kamal) of the essential nature (hagiga) that they [i.e. the
various species] share, but not the completeness (tamam) [of this common
essential nature]; the same applies to the case of ‘rational’ in relation to
(bi-l-giyas ila) man.?8

The specific difference ‘sentient’ subdivides the genus ‘animate body’ and is
constitutive of the species ‘animal’; ‘animal’ itself functions as a genus for vari-
ous species that share in it. The specific difference ‘rational’ subdivides the
genus ‘animal’ and constitutes the infima species ‘man.?® The specific differ-

24  Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—§ﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 41, line 9—p. 46, last line.

25 See Chapter 2, Section 1.

26 Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 41, lines 12—16.

27 Ibid., p. 42, lines 6-9; cf. Chapter 2, Section 1.

28 Ibn Sina, Kitab asv-gg[d’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 42, lines 9—11.

29 For Ibn Sina’s explanation of this sub-classification, see Ibn Sina, Kitab a§-§g‘d1 al-Mantig,
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ence itself has a smaller scope of signification than the species that it con-
stitutes—an aspect that will be discussed in more detail below. Against Ibn
Sina’s view that the specific difference—in the present example ‘sentient'—
signifies only a part of what the species—‘animal'—signifies, Ibn Sina cites the
following objection raised by unspecified parties (in form it could be a fictitious
objection, but it will be shown that this is not the case):

But someone might say that [the linguistic expression] ‘animal’ has no
signification that would not be the same as [the linguistic expression] ‘sen-
tient being’ (hassas)—for an animal is nothing other than ‘an animate
body’ (illa gisman da nafsin) and likewise a ‘sentient being’ is nothing
other than ‘an animate body.3°

According to this objection, the two linguistic expressions ‘animal’ and ‘sen-
tient’ would be equivalent in intent; both would signify an ‘animate body. In
this case, they would be interchangeable, such that, as a consequence of this
assumption, ‘sentient’ could function as a genus of ‘man’ without further spe-
cification:

If it were not for what we have recognized in the investigation of what
is said in answer [to the question] ‘what is it,3! then there would be no
difference between the genus and its specific difference and one would
assume that ‘sentient’ is the genus of ‘man, which has [in fact] been
assumed.32

The problem from which the objection—adequate: [animal: animate body],
also adequate: [capable of perception: animate body]—results has at its core
various layers of logic and ontology, as will be demosntrated.33 Ibn Sina works
through this complex of problems in various contexts.3*

al-Madhal 1.1, p. 62, line 15-p. 63, line 7. On the specific difference in Ibn Sina, see in detail
Sylvia DiVincenzo, “Avicenna against Porphyry’s Definition of Differentia Specifica,” Doc-
umenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale, vol. 26 (2015): pp. 129-183.

30  IbnSina, Kitab asv—gfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 42, lines 11-13.

31 This cross-reference refers to Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi [-mantiq, al-Madhal, Ms.
Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763, fol. 47, lines 7-15; see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.

32 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi l-mantiq, al-Madhal, Ms. Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 5%, lines 5-6.

33 See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.

34  Cf. Strobino, “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and Implication.”
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At this point in the chapter Madha!1.8, Ibn Sina answers the question about
the correct determination of the quiddity with a treatise on basic rules of sig-
nification, i.e. what it means for a linguistic expression to signify a meaning:

So we say in response: Our saying that the expression signifies a meaning
(inna gawlana inna l-lafza yadullu ‘ala ma‘nan) is not to be understood in
the way you have understood it, i.e. that, whenever the linguistic expres-
sion signifies, it is inevitable that this meaning is present (lam yakun
budda min wugudi dalika l-ma‘na).?5

The objection cited above by Ibn Sina is based, among other things, on an
inadequate use of the different manners of signification. One of the ways in
which a linguistic expression can signify—and which is erroneously regarded
in this objection as a primary form of signification—is when, for example, a
word that indicates the undergoing an action implies the agent of the action,
i.e. “that, whenever the linguistic expression ‘moving (mutaharrik)' signifies
[something that exists], it is inevitable that there be a mover (muharrik)”;3¢ and
“that, whenever the expression ‘roof (saqf) signifies [something that exists], it
is inevitable that there is a base (asas) [that supports the roof |.”3” Even though
this is one of the manners in which a word can signify, it is by no means the
primary way in which we understand meanings; that is, when we say ‘word
X signifies meaning X, we exclude this manner of signification: “Yet we do
not say: ‘What is understood by the expression ‘moving’ and what it signi-
fies is the ‘mover’; and what is understood by the expression ‘roof’ and what
it signifies is the ‘base’ [that supports the roof]."3® Instead, what is under-
stood by ‘word X signifies meaning X' or “the signification of the linguistic
expression” (dalalat al-lafz) is the primary signification, i.e. a signification of
what is intended in a primary way as the meaning without implicatures.3?

35  Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sif@, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 42, lines 13-15.

36  Ibid, lines 15-16; while this example uses form v, in later works Ibn Sina gives the passive
participle and the active participle of form 1 as an example of this manner of signification:
“Signification by implication is like when [the linguistic expression] ‘creature’ (mahliq)
signifies the creator (halig),” Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, ed. s.n. (Cairo: al-Maktaba
as-Salafiyya, 1910), p. 14, line 21. This linguistic-theoretical consideration—be it with the
example pair mutaharrik/muharrik or mahlag/halig—is based on a variety of lines of
inquiry from metaphysics and natural philosophy that are beyond the scope of this study.

37  Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sif@’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 42, lines 16-17.

38 Ibid., lines 17-18.

39  Ibid, line 19—p. 43, line 1; for the translation of al-qasd al-awwal as ‘primarily’ in this con-
text, see Kwame Gyekye, “The Terms Prima Intentio and Secunda Intentio in Arabic Logic,”
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The signification of further, implied meanings does not fall under this primary
manner of signification:

If there is another meaning that comes to it [only] by means of an extrin-
sic connection through which the mind (diin)—at the time it perceives
it [Le. the other/second meaning]—also perceives that first meaning, [if
this should be the case] then the linguistic expression does not signify it
[i.e. the other/second meaning] in a primary way (bi-l-qgasd al-awwal).*0

This hints at a relationship of transfer between a first and a second meaning
using that sort of parlance that is employed in writings on language theory
to describe figurative language. There it is said “that you understand [ first]
one meaning for the linguistic expression, and subsequently that meaning
provides you with another meaning.”#! As we shall see, in his two later writings
the Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin and al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, Ibn Sina would further
concretize the terminology that he here only hints at;*? and using this as a
basis, Fahr ad-din would ultimately expand and elaborate upon the relation-
ship between the theorems of logical and linguistic theory laid out here.*3

The aforementioned relationship of implication between a word form that
indicates the undergoing of an action and the agent of the action, for example,
belongs to this sort of additional meaning based on an extrinsic connection.**
The signification of the genus by the specific difference is another example of
an extrinsic manner of signification: the specific difference ‘sentient’ signifies
the genus ‘animate body’ neither in a primary nor in a secondary way, whereas
the species ‘animal’ signifies the genus ‘animate body’ in an intrinsic way. The
linguistic expression ‘sentient, or any other specific difference at that, has its
own meaning. That the specific difference does not have the same meaning as
the species that is constituted by it is one of the things that Ibn Sina endeavors
to demonstrate in this treatise on the theory of signification, but which is non-
etheless deeply rooted in a larger logical framework.4>

Speculum, vol. 46, no. 1 (Jan. 1971): pp. 32—38 and Zimmermann, Al-Farabi’s Commentary,
p- 100.

40  Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—gfd’, al-Mantiqg, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 43, lines 1-3.

41 ‘Abdal-Qahir al-Gurgani, Dal@’il al-i§az, ed. by Muhammad ‘Abd al-Mun‘im Hafagi (Cairo:
Maktabat al-Qahira, 1969 [1389 H.]), p. 263, lines 2—3; see Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1.

42 See Chapter 2, Section 2.3.

43  See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1.

44 See Chapter 2, Section 2.3.

45 Cf. Strobino, “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and Implication.”
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The two examples of extrinsic manners of signification differ in their rela-
tionships of predication: In the latter, the extrinsic meaning ‘animate body’ is
simultaneously “predicated of that of which the meaning of the expression”
‘sentient’ is predicated, whereas in the former case—the participle construc-
tions—there is no relationship of predication.*

Ibn Sina then continues the differentiation between the primary (awwal),
secondary (tant), and extrinsic (farig) manners of signification:

[1.] “As far as the primary [manner] is concerned, it behaves like our talk
of ‘animals’; for it signifies [ primarily] the totality (gumla) of ‘sentient, anim-
ate bodies’ (yadullu ‘ala gumlati l-gismi di n-nafsi [-hassas)"#*"—i.e. the primary
manner of signification exists for a species in the case of a complete definition
consisting of the genus proximum and specific difference.

[2.] The secondary manner of signification is understood to refer to the sig-
nification of individual, intrinsic essential parts; i.e. that the species signifies
either the genus or the specific difference of its definition:

As for the secondary manner, it is like the fact that it [Le. the linguistic
expression ‘animal’] signifies ‘body’ ( fa-ka-dalalatihi ‘ala [-gism); for the
meaning ‘body’ is necessarily (dariratan) contained in the meaning ‘the
state of being an animal’ (mudammanun); for that [linguistic expression]
which signifies the state of being an animal ecompasses (iStamala) the
meaning ‘body’—not in the manner that it would refer to it from the out-
side [L.e. extrinsically] (la ‘ala annahu yusiru min harigin).*®

The secondary manner of signification is therefore a state of being encom-
passed, included, contained within:*® Upon mention of the species ‘animal,
one can infer one of the superordinate genera, in this case the genus ‘body,
according to the arbor porphyriana, since it represents an intrinsic essential
component. This manner of signification corresponds to the signification of
the common quiddity (mahiyya mustaraka).

[3.] In the extrinsic manner of signification (dalala harigiyya) on the other
hand, something is signified that is extrinsic in relation to what the expression
actually signifies, whether in a primary or secondary manner.5°

46 Cf. Ibn Sina, Kitab a$-Sif@, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 43, lines 3—4.

47  Ibid,, lines 6—7.

48  Ibid,, lines 7—9.

49 Accordingly, Strobino translates tadammun as “containment,” see Strobino, “Per Se, In-
separability, Containment and Implication.”

50  Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—gfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 43, lines 9—11.
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Following this, Ibn Sina gives the primary, secondary, and extrinsic manners

of signification their own names:

If we [now] want to summarize all of this briefly and succinctly, then
we assign three points of view/manners (awguh) to the signification that
comes about by means of linguistic expressions:

[ad 1] Signification by way of congruence (dalalatu mutabaga)—ijust as
[the linguistic expression] ‘animal’ signifies the totality of the ‘sentient,
animate body.

[ad 2] Signification by way of containment (dalalatu tadammun)—just
as the linguistic expression ‘animal’ signifies the ‘body.

[ad 3] Signification by way of implication (dalalatu luzam)—just as the
linguistic expression ‘roof’ signifies the ‘base.’>!

Ibn Sina introduced the term mutabaqa®? for the primary manner of signifi-

cation—thereby using a word that had already been employed in a wide vari-

ety of contexts and disciplines®®—in order to emphasize the congruency and

51
52

53

Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—gfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 43, lines 12—15.
Mutabaga (verbal noun of form 111 of tabaga) can be translated, depending on the con-
text, as “match, conformity, correspondence, agreement,” see Edward W. Lane, An Arabic-
English Lexicon, vol. 5, pp. 1825a—b and Ibn Manzir, Lisan al-Arab al-muhit (Bulaq: Al-
matba‘a al-amiriyya, 1883-1890 [1300-1308]), vol. 12, pp. 78. The Latin version of the
Madhal of the Sifa’ translates dalalat al-mutabaqga with significatio parilitatis, Tbn Sina,
“Logyca,” in Avicennae perhypatetici philosophi ac medicorum facili primi opera in lucem
redacta ac nuper quantum ars niti potuit emendata (Venice: Scotus 1508; reprint: Frank-
furt a.M.: Minerva, 1961), fol. 5*?, lines 1—2.
(1.) In al-Farabi, the term mutabig—apparently synonymous with musawiyan—is found,
among other things, in the context of relationships of correspondence, such as the com-
plete and adequate definition of a species, even if not yet as a technical term, see Aba
Nasr al-Farabi, “Kitab Isagtgi ay al-Madhal,” ed. by D.M. Dunlop, The Islamic Quarterly,
vol. 3 (1956-1957): pp. 123-124, §11.

(2.) In texts based on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, the term is mainly used to express
a relationship of correspondence, namely “the ‘correspondence’ (al-mutabaga) of one’s
belief whether affirmative or negative, with the state of affairs that obtains externally,
Deborah L. Black, “Knowledge (im) and Certitude (yakin) in al-Farab1's Epistemology,”
Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, vol. 16 (2006): pp. 17-18. Since, in the context of the
Tripartition of Signification, mutabaqa is not used in the sense of this correspondence
relationship, but rather serves to denote the congruence between word and concept, I
do not translate this term—unlike Strobino, “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and
Implication”—with ‘correspondence’ in this context.

(3.) In grammatical theory, the term mutabaqa is used for different types of syn-
tactic congruency, see Ahyaf Sinni and Girar Gihami, Mawsi‘at mustalahat al-ulam an-
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convertibility of the species and its complete definition in this manner of sig-
nification. For the secondary manner of signification, Ibn Sina chose the term
tadammun (literally, being contained, inclusion)5* to express the intrinsic—and

54

nahwiyya. Silsilat mawsu‘at al-mustalahat al-‘arabiyya wa-l-islamiyya (Beirut: Maktabat
Lubnan Nasiran, 2010), vol. 3, pp. 4675-4676; see Muhammad Abdel Haleem, “Qur’an,’
EALL, vol. 4, p. 26.

(4.) Inthe %m al-badr, on the other hand, mutabaqa (alongside tibaq and tatbiq) is the
technical term for chiastic or antithetical word order or syntax, see Fahr ad-din ar-Razi,
Nihayat al-igaz fi dirayat al-ijaz, ed. by Bakri Sayh Amin (Beirut: Dar al-ilm li-l-malayin,
1985), p. 285, lines 10ff,, also Sirag ad-din as-Sakkaki, Miftah al-‘ulim, ed. by ‘Abdul Hamid
Hindawi (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2011), p. 533; see Simon, Mittelalterliche arabis-
che Sprachbetrachtung, p. 6; see August .M. Mehren, Die Rhetorik der Araber (Copenha-
gen: Otto Schwartz, 1853), pp. 97{f.

See Edward W. Lane, An Arabic-English Lexicon, vol. 5, p. 1804c and Ibn Manzur, Lisan al-
Arab al-muhit, vol. 17, p.126. The Latin version of the Madhal of the §tfd’ translates dalalat
at-tadammun with significatio continentie, Ibn Sina, “Logyca,” fol. 5*%, lines 3—4.

Tadammun too is a term with a variety of uses in Arabic philology:

(1) In grammatical theory, tadammun can refer, when discussing the relationship
between the possibility of declension (i{7@b) and the impossibility of declension (bina’), to
certain names which, due to their basic structure, have characteristics of particles (hurif’).
This can explain why certain names are indeclinable (mabnt), although it is actually part
of their basic structure to be declinable (mu‘ab). Tadammun thus means the contain-
ment of certain properties, which are actually characteristic of particles and not of names,
in the function of certain names; tadmin is also sometimes used instead of tadammun
for this; see Ahyaf Sinni and Girar Gihami, Mawsia‘at mustalahat al-ulam an-nahwiyya,
vol. 1, pp. 1813-1814; see also Adrian Gully, “Tadmin: Implication of Meaning’ in Medieval
Arabic,” Journal of the American Oriental Society, vol. 117, no. 3 (1997): p. 468.

(2.) On the other hand, tadmin (less often tadammun) refers to the phenomenon
whereby a verb is used in the meaning of another verb due to a certain preposition, see
Gully, “Tadmin,” pp. 466—468.

(3.) In poetry, tadmin is used to mean, among other things, enjambment—a struc-
tural dependency on a rhyme scheme. Until around the n1th century, this was regarded
as a fundamental poetic error that was to be avoided; later it developed into an accepted
poetic device, see Amidu Sanni, “On Tadmin (Enjambment) and Structural Coherence in
Classical Arabic Poetry,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University
of London, vol. 52, no. 3 (1989): pp. 463—466; id., “Again on tadmin in Arabic Theoretical
Discourse,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London,
vol. 61, no. 1 (1998): pp. 1-7; see also Wolthart Heinrichs, Arabische Dichtung und griechis-
che Poetik: Hazim al-Qartagannis Grundlegung der Poetik mit Hilfe aristotelischer Begriffe
(Beirut: Orient-Institut, 1969), p. 13. The term has other functions as well, see Sanni, “Again
on tadmin,” pp. 71f. and Gully, “Tadmin,” pp. 473 f. Ibn Sind’s use of the extrinsic manner of
signification comes very close to one of the ways in which the term tadmin is used by ar-
Rummani (d. 384/994), see Bruce Fudge, “Tadmin: The Notion of ‘Implication’ according
to al-Rummani,” in Classical Arabic Humanities in Their Own Terms: Festschrift for Wolfhart
Heinrichs on His 65th Birthday Presented by His Students and Colleagues, ed. by Beatrice
Gruendler (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2008), p. 479.
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one-sided—relationship between the species and its genus or the specific dif-
ference that constitutes it.

Ibn Sina expresses the reverse relationship of signification—that of the
specific difference to the species constituted by it or to the genus divided by
it—with the term fuzim, which had already been used in writings on logic
as a technical term for various forms of implication.5> Ibn Sina would ulti-
mately go on to give the third manner of signification its own name, the one
with which was subsequently identified, namely iltizam (literally, becoming
attached).%%

The following diagram is intended to illustrate the Tripartition of Significa-
tion:57

55  Luzum, masdar of lazima (to attach oneself to someone, to cling to someone), “necessary
consequence, necessity,” Wkas, vol. 11, part 1, p. 566a; on lazima, see Ibn Manzur, Lisan
al-Arab, vol. 16, pp. 14-15.

The Latin version of the Madhal of the Sifa’ translates the term as significatio comit-
antie, Ibn Sina, “Logyca,” fol. 5'?, lines 4-5.

(1.) In the terminology of Arabic logic, luziim refers to various types of implication
relationships, especially in hypothetical propositions and syllogisms, see Farid Gabr and
Rafiq al-Agam [eds.], Mawsu‘at mustalahat ‘ilm al-mantiq ‘inda [-‘arab (Beirut: Maktabat
Lubnan Nasiran, 1996), pp. 773—774; see in detail on this, i.e. on al-Farabi’s and Ibn
Sina’s conceptions of luzim, the dissertation by Kamran 1. Karimullah, Avicenna (d. 1037),
Logical Theory, and the Aristotelian Tradition (Montreal: McGill University 2014), [http://di
gitool.library.mcgill.ca/R/?func=dbin-jump-full&object_id=123019&local_base=GENo1-M
CGogz, retrieved October 2015], especially pp. 106 ff;; p. 310, fn. 301; and pp. 3261f; cf. id,,
“Unusual Syllogisms: Avicenna and Najm al-Din al-Katibi on per impossibile Syllogisms
and Implication (luzam),” Oriens, vol. 43, no. 1-2 (2015): pp. 223—271, esp. pp. 250ff; cf.
Cornelia Schéck, “Discussions on Conditional Sentences from the Year AH 17/ AD 638 to
Avicenna,” in Classical Arabic Philosophy: Sources and Reception, ed. by Peter Adamson
(London [et al.]: The Warburg Institute, 2007), pp. 67-68; Tony Street, “TtsI on Avicenna’s
Logical Connectives,” History and Philosophy of Logic, vol. 16 (1995): pp. 257—268; Schock,
Koranexegese, Grammatik and Logik, p. 83.

(2.) On the multiple meanings of luzim in grammatical theory, see Ahyaf Sinna and
Girar Gihami, Mawsuaat mustalahat al-uliam an-nahwiyya, vol. 3, pp. 4116—4119.

(3.) In addition, luzam/iltizam is a technical term in rhyme theory, see Simon, Mit-
telalterliche arabische Sprachbetrachtung, p. 7 and Seeger A. Bonebakker, “Luzam ma la
yalzam,” E12.

56  Ibn Sina only uses the term iltizam as part of the Tripartition of Signification in his later
writings, see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.

57  This is a simple and incomplete outline, but sufficient for our purposes. For the logical
notation, see Strobino, “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and Implication,” p. 258.


http://digitool.library.mcgill.ca/R/?func=dbin-jump-full&object_id=123019&local_base=GEN01-MCG02
http://digitool.library.mcgill.ca/R/?func=dbin-jump-full&object_id=123019&local_base=GEN01-MCG02
http://digitool.library.mcgill.ca/R/?func=dbin-jump-full&object_id=123019&local_base=GEN01-MCG02
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FIGURE 6 The three manners of signification in the context of the study of predicables

[1. congruence (mutabaqa)] [2. containment (tadammun)] [3. implication (iltizam)]
species a. species b. species specific difference
signifies in a congruent manner contains contains implies (as a consequence)
} | ‘
genus and specific difference genus spec. difference genus
(and vice versa)
Examples:
[1. congruence (mutabaqa)] [2. containment (tadammun)] [3. implication (iltizam)]
‘animal’ a. ‘animal’ b. ‘animal’ ‘sentient’
signifies in a congruent manner contains contains implies (as a consequence)
! ‘
‘sentient, animate body’ ‘body’ ‘sentient’ ‘body’
(and vice versa)

On the basis of this excursus into the theory of signification, Ibn Sina finally
refutes the argument that both the species and the specific difference signify
‘animate body’ in a congruent manner:

In a congruent way, the specific difference ‘sentient’ only signifies “some-
thing that has sensory perception” (Say’un lahi hissun); but because we know,
according to Ibn Sina, that that which has sensory perception must be a ‘body’
and ‘animate,’ ‘sentient’ signifies ‘body’ by means of implication.>® The congru-
ent manner of signification extends only to the intensional level, implication
to the extensional level. The sentence “Every sentient being is an animal” is
false from an intensional point of view, while it is true from an extensional
point of view: “[....] so the fact that every sentient being is an animal (kullu has-
sasin hayawanun) is evident not according to secure, certain proof/observation
(bayan yagini), but according to a fact of existence (bayan wugudr).”>® No cer-
tain knowledge results from implication; this extrinsic manner of signification

58 Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—g‘[fd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 43, lines 16-17.
59  IbnSina, Kitab a$-Sifa, al-Mantiq, Kitab al-Burhan, ed. by Abu 1-Ala ‘Afifi (Cairo: al-Hay’a
al-Amma li-Sw’@in al-Matabi al-Amiriyya, 1956), p. 104, line 19.



80 CHAPTER 2

is not the manner of signification meant when “we speak here of the ‘signifying
expression (lafz dall). "6°

On the basis of this tripartition, Ibn Sina can argue that the specific difference
‘sentient’ signifies only a part of what ‘animal’ signifies; for while ‘animal’ con-
gruently signifies ‘sentient animate body, ‘sentient’ signifies only the aspect
that it has ‘sensory perception’; i.e., ‘sentient’ says nothing about what the thing
that has sensory perception is, but only specifies how it is:

By ‘that [linguistic expression] which signifies howness (ayyiyya), we
mean precisely ‘that [linguistic expression] whose suitability is only for
[signifying the] howness and not for [signifying the] quiddity (ma innama
suluhuha li-l-ayyiyyati faqat duna [-mahiyya), so that it does not sig-
nify a ‘constituting term that completes a common or specific quiddity
(ma‘na mugawwimun yutimmu mahiyyatan mustarakatan aw hassatan),
but rather a ‘constituting term that is specific to/specifies [something]
(ma‘na mugawwim yahussu). So when we say ‘that [linguistic expression]
which signifies howness (ad-dall ‘ala l-ayyiyya), we [thereby] intend this
meaning [i.e. ‘constituting and specific’].5!

The disregard for the distinction between the indication of what a thing is
and how a thing is, i.e. between whatness (mahiyya) and howness (ayyiyya),52
and the concomitant equation of the scope of signification of the genus and
the specific difference lead, among other things, to the specific difference ulti-
mately being taken for a genus, such that the genus of ‘man’ would be ‘sen-
tient.'63

60 Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—g‘[fd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 44, line 3.

61 Ibid., p. 45, lines 10-13.

62  This term was erroneously read as anniyya/inniyya in some places in the Avicennian
oeuvre, cf. for example Michael E. Marmura, “Avicenna on the Division of the Sciences
in the Isagoge of his Shif@’)” Journal of the History of the Arabic Science, vol. 4, no. 2 (1980):
p. 240. In this specific context in the Madhal of the Kitab as-Sifa’ it must be read as ayyiyya,
see in detail Amos Bertolacci, “A Hidden Hapax Legomenon in Avicenna’s Metaphysics:
Considerations on the Use of Anniyya and Ayyiyya in the llahiyyat of the Kitab al-Sif@’) in
The Letter before the Spirit. The Importance of Text Editions for the Study of the Reception of
Aristotle, ed. by Aatke MLI. van Oppenraay and Resianne Fontaine-van-Gelder (Leiden [et
al.]: Brill, 2012), pp. 289-310, and in relation to the Kitab al-Magulat of the Kitab as-Sif@,
see Alexander Kalbarczyk, Predication and Ontology: Studies and Texts on Avicennian and
Post-Avicennian Readings of Aristotle’s Categories (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2018), pp. 281-282.

63  Ibn Sina, al-Mufitasar al-awsat fi [-mantiq, al-Madhal, Ms. Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 57, lines 5—6.
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In order to avoid this problem when providing a definition, Ibn Sina prescribes
the secondary and extrinsic manners of signification as criteria for checking
the genus in a kind of guide to determining the genus of a thing.64

With this classification of signification, Ibn Sina further expands upon a dis-
tinction made by al-Farabi, as will be shown below.

2.2 Two Problems Underlying the Tripartition of Signification

2.2.1 De Int. 11 and the Problem of Redundancy in the Definition

Before Ibn Sina, al-Farabi had also made a distinction between the secondary
and extrinsic manners of signification; however, his distinction did not yet go
hand in hand with a terminological differentiation: both fell under luzam. Al-
Farabi demonstrates in the chapter “The Enumeration of the Circumstances
that Lead to Errors Concerning the Meanings/Concepts” (ihsa’u l-amkinati [-
muglitati mina [-ma‘ani) of his guide the “Book of Circumstances that Lead to
Errors” (Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita)5 how to avoid “either falsehood (kidb) or
redundancy ( fadl), meaningless chatter (hadayan), and repetition (takrir)”®
arising trough the incorrect combination of linguistic expressions. In the style
of De Int. 11, al-Farabi here discusses the question of whether and how pre-
dicates that apply to a thing independently of each other—the term for these
predicates in al-Farabi is al-mutlagat—can also be stated in conjunction with
each other.57 Al-Farabi therefore tests whether the argument ‘s is p; S is Py;
therefore s is PP, is correct for various sentences:® The argument “Zayd is
a man, Zayd is an animal, therefore Zayd is a man-animal” (Zaydun insanun
wa-Zaydun hayawanun fa-idan Zaydun insanun hayawanun) is redundant,°
while the argument “Zayd is skillful; Zayd is a doctor; therefore Zayd is a
skilful doctor” is false.”® Especially in relationships of predication that are

64  Cf Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 52, lines 5ff.

65  Abi Nasr al-Farabj, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” in al-Mantiq ‘inda [-Farabi, ed. by Rafiq
al-Agam (Beirut: Dar al-Masriq, 1985-1986), vol. 2, pp. 131-164; or in al-Mantigiyyat li-
[-Farabi, ed. by Mohammad Taqi Danes$paziih (Qom: Maktabat-e Ayatollah al-‘Azmi al-
Mar‘asi an-Nagafl, 1988-1989/90 [1408-1410 h.8.]), vol. 1: an-Nusus al-mantigiyya, pp. 195—
228.

66  Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 145, line g or ed. by Danespazuh,
p. 209, line 19.

67  Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 145, lines 8—g or ed. by Danespa-
zuh, p. 209, lines 18—19; al-Farabi, “Sarh al-Ibara,” p-163, lines 7 ff.; Weidemann, “Anmerkun-
gen,” p. 370.

68  Cf. Weidemann, “Anmerkungen,” p. 373.

69  Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 145, line 12 or ed. by Danespazih,
p. 209, line 22.

7o  This is my formulation of De Int. 20b35-36 of the Arabic Aristotle. Al-Farabi quotes the
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meant to be considered true in all circumstances, such as definitions, “repe-
tition and redundancy” must be excluded; to this end, two conditions must be
met:

Namely, [1.] that they [ie. the linguistic expressions in question] are not
predicated of each other in an accidental manner (/@ bi-l-‘arad) and [2.]
that one of the two [L.e. one of the two meanings of the linguistic expres-
sions] is not contained in the other (wa-an la@ yanhasira ahaduhuma ft
l-ahar). This is like our saying ‘Zayd is an animal (Zaydun hayyun); Zayd
is one who walks bipedally (Zaydun massa’un di riglayni); so Zayd is a
bipedal animal ( fa-idan Zaydun hayyun massa’un du riglayni).”*

The aforementioned false conclusion ‘skillful doctor’ is to be avoided due to the
first condition; for both skillfulness and being a doctor are accidentally predic-
ated of Zayd.” On the other hand, the second condition, according to which
one of the two predicates must not be contained ( yarhasiru; Greek. évumdp-
x&t)73 in the other—as “when ‘animal’ or ‘bipedal’ is contained in ‘man’ [...] asa
component of its meaning”’4—aims to avoid redundancy; for “if we say about
Zayd that he is a man, it follows necessarily (dariratan) that he is an animal;

text as follows: “If it is correct to say of him [ie. a certain person] that he is seeing/skillful
(basir), and if it is correct to say of him that he is a physician (fabib), it is not the case
that he is a skillful physician (tabiban basiran),” al-Farabi, “Sarh al-Ibara,” p. 165, lines 6
8; the Greek text in the Minio-Paluellos edition reads: &M\’ ovxi, €i oxvteds xai dyados, xat
axuteds dyabés (“But if someone is good and a cobbler it does not follow that he is a good
cobbler,” Aristotle, “De Interpretatione,” in The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised
Oxford Translation, ed. by Jonathan Barnes [Princeton, NJ: University Press, 1984], vol. 1,
p- 33)-

71 Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 146, lines 11-13 or ed. by Danespa-
ziih, p. 210, line 23—p. 213, line 2; based on De Int. 21a5-18 (translation by Ackrill): “Clearly,
then, one is led into many absurdities if one lays down without restriction that the com-
pounds [of several predicates into one] come about. How the matter should be put we
will now explain. Of things predicated, and things they get predicated of, those which are
said accidentally, either of the same thing or of one another, will not be one. [...] Nor, con-
sequently, will the cobbler who is (without qualification) good, though an animal which is
two-footed will (since this is not accidental). Further, where one of the things is contained
in the other, they will not be one. This is why ‘white’ is not repeated [i.e. when something
is white] and why a man is not an animal man or a two-footed man; for two-footed and
animal are contained in man.”

72 Cf. Weidemann, “Anmerkungen,” pp. 379—380.

73 Al-Farabi: yanhasiru; Aristotle, De Int. 21216 and De Int. 21a17-18: évumdpyel; Arist. Arab, De
Int. 21a16: mahsuran; De Int. 21a17-18: hasarna.

74  Weidemann, “Anmerkungen,” pp. 374-375.
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and if we say about Zayd that he is a man, it follows that he is bipedal. If these
implicatures/attachments (lawazim) are linked to the things by which they are
implied, then this is [...] meaningless chatter (hadayan)”’>—i.e. the phrases
“bipedal man,”
lations.

man-animal,” and “sentient animal” would be pointless formu-

However, the state of being contained or implied is obviously subject to
misunderstanding: thus, even the correct form of the predication could be
accused of redundancy, “due to the fact that whenever we assume ‘a man who
walks’ (al-insanu masiyan), it follows that it is an animal (lazima an yakina
hayawanan), such that one could think that animal is contained within [the
meaning of the linguistic expression] ‘one who walks.””6—Such an identifica-
tion of two different relationships of implication can be found, for example, in
Stephanus’s commentary on De Int. 11: ““Two-footed’ is contained within ‘man’
(&v yap 6 dvBpwmew pev Eumeptéyetal 10 dimouv) and ‘animal’ in ‘two-footed’ (év
3¢ 1@ imovv 1 {@ov). And within ‘rational, ‘animal’ is again contained (xal &v
T Aoyw® 3¢ maAw eumeptéyetal 0 {Qov) [...]"77 In his commentary on De Int.
21a17-18, Al-Farabi quotes a train of thought in which this aspect of identifica-
tion mentioned by Stephanus appears as an argument against a supposed case
of redundancy. This is allegedly “the old aporia (as-Sakk al-gadim), which was
brought forth by Atarantiyas”:"®

75 Al-Farabi, “Sarh al-Ibara,” p. 168, lines 2—5.

76  Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 146, lines 13-14 or ed. by Danespa-
zuh, p. 213, lines 3—4.

77  Stephanus, In Aristotelis librum de interpretatione commentarium, in English translation
in ‘Philoponus’: On Aristotle On the Soul 3.9-13, with Stephanus: On Aristotle On Interpreta-
tion, translated by William Charlton (London: Duckworth, 2000), p.171. An Arabic version
of Stephanus’s commentary has not survived; the FiArist lists him as a commentator, but
gives no indication of the language of the commentary, see Ibn an-Nadim, Kitab al-Fihrist,
ed. by Gustav Fliigel (Leipzig: F.C.W. Vogel, 1871-1872), vol. 1, p. 249.

78  ‘Atarantiyas’ possibly stands—as Danespazih also surmises (al-Farabi, “Sarh al-‘Ibara,”
p. 175, fn. 1)—for Archytas of Tarentum (d. c. 355-350BC) or for Pseudo-Archytas: The
Pseudo-Archytea include writings that were apparently written by various thinkers in
antiquity and late antiquity and then attributed to Archytas of Tarentum, cf. Thomas
A. Szlezak, Pseudo-Archytas iiber die Kategorien (Berlin [et al.]: De Gruyter, 1972), esp. p. 1,
p- 13, and p. 19; Zimmermann, on the other hand, surmises that it could be Antisthenes
(d. c. 365BC), cf. id., Al-Farabi’s Commentary and Short Treatise on Aristotle’s De Inter-
pretatione, p. 152, fn. 1. Al-Farabi also thought he was quoting a pre-Aristotelian thinker
here (“That which Aristotle mentioned is very useful in forming a definition (tahdid) and
solves the old aporia (Sakk) brought forth by Atarantiyas,” al-Farabi, “Sarh al-‘Ibara,” p. 175,
lines 14-15); in my opinion, however, the terminology and examples in this quotation
speak in favor of a post-Aristotelian or even post-Porphyrian origin.
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“Why is it not the case that [mentioning the linguistic expression] ‘rational’
when defining man ( f tahdidi l-insan) makes [mentioning the linguistic
expression] ‘animal’ superfluous? Just as [the linguistic expression] ‘ani-
mal’ (hayawan) makes it superfluous for [the linguistic expression] ‘sen-
tient’ (hassas) to be made a condition.—If it were not so, then it would
not suffice to say ‘animal’ without adding ‘sentient.”®

If ‘rational’ is set as a predicate (mahmiil) of something, then it fol-
lows necessarily (dariratan) that itis an animal. Since ‘rational’ is nothing
other than ‘animal, ‘rational’ is nothing other than ‘sentient.” Further-
more, ‘animal’ makes ‘sentient’ superfluous—thus if we were to make
‘sentient’ a condition, this would be redundant; likewise, it is redundant
if we make ‘animal’ a condition together with ‘sentient.’”80

This argument cited by al-Farabi aims to demosntrate the supposed redund-
ancy of the phrase “sentient animal” on the basis of the redundancy of the
phrase “rational animal” The terms ‘rational, ‘animal, and ‘sentient’ are
equated; and from the fact that ‘animal’ makes ‘sentient’ “superfluous,” it is
concluded that ‘rational’ also makes ‘animal’ superfluous. In other words, an
identical relationship is assumed on the basis of two specific differences, even
though the predicables fulfill different functions: The specific difference ‘sen-
tient’ divides the genus ‘animate body’ and constitutes the species ‘animal’
The compound ‘sentient animal’ is just as redundant as ‘rational man’; for both
cases consist of a juxtaposition of the species and the specific difference that
constitutes it. The compound ‘sentient animate body’ corresponds to the for-
mulation ‘rational animal’ in terms of the juxtaposition of its predicables; both
cases consist of naming the genus and the specific difference that divides it.—
The difference between genus and species, between dividing and constituting
specific differences, is blurred in the quoted argument. Moreover, the genus
can make the specification of a specific difference superfluous because the one
signifies the quiddity common to the different species, while the other merely
signifies the more specific howness;®! conversely, the specific difference can-
not make the specification of the genus superfluous. This is due to the different
relationships of implication that are present in the two relationships of predic-
ation, and which are explained by al-Farabi as follows:

79 My understanding of this sentence is based on Zimmermann’s complementary negation,
see id., Al-Farabi’s Commentary, p. 152, fn. 2.

80  Al-Farabi, “Sarh al-Ibara,” p-175, lines 15—21; see also Zimmermann’s translation, Al-Farabi’s
Commentary, p. 152.

81 See Chapter 2, Section 2.1.
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[1.] One of the two is like how the existence of the wall implies ‘brick’
(luzam al-labini ‘an wugudi [-ha’it; lit. ‘the adherence of the bricks to the
existence of the wall’); that is, by imposing the totality [of a thing], the
part of the thing is implied (luztimu guz’i s-say’i ‘an wad‘i gumlatihi). For
the bricks are contained in [the meaning of | ‘wall’ ( fa-inna l-labina mun-
hasiratun fi l-ha’it).8?

[2.] The second is that the existence of the roof implies ‘wall’ (fuztimu [-
ha'iti ‘an wugidi s-saqf’; lit. ‘the adherence of the wall to the existence of
the roof’); that is, a thing is implied by a thing that is extrinsic to its total-
ity [i.e. the totality of the implied thing) (luzamu $ay’in ‘an Say’in harigin
‘an gumlatihi).83

In the first type of implication, the meaning of a linguistic expression implies
an intrinsic part of what is signified. This is—in Ibn Sina’s usage—the signi-
fication of containment (tadammun), just as the species implies the genus in
which it shares and the specific difference by which it is constituted (just as, for
example, ‘animal’ implies ‘sentient’ and ‘body’8*). Al-Farabi gives the example
of the wall: ‘wall’ is described (not defined) as a “solid/unyielding, thick body
(gism mutasallib dii sumk), which is composed of stones (higara) or bricks
(labin) or clay (tin) and is made to carry a roof (uidda li-yahmila s-saqf’) and
to protect against the winds ( yasuna mina l-riyah).’s5 Here, al-Farabi combines
the material cause with the final cause into a series of attributes that differ-
entiate the genus ‘body’ into the species ‘wall’;8¢ according to the first type of
implication, the species ‘wall’ thus contains, for example, ‘brick’ or the genus

‘body’

82  In his De Int. commentary, al-Farabi attributes this type of implication to Aristotle as a
solution to the problem: “This [aporia] was solved by Aristotle saying, in reference to the
fact that ‘animal’ implies ‘sentient,’ that the existence of the totality [of a thing] implies
the existence of the part of the thing (literally, ‘the adherence of the existence of the part
of the thing to the existence of its totality’). This is because ‘sentient’ is a part of ‘animal’
or a part of its definition,” al-Farabi, “Sarh al-‘Ibara,’ p- 176, lines 1-3.

83  Al-Farabj, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 146, lines 16—18 or ed. by Danespa-
zth, p. 211, lines 7-10.

84  Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 146, lines 20—21 or ed. by Danespa-
ziih, p. 211, lines 14-15.

85  Al-Farabi, Kitab al-Huriaf, ed. by Muhsin Mahdi (Beirut: Dar al-Masriq, 1970), p. 167.

86  Aristotle gives the following example in Metaphysics vol. 2, 1043a15 ff.: “stones, bricks, and
timbers” as “the potential house” are the causa materialis of the house; “covering for bodies
and chattels” as “actuality” are its causa finalis. The statement of the final cause answers
the question of ‘why’ and is at the center of Aristotelian epistemology, see Aristotle, Meta-
physics [English] in The Complete Work of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, ed. by
Jonathan Barnes (Princeton, NJ: University Press, 1984), vol. 2, p. 1646.
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The second type of implication, in which no intrinsic part but rather some-
thing extrinsic is implied, is based either—according to the schema of the
previous example [‘wall’ = ‘body created to support a roof’]—on the fact that
the specific difference (‘roof’) implies the species (‘wall’), or—according to the
understanding of later generations—on the fact that ‘wall’ does not function
as a species here, but rather as a equivalent of the genus: If ‘house’ signifies ‘the
totality of wall and roof’ (magmu' [-gidari wa-s-saqf’), ‘roof’ would, according
to the second type of implication, signify the genus ‘wall.87 This is the type of
implication to which Ibn Sina refers with the term luzam (and later iltizam).88

Abiti]-Hasan Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban (d. 458/1066), a disciple of Ibn Sina,
later summarized this as follows: The one type of implication is when the lin-
guistic expression “‘house’ signifies the wall alone (wahdahit) and the species
signifies the genus,” while the other type of implication is when the linguistic

expression “‘roof’ signifies the wall and the specific difference signifies the

genus."8?

According to the first type of implication, formulations such as Zayd is a
man-animal’ (Zaydun insanun hayawanun) or ‘a sentient animal’ are redund-
ant%0 because ‘man’ already implies/contains ‘animal’ and ‘animal’ implies/
contains ‘sentient. Meanwhile in the formulation ‘Zayd is a bipedal, walking

According to al-Farabi, it is a description (rasm), not a definition (hadd), since carrying the
roof does not constitute the essence of the wall, see al-Farabi, “Fusal,” in al-Mantigiyyat
li-l-Farabi, ed. by Mohammad Taqi Dane$pazith (Qom: Maktabat-e Ayatollah al-‘Azmi al-
Mar‘asi an-Nagafi, 1988-1989/90 [1408—-1410 h.8.]), vol. 1: an-Nusuis al-mantiqiyya, p. 27; id.,
“Kitab al-Burhan,” in al-Mantiq ‘inda [-Farabi, ed. by Magid Fahri (Beirut: Dar al-Masriq,
1987), p. 48; or in al-Mantiqgiyyat li-l-Farabt, vol. 1, p. 296; see also Strobino, “Per Se, Insepar-
ability, Containment and Implication,” p. 260.

87  ‘Umar b. Sahlan as-Sawi (fl. 540/1145), al-Basa@’ir an-nasiriyya fi ilm al-mantiq, ed. by
Rafiq al-‘Agam, (Beirut: Dar al-fikr al-lubnani, 1993), p. 33; cf. al-Farabi, Kitab al-alfaz al-
musta‘mala fi l-mantiq, ed. by Muhsin Mahdi (Beirut: Dar al-Masriq, 1986), p. 103, lines 4—7.

88 See Chapter 2, Section 2.3.

89  Abul-Hasan Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban, Kitab at-Tahsil, ed. by Mortada Motahhari (Teh-
ran: Entesarat-e danesgah, 1997 [1375]), p. 13, lines 3—-6; on Bahmanyar, see for example
David C. Reisman, “Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban,” £13; id., The Making of the Avicennan
Tradition. The Transmission, Contents, and Structure of Ibn Sina’s al-Mubahatat (The Dis-
cussions) (Leiden: Brill, 2002), pp. 185-195; Ahmed H. al-Rahim, “Avicenna’s Immediate
Disciples: Their Lives and Works,” in Avicenna and his Legacy. A Golden Age of Science and
Philosophy, ed. by Tzvi Y. Langermann (Turnhout: Brepols, 2009), pp. 9-14 as well as Eich-
ner, The Post-Avicennian Philosophical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy, pp. 9-11 and id.,
“Dissolving the Unity of Metaphysics: From Fakhr al-Din al-Razi to Mulla Sadra al-Shirazi,”
Medioevo, vol. 32 (2007): pp. 155-157.

go  Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 145, line 12 or ed. by Danespazuh,
p- 209, lines 22-23.
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animal’ there is no redundancy, because ‘one who walks’ does not contain
‘animal,’ but instead only implies it—namely in the second manner, which does
not create redundancy.®!

The differentiation between the two types of implication is also important
in another respect, namely in connection with the ontological determination
of the specific difference.

2.2.2 The Infinite Regress of the Specific Difference

A further problem for which the classification of signification represented a
solution or explanation is closely linked to the ontological determination of
the specific difference. This problem involves the question of whether the spe-
cific difference itself belongs to a genus,% i.e. either to the genus it divides or
to another genus. Ammonius and the commentators who followed him held
the view that the specific differences belong to the summum genus of the sub-
stance, “since they are completers of substances and part of them and the parts
of substances are themselves substance.”®3 However, this results in the aporia
whereby the specific difference assumes, in relation to the genus to which it
belongs, the function of a species, which in turn requires a specific difference
for the purpose of delimitation: “Consequently, every specific difference would
have a specific difference, and this would continue ad infinitum.”%* Ibn Sina
proposes the following solution to the aporia:

91  Al-Farabi, “Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita,” ed. by ‘Agam, p. 146, line 20 or ed. by Danespazuh,
p- 211, line 14.

92  On the question of when the summum genus should be regarded as a category, see Ibn
Sina, Kitab as-Sifa, al-Ilahiyyat, ed. Gurg Qanawati and Sa‘id Zayid (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-
‘Amma li-Sw’iin al-Matabi al-Amiriyya, 1960), p. 234, lines 12-15.

93  John Ellis, “Alexander’s Defense of Aristotle’s Categories,” Phronesis, vol. 39, no. 1 (1994):
pp- 70-71, fn. 5; on this argument, see Alexander of Aphrodisias, “Risala fi -fasli hassatan
wa-ma huwa,” in Die arabische Version einer unbekannten Schrift des Alexander von Aph-
rodisias tiber die Differentia specifica, ed. by Albert Dietrich (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck und
Ruprecht, 1964), pp. 124, § 5-6.

94  Ibn Sina cites this aporia: “‘It is apparent that each species is distinguished (munfasil)
from those that share with it the [same] genus [ie. from the other species] by the specific
difference ( fas!/). Furthermore, this specific difference is also a specific meaning (ma‘na
aydan mina [-ma‘ant) [with which it should behave in one of the following two ways]:

[1.] Eitheritis [a meaning that is] the most general of predicates (a‘amm al-mahmulat);
or [2.] it is a meaning (mana) that falls under the most general of predicates (tahta aamm
al-mahmaulat).

[ad 1] It is inconceivable to say that every specific difference is the most general of
predicates, for ‘rational’ (natiq) and many such things are neither [themselves] a category
(magula) nor in the determination of a category ( fi hukmi magqulatin).
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What one must know in order to solve this aporia ($akk) is:
[1.] There is that [kind of ]| predication (haml) in which the predicate
(mahmaul) is constitutive (mugawwim) of the quiddity of the subject
(mawdu).

[2.] And [there is that kind of predication] in which something adheres
(lazim) to it [ie. the subject] that is not constitutive of its quiddity, such
as existence (wugud).%®

Ibn Sina presents two general types of predication that can be used to explain

how the genus can be predicated of a subject. In the first type, the genus is
predicated of the species; for “the genus is predicated of the species in such a
way that it is part of its quiddity.”96 This is the secondary manner of significa-
tion, i.e. that of containment (tadammun).®” In contrast, in the second type, the
genus is “predicated of the specific difference in such a way that it is something
that adheres to it (lazim lahwt), not in such a way that it is part of its quid-
dity”®® ‘Animal’ is thus predicated of the specific difference ‘rational’ in such
a way

95
96
97
98
99

that it adheres to it ({azim lahit), not in such a way that it is part of its
quiddity. For by ‘rational’ one means only ‘a thing endowed with reason’
(Say’ lahii nutq) as well as ‘a thing that has a soul endowed with reason,
without our saying ‘rational/endowed with reason’ itself containing a
clear indication (bayan) as to whether this thing is a substance or not a
substance; however, adhering [to it] (illa annahii yalzamu) is the fact that
this thing cannot be anything other than a substance, a body, and sen-
tient.9®

[ad 2] Thus it would remain that it [i.e. the specific difference] falls under the most gen-
eral of predicates; and every [meaning] that falls under a meaning more general than
it [itself] is distinguished (munfasil) from those that [together with it] share it [ie. the
more general meaning]| by means of a specific difference ( fas/) by which it is specified.
Consequently, every specific difference would have a specific difference, and this would
continue ad infinitum.” Ibn Sina, Kitab asV-Sv[fd’, al-Ilahiyyat, p. 231, lines 6-13.

Ibn Sina, Kitab a§-.§gfd’, al-Ilahiyyat, v,6, p. 231, lines 14-16.

Ibid., p. 232, line 16.

See Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ﬁ’, al-llahiyyat, v,6, p. 232, line 17.

Ibid., p. 233, lines 1—4. Ibn Sina expresses the same view in the part on categories in the
Kitab as-Sifa: “As to the differences that are logical differences in the proper sense ( fissiil
mantiqiyya haqiqiyya), such as ‘rational’ (natiq) [~ in contrast to the previously mentioned
form nutq], in such a difference—even if it can be nothing other than a substance—the
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The way in which the genus is predicated of the specific difference corresponds
to the extrinsic implicative type, i.e. implication (luzam/iltizam): ‘rational’
implies ‘animal,’ ‘body, and ultimately also ‘substance.” But the specific differ-
ence itself has no part in this genus, as there is no commonality in the quiddity
and therefore there is no need for further differentiation by a further spe-
cific difference.1°0 “Rational/that which is endowed with reason” (natiq) itself
falls under the genus ‘that which perceives’ (al-mudrik)—just as ‘sentient/that
which is endowded with senses’ (hassas) does, namely in such a way that the
genus is intrinsically predicated of it. Al-mudrik, on the other hand, which
“falls under the substance” (yaqa‘u tahta [-gawhar), does not relate to sub-
stance as it does to a genus, but rather as it does to something that adheres
(lazim).101

2.3 The Generalization of the Tripartition of Signification
Proceeding from the various logical and ontological problems outlined above,
Ibn Sina summarizes the discussion of the manners of signification in the
Madhal. His treatment of this topic in his Madha! books and Madhal-equiv-
alent passages demonstrates a development, the knowledge of which is useful
for understanding the classification of signification as it would later be con-
ceived of in all its aspects by Fahr ad-din. This is due not least to a continuous
process of generalization that occurred in Ibn Sina’s Tripartition Signification,
continued, as we will see, by Fahr ad-din ar-Razi.

I will therefore now trace this development textually in order to show that
where the treatment of the manners of signification is placed within the struc-
ture of the text in each Madhal book changes in connection with the termino-

logy.

meaning of substantiality (Jawhariyya) is not contained (gayr mudammanin), as you have
already learned.” Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—§yii’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, ed. by Ibrahim Madkar
(Cairo: al-Hay’a al-‘amma li-§u’Gn al-matabi al-amiriyya, 1959), al-Magalat 111,2, p. 101,
lines 19—20.

100 Ibn Sina, Kitab a§-.§gfd’, al-Ilahiyyat, v,6, p. 233, line 7.

101 Ibid, lines 6-8. Although implication can amount to a per se 2 predication and although
the present connection between genus and specific difference is a necessary implication
(iltizam), according to Strobino the genus/difference problem should not be linked to the
per se predication (“Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and Implication’, p. 242, fn. 105):
“For the genus to be a per se 2 of a differentia that divides the genus (in the way rational
divides animal), the differentia would have to be in the definition of the genus, which is
evidently not (possibly) the case.”
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2.3.1 The Development of the Tripartition into a Structural Feature in
Ibn Sina’s Oeuvre
2.3.1.1 Differentiation in the Spirit of De Int. n1: al-Muhtasar al-awsat fI
l-mantiq and the Kitab an-Nagat
In the earliest Madhal treatise available to us, which can be dated to the
“Transition Period” (403—404/1013-1014)1°2 of the Avicennian oeuvre, Ibn Sina
emphazises the distinction between two types of implication in the context of
discussing the correct determination of the quiddity and in connection with
the study of predicables. Here however, we do not find a tripartite division nor
is the distinction between the manners of signification characterized as being
of general relevance to languistic theory. The relevant passage from the as yet
unedited Madhal of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi [-mantig'°3 is quoted below:

[§1] You must know that there is a difference between ‘that which con-
tains’ (al-mutadammin) and ‘that which implies’ (al-multazim).

[§2] For ‘man’ contains ‘animal’ (al-hayawan), whereas ‘rational’ (natiq)
does not contain ‘animal, but [merely] implies ‘the state of being an
animal’ (al-hayawaniyya); for ‘rational’ (natiq) exists only as an animal,
even if ‘the state of being an animal’ is a meaning that is extrinsic with
relation to it [ie. ‘rational’] (ma‘na harigi minhii) and which is [only]
attached to it (mulazim lahw).

[§3] As for ‘man, however, ‘the state of being an animal’ is intrinsic with
relation to it (dahilan fihi); for by ‘man’ we mean ‘rational animal, whereas
by ‘rational’ (natiq) we do not mean ‘animal’ and by ‘animal’ we do not
mean ‘Tational.” An example of this is our talk of ‘house’ and ‘roof’; for
neither of them can replace ‘wall’ (badalahit min ha@’it), but ‘house’ con-
tains the meaning of wall, and ‘roof’ implies it [i.e. the meaning of wall].
[§ 4] The one who seeks the linguistic expression that signifies the ‘what it
is’ of something must not ignore this difference such that instead of taking
that which contains the totality of the essential attributes, he takes that
which [only] implies the totality [of the essential attributes] as that which

102 Foran overview of the chronology of Ibn Sina’s most important works, see Gutas, Avicenna
and the Aristotelian Tradition, p. 165.

103 On the placement of the work within the chronology of the Avicennian oeuvre, on the
description of the manuscripts, and on the edition of the part of this work treating categor-
ies, see Alexander Kalbarczyk, “The Kitab al-Maqulat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi [-mantiq:
A Hitherto Unknown Source for Studying Ibn Sina’s Reception of Aristotle’s Categories,”
Oriens, vol. 40, no. 2 (2012): pp. 305—354; see also Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tra-
dition, p. 433.



ANALYSIS OF THE INTRODUCTION OF THE FIRST PART 91

is said [in answer to the question] ‘what is it?—It is that which contains
(al-mutadammin) that is required.!04

Building on al-Farabi, who removes the problem from the context of De Int. 1
and discusses it in his general guide to avoiding errors, Ibn Sina already points
out in the Madhal of the Muhtasar that predicables perform different func-
tions with regard to implication and that these differences must be taken into
account when stating definitions. In contrast to al-Farabi, Ibn Sina’s differen-
tiation also manifests itself terminologically: he distinguishes between ‘that
which contains’ (al-mutadammin) and ‘that which implies’ (al-multazim).

Although the Muhtasar is—in keeping with its genre—a short textbook that
mainly provides summaries of concepts and in which problems are not dealt
with in depth, Ibn Sina devotes a relatively large amount of space to this differ-
ence, linked to the distinction between the indication of whatness by the genus
and howness by the specific difference:

About the essential, which is said in answer to the question ‘how is the
thing? ( fi d-dati [-magqali ft gawabi ayyuma $-say’):

[§1] This is the essential, simple linguistic expression (al-lafz al-mufrad
ad-datr), which is not such that it in any way signifies the quiddity for
which it is an attribute (wasf)—neither in the way of commonality nor
specificity. Rather, it is only suitable for distinguishing essentially (datiy-
yan) those things that share in a quiddity, such as ‘sentient’ and ‘rational’
[§ 2] For ‘sentient’ is not a specific quiddity of man or the ox or the horse,
because each of them requires something additional to make it what
it is. Nor is it a common quiddity of man, the ox, or the horse. This is
because they—beside the fact that they are sentient—have other mean-
ings (ma‘nt), such as that they move of their own volition, that they
ingest food, etc.

[§3] Even though these meanings (ma‘ni) adhere to ‘sentience’ (has-
sasiyya) [i.e. they are implied by the meaning ‘sentience’], they are not
contained within it [i.e. by the meaning ‘sentience’] ( fa-in kanat talzamu
l-hassasiyyata fa-laysat mutadamminatan lahi). ‘Sentient’ is not the com-
mon quiddity of the meaning (mana) that is more general than ‘animal,
because ‘sentience’ only exists in animals. So ‘sentient’ is in no sense a

quiddity for these things.

104 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi [-mantiq, al-Madhal, Ms. Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 4%, lines 7-15.
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[§ 4] It is the same with ‘rational’ (natiq); for the state of being ‘rational’
(natiq) corresponds to the state of being ‘sentient’ in this respect, since
only ‘sentient’ is capable of distinguishing ‘animal’ from ‘plant’, and ‘ra-
tional’ [is capable] of distinguisching ‘man’ from ‘incapable of speech’
(‘ugjm).105

In this passage, Ibn Sina takes up this distinction again and emphasizes that
the specific difference can only signify the howness, and not the whatness of
a thing; in the discussion of the specific difference two chapters later, Ibn Sina
again refers to the fact that the specific difference ‘sentient’ should not be taken
for the genus of ‘man, as “has indeed been assumed” (qad zunna).1°6

In the Madhal of the Kitab an-Nagat, we can recognize the same approach to
the discussion and placement of the two types of implication as in the Madhal
of the Muhtasar: In the two chapters on the genus and on the specific differ-
ence, there is a condensed summary of the two previously quoted passages
of the Muhtasar—with the difference that here the verbal nouns iltizam and
tadammun are used as technical terms:

There is a difference between implication (iltizam) and containment
(tadammun); for [the linguistic expression] ‘roof’ implies ‘wall’ (as-saqf
yaltazimu l-h@’it) and does not contain it (wa-la yatadammanuhit), while
[the linguistic expression] ‘house’ implies and contains ‘wall. 107

The similarity to the approach of the Transition Period can be explained by
the fact that the Kitab an-Nagat consists to such a large extent of excerpts

105 Ibid, fol. 4%, lines 16—14", line 8.

106 Ibid,, fol. 5%, lines 5-6.

107 IbnSina, Kitab an-Nagat min al-garaq fi bahr ad-dalalat, ed. by Mohammad Taqi Danespa-
zih (Tehran: Ente$arat-e Dane$gah-e Tehran, 1985-1986 [1364]), p. 15, lines 1—2. The entire
passage in question reads: “For ‘sentient’ does not signify the complete (kamal) com-
mon quiddity for man and horse—even if it signifies some essential meaning, namely
the fact that something possesses sensory perception (hiss), whereas it [i.e. the linguistic
expression ‘sentient’] does not possess the [ma‘ant] of ‘moving voluntarily, ‘developing,
and ‘feeding itself; etc.—[and it] only [signifies] by way of implication (iltizam), not by
way of containment (tadammun). There is a difference between implication and contain-
ment, for [the linguistic expression] ‘roof’ implies ‘wall’ and does not contain it, while [the
linguistic expression] ‘house’ implies and contains ‘wall’” Ibn Sina, Kitab an-Nagat, p. 14,
line 13—p. 15, line 2. The passage from the chapter on the specific difference reads: “There is
a difference between ‘rational’ and ‘man’; for ‘man’ is an ‘animal being that has rationality
(nutq), while ‘rational’ is ‘some thing'—but one does not know what thing it is—which
has rationality (nutq).” Ibn Sina, Kitab an-Nagat, p. 16, lines 5—6.
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from earlier works that it was written “practically without composing a single
line anew."18 According to the bio-bibliographical tradition, the logic of this
work is based on the Muhtasar al-asgar fi [-mantiq, which, like the Muhtasar
al-awsat, was written in the year 404 (1013/4).19° The use of the two terms as
technical terms can in turn be traced back to the actual date of composition
of the Kitab an-Nagat (between 417/1026 and 418/1027) in the Middle Period
(ca. 4g11-418/1020-1027).11°

2.3.1.2 The Madhal of the Kitab a$-Sifa’

In contrast to the two aforementioned Madhal treatises (those of the Muhtasar
al-awsat and the Kitab an-Nagat or the Muhtasar al-asgar), the Madhal of the
Kitab a$-Sifa™—also belonging within the framework of the study of predic-
ables and the correct determination of the quiddity—presents a three-part
classification of signification for the first time!'2 and also gives a detailed intro-
duction to one of its main points of discussion, as described above.!3 The intro-
duction of the manners of signification takes place with reference to general
aspects of language theory that claim validity beyond the semantics of predic-
ables. Although this is a more complex problem, Ibn Sina limits himself to the
aspect of equating two predicables. His answer to this problem is an excursus
on what is generally understood by signification. In his illustration of signific-
ation by implication, Ibn Sina hints at linguistic-theoretical connections that
would be fully developed in later works, namely implication on the basis of
word form and the indication of a relationship of transfer.!'* With his excursus
on these theorems, Ibn Sina illustrates the relevant relationship of signification
between specific difference and species/genus and thus lays the foundation for
the detailed discussion of predicables,1> though at the same time also goes well
beyond this.

108 Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, p. 116.

109 Alexander Kalbarczyk, “The Kitab al-Maqulat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi [-mantig,” pp.
31-312; Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, p. 116.

110 Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, p. 165; p. 115: “[...] The Salvation was thus
written in 417/1026 or 418/1027.”

111 On the purpose and genesis of this work and the dating of the treatises it contains, see
Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, pp. 103—115; Gutas, p. 107, gives the dates
for the composition of this Madhal as 412—414/1022-1024.

112 That is, for the first time in the writings available to us—there may have been a similar
version in writings that have been lost, for example in the Madhal of the work al-Hasil
wa-l-mahsil, see Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, pp. 94-100.

113 For a detailed discussion of the relevant chapter Madhal1.8, see Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

114 See Chapter 2, Section 2.1 pp. 73f.

115 Inthefollowing chapters of the Madhal, the different manners of signification are referred
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2.3.1.3 The Mantiq al-Masriqiyyin

In the Madhal-equivalent treatise of the work the Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin,
whose genesis Gutas attributes to the so-called “Period of Eastern Philosophy”
(ca. 418—420/1027-1029),16 there is a separate chapter in which the Tripartition
of Signification is enumerated schematically and without any further indica-
tion as to points of discussion:

About the number [of ways] in which the linguistic expression signifies a
meaning ( fi ‘adadi dalalati I-lafzi ‘ala [-mana)

[§1] There are three ways in which the linguistic expression signifies a
meaning (asndfu dalalati l-lafzi ‘ala -ma‘na talatatun): [1.] signification
by congruence (dalalatu l-mutabaqa), [2.] signification by containment
(dalalatu t-tadammun), and [3.] signification by implication (dalalatu (-
iltizam)—and that is transfer (naql) by means of the meaning (min tarigi
[-ma‘na).

[ad 1] As for signification by congruence, this is like the fact that the lin-
guistic term ‘man’ signifies ‘rational animal’ (hayawan natiq).

[ad 2] As for signification by containment, this is like how [the linguistic
expression| ‘man’ signifies [the meanings] ‘animal’ and ‘rational’; for each
of the two is a part of what ‘man’ signifies by congruence.

[ad 3] Signification by implication is like how [the linguistic expression]
‘creature’ (mahluq) signifies the ‘creator’ (haliq), just as [the linguistic
expression| ‘father’ (ab) [signifies] the ‘son’ (ibn), just as [the linguistic
expression] ‘roof’ [signifies] the ‘wall, and just as [the linguistic expression]
‘man’ [signifies] ‘possessing the faculty of laughter”17

Several aspects of this enumeration are noteworthy: firstly, this is the first time
in the Avicennian oeuvre as we know it that an enumeration of all three man-
ners of signification, albeit brief and schematic, is given in its own separate
section, which is also located before and not in the chapter on the correct

to repeatedly, for example in the chapter on the genus, Ibn Sina, Kitab a$-Sifa’, al-Mantig,
al-Madhal1.9, p. 49, lines 3-5 and in the second part of the Madhal, Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sifa,
al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 111, p. 95, lines 2ff. and 11,4, p. 110, lines 5 ff.

116  Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, p. 145 and p. 132; on the genesis, naming,
transmission, and structure of this work, see Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradi-
tion, pp. 119-144, as well as id., “Avicenna’s Eastern (‘Oriental’) Philosophy: Nature, Con-
tents, Transmission,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, vol. 10 (2000): pp. 159-180; see also
Yahya Mahdavi, Fehrest-e noshehda-ye mosannafat-e Ebn-e Sina/Bibliographie d’Ibn Sina
(Tehran: Entesarat-e Danesgah-e Tehran, 1954 [1333 h.5.]), pp. 8off.

117 Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 14, lines 15—22.
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determination of the quiddity and before the study of predicables. This obser-
vation is consistent with Gutas’s comments on Ibn Sina’s approach in this work.
He writes that Ibn Sind’s objective when writing this work was to systematic-
ally present rather controversial content while avoiding “references to views of
other philosophers.”!18

Secondly, it is noteworthy in this passage that the focus of the significtion
of implication is expanded: while in the Madhal of the Kitab as-Sifa’ Tbn Sina
used implication primarily to solve the question of how the genus is predicated
of the specific difference, here he adds an additional type of implication to this
difference—genus signification (which is represented here by the example of
‘roof’ and ‘wall’):1"® The species signifies the proprium according to the extrinsic
manner of signification. Thus ‘man’ implies ‘possessing the faculty of laughter.
This form of implication results on the one hand from the inclusion of insep-
arable attributes in general'?® and on the other hand, formulated in a some-
what simplified fashion, from a consistent application of the aforementioned
schema!?! with the same subject:

FIGURE 7 Modified: the three manners of signification in the context of the study of predicables

[1. congruence (mutabaqa)] [2. containment (tadammun)] [3. implication (iltizam)]
species a. species b. species species
signifies in a congruent manner contains contains implies
! ! ‘
genus and specific difference genus spec. difference proprium
(and vice versa)

Furthermore, Ibn Sina incorporates relational implication (‘father’ implies
‘son’) into the extrinsic manner of signification and now explains the type
of implication by word form, already present in the Kitab as-Sifa’, with the
example of a passive participle that implies its unmentioned agent: The passive
participle mahliq (‘creature’) implies the meaning of the agent halig (‘creator’),
even if it does not signify it in a primary or secondary way.?2 In this way, Ibn

118  Gutas, “Avicenna’s Eastern (‘Oriental’) Philosophy,” p. 159.

119 See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1.

120 See in more detail Strobino, “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and Implication.”

121 See Chapter 2, Section 2.1, p. 79.

122 See Chapter 2, Section 2.1 and Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 42,
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Sina also draws on the theorems of Arabic stylistics/linguistics, as this type of
implication had been described by AbaiI-Hasan ar-Rummani (d. 384/994) with
the technical term tadmin. By this he meant “the presence of a meaning (husul
ma‘nan) in it [Le. in the speech (kalam)] without a name (ism) or an attrib-
ute (sifa) being mentioned for it [L.e. for the meaning contained in the speech|
(tbaratun ‘anhir).”?® The word form implication that we find in Ibn Sina is
called by ar-Rummani “implication made necessary by the structure” (tadmin
tugibuhu [-bunya),2*—a type of implication that ar-Rummani, according to
Bruce Fudge, does not regard as a “rhetorical device” but as a “property of lan-
guage.”125 Accordingly, knowing/known’ (matum) implies a ‘knower’ (‘alim)26
and ‘caused/produced’ (muhdat) implies a ‘causer/producer’ (muhdit).}?”

Another aspect that had already been introduced in the parallel passage of
the Kitab as-Sifa™?8 and which is developed here is the transfer relationship
that underlies signification by implication: “[3.] signification by implication
(dalalatu l-iltizam) [...] is the transfer (naql) by means of the meaning (min
tarigi [-ma‘na).”?° 1t is in this passage that nag/ is found in this context for the
first time. This idea is explained in the second paragraph of the passage in ques-
tion:

[§2.1]—This [ie. signification by implication] is so because it [ie. the
linguistic expression signifying by implication] first signifies by congru-
ence the meaning that it signifies first; this meaning is accompanied by

lines 15-16. The theological and ontological depths that this type of implication has are
ignored in the passages in question.

123 Abul-Hasan ar-Rummani, “an-Nukat fli‘¢az al-Qur'an,” in Talat ras@’il fiiljaz al-Qurian, ed.
by M. Halaf Allah and M. Zaglal Sallam (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 2012), 1968, p. 102, lines 16—
17; see also Fudge, “Tadmin,” p. 469. Fudge renders this term in this context as ‘implication,
see Fudge, “Tadmin,” p. 478, pp. 468—469.

124 Ar-Rummani, “an-Nukat f1i‘¢az al-Qur’an,” p. 103, line 2.

125 Fudge, “Tadmin,” p. 478.

126 Ar-Rummani, “an-Nukat fii‘§az al-Qur’an,” p. 103, line 4.

127 Ibid,, p. 102, line 19; see also Fudge, “Tadmin,” p. 479 and Sanni, “Again on tadmin,” pp. 17f.
I do not intend to argue in favor of Ibn Sina being directly influenced by ar-Rummani;
rather, my aim is to show how the distinction between two types of implication limited to
the field of the study of predicables developed into a classification of signification whose
roots must also be located in Arabic philology and rhetoric. Incidentally, ar-Rummani
himself was accused of “mixing grammar and logic in a way that could not be taken seri-
ously by either grammarians or logicians,” Endref}, “Grammatik und Logik,” pp. 202—203.

128 See Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.8, p. 43, lines 1—3; cf. Chapter 2, Sec-
tion 2.1.

129 Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 14, line 17.
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another meaning (wa-yakinu dalika l-ma‘na yashabuhiit ma‘nan ahar), so
that the mind also turns to this second meaning ( fa-yantaqilu d-dihnu
aydan ila dalika [-ma‘na t-tant), which corresponds to the first meaning
(yuwafigu)'3° and accompanies it ( yashabuhu).'3!

Thus, a linguistic expression first signifies its primary meaning, whereupon,

building on the first meaning, a subsequent meaning comes into focus and

130

131

Several indications suggest that yurafiqu should be read instead of yuwafiqu: “so that the
mind also turns to this second meaning, WHICH GUIDES (YURAFIQU ) THE FIRST MEAN-
ING and accompanies it” instead of “so that the mind also turns to this second meaning
(fa-yantaqilu d-dihnu aydan ila dalika [-ma'na t-tani), WHICH CORRESPONDS TO THE
FIRST MEANING (YUWAFIQU) and accompanies it (yashabuhi).”

[1.] One indication is that, in the parallel passages, Ibn Sina speaks of the second
meaning only adhering to the first and not corresponding to it, see for example Ibn Sina,
al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 42, line 15-p. 43, line 1: “[The linguistic expression signifies a
meaning] [3.] by way of following (istitba‘) and implication (iltizam), in the sense that the
linguistic expression signifies a meaning by congruence, whereby a meaning adheres to
that meaning THAT IS DIFFERENT FROM IT (wa-yakiinu dalika [-ma‘nayalzamuhii ma‘nan
gayruhi), like an EXTERNAL COMPANION (ar-rafig al-harigr).” [2.] Another indication is
provided by Aba l-Abbas al-Fadl b. Muhammad al-Lawkari (d. after 503/1109) in the Bayan
al-haqq bi-diman as-sidq, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, ed. by Ibrahim Dibagi (Tehran: Mo’assase-
ye entesarat-e Amir Kabir 1986 [1364]). The parallel passage is identical to the relevant
passage in Ibn Sina’s Mantiq al-Masriqiyyin except for this previously cited formulation:

Lawkari, Bayan al-haqgq, p. 131, line 12—
p. 132, line 4

[ad 3] As for signification by implication,
it is like how [the linguistic expression)
‘creature’ (mahluq) signifies the creator
(haliq), just as [the linguistic expression]
‘father’ (ab) [signifies] the ‘son’ (ibn), just
as [the linguistic expression] ‘roof’ [signi-
fies] the ‘wall, and just as [the linguistic
expression| ‘man’ [signifies] ‘possessing the
faculty of laughter, and the like.

[§ 2]—This is because it [the linguistic
expression signifying by implication] first
signifies by congruence that meaning
which it signifies first; this meaning is
accompanied by another (wa-yakanu
dalika [-ma‘na yashabuhia mana ahar),

so that the mind also turns to this second
meaning, WHICH GUIDES (YURAFIQU)
THE FIRST MEANING and accompanies it.

Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 14,
line 21-p. 15, line 2

[ad 3] Signification by implication is like
how [the linguistic expression] ‘creature’
(mahlug) signifies the creator (haliq), just
as [the linguistic expression] ‘father’ (ab)
[signifies] the ‘son’ (ibn), just as [the lin-
guistic expression] ‘roof’ [signifies] the
‘wall, and just as [the linguistic expression]
‘man’ [signifies] ‘possessing the faculty of
laughter.

[§2]—This is because it [the linguistic
expression signifying by implication] first
signifies by congruence that meaning
which it signifies first; this meaning is
accompanied by another (wa-yakinu
dalika [-ma‘na yashabuhi mana ahar),
so that the mind also turns to this second
meaning, WHICH CORRESPONDS TO THE
FIRST MEANING (YUWAFIQU) and accom-
panies it.

Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 14, line 22—p. 15, line 2.
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is linked to the actual meaning of the linguistic expression. This presenta-
tion of the signification relationship, in which a first, original meaning and a
second, extended meaning participate, reveals implication in the context of
linguistic theory. The implication relationship suddenly appears as a relation-
ship of transfer, similar to that underlying the “new metaphor” as we find it
described since the writings of ar-Rummani, where a linguistic expression is
also linked to an external meaning.!32

Ibn Sina then provdes a schematic hierarchy of the three manners of signi-
fication:

[2.2] Signification by congruence and signification by containment have
in common that neither of them is a signification of something outside
the [signified] thing.

[2.3] Signification by containment and signification by implication have
in common that each of them requires the first signification [ie. signific-
ation by congruence].133

Both types of implication require the signification of congruence, which Ibn
Sina in the Kitab as-Sifa’ therefore calls the ‘primary manner of signification’;
i.e. in both manners of signification, the primary meaning signified by congru-
ence is evoked first. Only then does the contained or adhering thing come into
focus. Both the meaning signified by congruence and the meaning signified by
containment remain within this meaning; only implication goes beyond it. The
hierarchization of a primary, secondary, and extrinsic meaning in the Kitab as-
Sifa’ forms the basis of this explanation.134

In addition to the new and systematic overview of the three manners of sig-
nification, the implication relationship between specific difference and genus
is also discussed in this work in its usual place and context:

[...] for ‘sentient’ is understood by way of congruence only to be some-
thing ‘that has sensory perception, and ‘rational’ is understood only to be
something ‘that has the faculty of reason.’ So if that also signifies other

132 See Wolfhart Heinrichs, The Hand of the Northwind. Opinions on Metaphor and the Early
Meaning of Isti‘ara in Arabic Poetics (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1977), p. 40; Fudge, “Tad-
min,” p. 468; ar-Rummani, “an-Nukat 1 i‘§az al-Qur’an,” pp. 85-86. However, this connec-
tion between implication and metaphor is only explicitly established later by Fahr ad-din;
see Chapter 3, Section 2.2.

133 Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 15, lines 3-6.

134 See Chapter 2, Section 2.1.
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meanings (ma@ni)—such as that one knows (min haytu yualamu) that
‘sentient’ can only be a body that has a soul, and it is the same with
‘rational'—then that signification [i.e. the signification of these other, addi-
tional meanings] comes about by way of implication, not by way of con-
tainment.!35

2.3.1.4 The Classification of Signification as a Propaedeutic for Logic:
al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat

Ibn Sina’s al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, written roughly between 421/1030 and 425/
1034, is considered his “last philosophical summa.”36 As in the Mantiq al-
Masrigiyyin, Ibn Sina devotes a separate section to the enumeration of the clas-
sification of signification. However, the placement of this part within the sec-
tion on logic differs: Whereas the enumeration of the Tripartition in the Mantiq
al-Masrigiyyin was preceded by the introduction to simple and compound lin-
guistic expressions, to particular and universal linguistic expressions, as well
as to the foundations of predication, here the Tripartition is introduced just
after the introductory considerations on the purpose of logic. It functions as the
actual beginning of the logical treatise, followed by the sections on predication,
on simple and compound linguistic expressions—here one finds aspects that
previously used to only be discussed later in the work, in the passages about the
De Int13"—and on particular and universal linguistic expressions. Because the
logician must know “the principles of explanatory speech (mabadi’'u l-gawli $-
sarih) and the manner (kayfiyya) of its composition,”38 the basics of language
are bundled together at the beginning of the treatise on logic, starting with the
kinds of signification:

So let us begin by determining the way in which the linguistic expression
signifies meaning.

135 Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 15, lines 18—21; in this work too, this aspect is repeated
in several places, see Table 3, p. 103f.

136 Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, p. 155. Street considers this work to be the
most important of all Ibn Sina’s works, Street, “Arabic Logic,” p. 539. On the history of
this work’s reception, see Endref3, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa,” pp. 410—415 and
Wisnovsky, “Avicenna’s Islamic Reception,” pp. 193—-199; on the editorial history, see Joep
Lameer, “Towards a New Edition of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Isharat wa-l-tanbthat,” Journal of
Islamic Manuscripts vol. 4 (2013): pp. 199—248.

137 Like, for example, the remarks on ism and fi/ as components of the sentence, cf. Ibn Sina,
al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 44.

g

138 Ibn Sing, al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 42, lines 1—2.
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‘Reference to (i$ara ila) the signification of meaning by the linguistic
expression’:

The linguistic expression signifies a meaning

[1.] either by way of congruence (mutabaga), in the sense that this lin-
guistic expression (lafz) has been taken as a basis (mawdu ) for that mean-
ing (mana) and in relation to it (wa-bi-iza’thi)—just as ‘triangle’ signifies
‘the form enclosed by three sides’ (as-saklu [-muhitu bihi talatatu adlu);
[2.] or by way of containment (tadammun), in the sense that the meaning
is a part of that meaning which corresponds to it [i.e. the linguistic expres-
sion] in a congruent manner—just as ‘triangle’ signifies form (sak!); for it
[i.e. the word ‘triangle’] does not signify form in the way that it is a name
for form (la ‘ala annahu ismun li-$-$akli), but rather [the word ‘triangle’
signifies form] in the way that it is a name for the meaning of which ‘form’
is a part [i.e. form’ shares in the meaning of the name ‘triangle’];

[3.] or by way of having as a consequence (éstitba‘) and implication (ilt-
izam), in the sense that the linguistic expression signifies a meaning by
congruence, whereby a meaning is attached to that meaning that is dif-
ferent from it, just like an external companion (ar-rafig al-harigr); not like
a part of it but like a companion that is an implication of/adherent to it
[i.e. of/to that first meaning], just like how the linguistic expression ‘roof’
(saqf ) signifies the ‘wall’ (h@’it), and just as ‘man’ signifies ‘receptive to the
art of writing’ (qabil san‘at al-kitaba).'3®

Here, for the first time in this context, Ibn Sina uses the phrase “that this lin-
guistic expression has been taken as a basis for that meaning (yakuana dalika
afzu mawdi‘an li—dalika [-mana).” In doing so, he gives an explanation for
congruent signification that goes beyond the description of being “primary”
or signifying “in a primary way”—as in the Madhal of the Kitab as-Sifa—as
well as beyond illustration by means of an example (“As for signification by
congruence, this is like the fact that the linguistic expression ‘man’ signifies
‘rational animal’ [hayawan natiq]”)—as in the work the Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin.
This explanation thus breaks away from predicable semantics, which is one
reason, among other factors, why the classification of signification leaves the
framework of logic over the course of its reception history and finds use in other
disciplines as if it had never belonged to logic to begin with. Moreover, in this
passage the term implication is supplemented by a further term: ‘having as a
consequence’ (istitha“).140

139 Ibn Sina, al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 42, line 5-p. 43, line 3.
140 Ibn Sina prefers to use this term to express sequential relationships in syllogisms, see, for
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Due to the change in the Tripartition’s placement in the text as well as to the
method of allusion that characterizes this work!#! and the concise, cursory style
associated with it, the Tripartition of Signification appears as a classification of
fundamental, topic-independent, propaedeutic relevance.

This approach in the ISarat encouraged subsequent scholars, especially
commentators of this work, to not only restore the context and discussion of
the Tripartition by referring to other works of Ibn Sina, but also to transfer the
Tripartition to other contexts and areas of inquiry. The introduction of the clas-
sification of signification into usul al-figh is just one example of this.12

But in this work, too, implication is also discussed outside of this enumera-
tion, in the context, as we have seen before, of the correct determination of the
quiddity:

[§1.1] When we say: ‘this and that linguistic expression signifies this and
that) we mean only the manner [of signification] of congruence and con-
tainment, not the manner [of signification] of implication.—How could it
be otherwise? After all, what is signified by implication is unlimited (gayr
mahdid).

[§1.2] Furthermore, if what is signified by implication were to be con-
sidered [legitimate] [i.e. if ‘this and that linguistic expression signifies this
and that’ were not understood to mean only the first two manners of signi-
fication], then that which is not constitutive [of quiddity/meaning] would
be suitable for signifying ‘what it is'—such as ‘possessing the faculty of
laughter’; for it signifies ‘rational animal’ by way of implication.

[§1.3] However, all [logicians] have already agreed that something like
this is not suitable as an answer [to the question of | ‘what it is.*3

example, Ibn Sna, Kitab an-Nagat, pp. 95-96 or id., Kitab as-Sif&, al-Mantiq, Kitab al-
Qiyas, ed. by Sa‘id Zayid (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-‘Amma li-Sw’tin al-Matabi® al-Amiriyya, 1964),
p- 498.

141 See Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, pp. 157-158 and pp. 346—350.

142 With regard to the Tripartition as a propaedeutic and topic-independent item of cur-
riculum in the field of logic, see, for example, the treatment of the topic in as-Sawi,
al-Basa@’ir an-nasiriyya, pp. 33 and Abu l-Barakat al-Bagdadi (d. ca. 560/1165), Kitab al-
Mutabar fi [-hikma, ed. by Zayn al-Abidin al-Musawi (Haydarabad 1938-1939; reprint
Gubayl: Dar wa-maktabat bibliyiin, 2012), vol. 1, p. 56, lines 2-18. To a certain extent, this
also applies to al-Gazall’s treatment of the Tripartition in his Mi‘yar al-ilm, whose first
treatise—albeit as a propaedeutic for syllogism—also begins with a description of the
Tripartition; Abii Hazalimid Muhammad al-Gazali, Mi%ar al-lm, ed. by Sulayman Dunya
(Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1961), p. 72. As Janssens (cf. Janssens, “Al-Ghazzali’s Mi‘yar al-ilm
[t fann al-mantiqg,” pp. 42—43) correctly notes, this description goes back to the I$arat—
terminologically and partly in terms of content; there are, however, deviations.

143 Ibn Sina, al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 53, lines 5-10.
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What is particularly striking about this account is the introduction of a new
type of implication, namely the signification of the species by the proprium
(‘possessing the faculty of laughter’ signifies ‘rational animal’ by way of implic-
ation). The type of implication in which the proprium is signified by the species
had already been introduced in the Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin; in the ISarat, the
question of the scope of signification of the specific difference is finally exten-
ded to the scope of signification of the proprium.

2.3.1.5 Summarizing Overview

The examination of the relevant passages in Ibn Sina’'s Madhalat has shown
that the development of the three-part classification of signification out of the
two types of implication ultimately resulted in a change in its placement and
contextualization within the works on logic. We see a progressive generaliz-
ation of the classification of signification accompanied by a systematization:
in the early Madhal treatises and Madhal-equivalent passages, a distinction is
only made between ‘that which contains’ (al-mutadammin) and ‘that which
implies’ (al-multazim). This distinction, which was intended to draw atten-
tion to the two different implicative functions of the predicables, built upon
al-Farabi’s treatment of this topic in his guide on the avoidance of errors (fol-
lowing De Int. 11). But it represents a terminological development, since al-
Farabi had labelled both types of implication as luzim. The Madhal of Ibn
Sina’s Kitab as-Sifa’ introduces three types of signification. This was intended—
with recourse to connections to general linguistic theory (implication based on
the word form/indication of a relationship of transfer)—amongst other things
to provide clarity about the signification relationships of the predicables, in
particular with regard to the question of how the genus is predicated of the
specific difference. Finally, his Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin listed all three modes of
signification in a separate section largely detached from the rest of the con-
tent, and expanded the relationship of implication: it added the ‘species/pro-
prium’ relationship to the ‘specific difference/genus’ relationship. This passage
also contained allusions and explanations (including various hierarchization
models of the types of signification, implication based on the word form, and
elaboration of the transfer relationship on the basis of ar-Rumman’s “new
metaphor”), which were taken up and further developed by later scholars such
as Fahr ad-din ar-Razi. In Ibn Sina’s influential work al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat,
the general presentation of the classification of signification as seen in the
Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin reached its climax. For it is firstly found in a different
place in the text: Here it forms the actual beginning of the treatise on logic,
just after the remarks on the purpose of logic. Secondly, it is discussed at this
prominent point together with the parts of the De Int. that treat languistic the-
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ory. And thirdly, in his explanation of congruence, Ibn Sina draws on general
linguistic-philosophical wording that breaks away from predicable semantics
and proved to be formative for the work’s subsequent reception. Combined
with the method of allusion that characterizes the ISarat, the Tripartition of
Signification appears as a classification of fundamental and propaedeutic rel-
evance.

Thus throughout the course of the classification becoming generalized and
systematized, we see among other things a change in the presentation, place-
ment, and definition of the manners of signification. This progressive, sys-
tematic method of presentation increased the relevance of the classification,
turning it into one of the basics that logicians were expected to learn at the
beginning of their training.

In the following, the placement of the discussion of the manners of signific-
ation in the respective Madhal and Madhal-equivalent sections is illustrated
in the form of a table, since it is not only the content but also the aspects of
structure that bears importance for the assessment of the development of the
manners of signification and for their further reception.

TABLE 3 Simplified structure of the Madhal treatises and Madhal-equivalents of Ibn Sina’s various

works!#4
1. Writings of the 2. Middle Period 3. Period of Eastern 4. Late Period
Transition Period (ca. 411-418/1020—  Philosophy (ca. 418-428/ca. 1027-
(403—-404/1013-1014): 1027): (ca. 418-421/1027-1030): 1037):
Muftasar al-awsat ~ Kitab as-Sifa’ Mantiq al-Masriqiyyin al-Isarat wa-t-tanbthat
and Kitab an-Nagat ~ (Origin of the (ca. 418-420/1027-1029)  (ca. 421-425/1030-1034)
(or Muhtasar al- Madhal: 412—
asgar) 414/1022-1024)

(Mention of the two  (Detailed introduc- ~ (Schematic enumeration (Schematic enumera-
types of implication) tion and discussion of the Tripartition; expan- tion of the Tripartition;
of the Triparition)  sion of implication) expansion of implica-

tion)

144 Inthe table, # indicates the topic area in which the discussion of the two types of implic-
ation or the Tripartition of Signification occurs. The table provides a simplified structure
of the thematic complexes; these are not chapter headings. For the creative periods, see
Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, p. 165. The logical treatises of other works
are not included in the table because they do not discuss the problems associated with
the manners of signification or the classification itself.
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TABLE 3

CHAPTER 2

Simplified structure of the Madhal treatises and Madhal-equivalents (cont.)

1. Writings of the

2. Middle Period

3. Period of Eastern

4. Late Period

Transition Period (ca. qu—418/1020—  Philosophy (ca. 418—428/ca. 1027—
(403—404/1013-1014): 1027): (ca. 418—421/1027-1030): 1037):

introduction introduction introduction introduction
simple/compound  simple/compound  simple/compound The signification of the

linguistic expression

linguistic expression

linguistic expression

meaning by the lin-

guistic expression#

universal/particular  universal/particular universal/particular predication
essential/accidental essential/accidental - simple/compound
linguistic expression
correct determina-  correct determina-  predication universal/particular
tion of the quiddity  tion of the quiddity
(#Muhtasar)
genus (#Nagat) introduction to the  classes of the significa-  essential/accidental/
doctrine of predic-  tion of the meaningby  that which adheres/the
ables# the linguistic expression# separable [...]
species genus# classes of the significa-  correct determination
tion of the subject by the of the quiddity#
predicate#
specific difference species classes of the determina- genus and species
(#Muhtasar/#Nagat) tion of the quiddity
proprium [...] specific differ-  constitutives/adherents/ specific difference#
ence accidents
general accident proprium classes of different mean- proprium and general
ings# accident
general accident [...] investigation of the  definition#

genus#
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2.3.2 The Tripartition of Signification in the Writings of al-Gazali
Subsequent scholars adopted Ibn Sina’s prioritization of the Tripartition of Sig-
nification and gave it a prominent place in their respective works on logic.
This can be seen, for example, in Aba 1-Hasan Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban’s
(d. 458/1066) Kitab at-Tahsil, in the Madhal of the Bayan al-haqq bi-diman as-
sidg by Abu 1-‘Abbas al-Fadl b. Muhammad al-Lawkari (d. after 503/1109), in
‘Umar b. Sahlan as-SawT’s (fl. 540/1145) al-Bas@’ir an-nasiriyya fi ilm al-mantiq,
and in Abu l-Barakat al-Bagdadi’s (ca. 560/165) Kitab al-Mu‘tabar fi l-hikma.
In the latter two, we see the approach used in the Isarat, where the Triparti-
tion of Signification is understood and presented as a propaedeutic and topic-
independent item of curriculum in the field of logic.1> This finding also applies
to al-Gazalr’s treatment of the Tripartition in his Mi‘yar al-im, whose first
treatise—albeit as a propaedeutic to syllogism—also begins with a presenta-
tion of the Tripartition. As Janssens correctly notes, this presentation bases its
terminology on that used in the I$arat, but there are significant deviations.!#6
In al-GazalT’s case, his engagement with the Tripartition of Signification is not
limited to his works on logic. He also introduces it into his work on legal theory,
even though there it is placed within a separate chapter on logic and is not con-
nected to the rest of the content. This is because the content of the work forms
two different categories of indicators: those in the logic section correspond to
indicators based on reason (al-adilla al-‘agliyya) while those in the section on
legal theory correspond to indicators based on imposition (wad%yya).147

The introduction to logic in al-Gazal's Mustasfa—which he writes is not a
part of the discipline of usui! al-figh, but rather an introduction to all sciences—

145 Cf. Ibn al-Marzuban, Kitab at-Tahsil, p. 13, lines 3-6; Lawkari, Bayan al-haqq, p. 1312; as-
Sawi, al-Basa’ir an-nasiriyya, p. 33; and al-Bagdadi, Kitab al-Mu‘tabar, vol. 1, p. 56, lines 5—
18.

146  Cf al-Gazali, Mi%yar al-lm, p. 72 as well as Janssens, “Al-Ghazzalt's Mi‘yar al-ilm fi fann
al-mantiq,” pp. 42—43 and Ibn Sina, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 42, line 5-p. 43, line 3.

147 Cf al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 23; the chapter on logic is found in al-Gazali, al-
Mustasfa, vol.1, pp. 30-175. On al-Gazali’s discussion of Avicennian logic, see esp. Rudolph,
“Die Neubewertung der Logik durch al-Gazali” and Jules Janssens, “Al-Ghazali: The Intro-
duction of Peripatetic Syllogistic in Islamic Law (and Kalam),” MIDEO, vol. 28 (2010):
pp. 219—233; Wael B. Hallaq, “Logic, Formal Arguments and Formalization of Arguments
in Sunni Jurisprudence,” Arabica, vol. 37 (1990): pp. 315—-322; Robert Brunschvig, “Valeur
et fondement du raisonnement juridique par analogie d’aprés al-Gazali,” Studia Islamica,
no. 34 (1971): pp. 57-88; on the influence of Avicennian philosophy in general on al-Gazali’s
theology, see Richard Frank, “Al-Ghazal{’s Use of Avicenna’s Philosophy,” Revue des Etudes
Islamiques, no. 55-57 (1987-1989): pp. 271-285. On the evaluation of al-Gazali's logic as too
watered down “to be recognizably Farabian or Avicennian,” see Street, “Arabic and Islamic
Philosophy of Language and Logic,” p. 11.
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corresponds in large part, as Janssens has already worked out, to his logical
work, also aimed at jurists, the Kitab Mihakk an-nazar. This correspondence
extends to the passage that is of interest to us, as the following table shows:148

TABLE 4

The correspondence between the passage on the tripartition of signification from al-Gazali’s

Mustasfa and that of his Mihakk an-nazar

Al-Gazali: al-Mustasfa,

Vol. 1, p. 92, line 8-p. 93, line 6

[or, in the edition by Muhammad Yasuf
Nagm. Beirut: Dar Sadir, 2010, vol. 1, p. 40,
line 22—p. 41, line 6]

Al-Gazali: Kitab Mihakk an-nazar,
p- 73, line 6-p. 74, line 1

[§1] The signification of meaning by the lin-
guistic expression is limited to three ways,
namely [1.] congruence (mutabaqa), [2.] con-
tainment (tadammun), and [3.] implication
(iltizam).

[§1] The signification of meaning by the lin-
guistic expression is limited to three ways,

namely [1.] congruence (mutabaqa), [2.] contain-
ment (tadammun), and [3.] implication (iltizam).

[§ 2] For the linguistic expression ‘house’

[ad 1] signifies the meaning ‘house’ by way of
congruence and

[ad 2] signifies ‘roof’ only by way of contain-
ment; for [the linguistic expression] ‘house’
contains ‘roof’ because ‘house’ is an expres-
sion (ibara) for ‘roof’ and ‘walls’ (HITAN,

SG. HA’IT). This is just like how the linguistic
expression ‘horse’ signifies ‘body, since a
horse is nothing other than a body.

[§ 2] For the linguistic expression ‘house’

[ad 1] signifies the meaning ‘house’ by way of
congruence and

[ad 2] signifies ‘roof’ only by way of contain-
ment; for [the linguistic expression] ‘house’
contains ‘roof’ because ‘house’ is an expres-
sion (tbara) for ‘roof’ and ‘walls’ (GUDRAN,
SG. GIDAR). This is just like how the linguistic
expression ‘horse’ signifies ‘body, since a horse
is nothing other than a body, since every time
we say ‘horse, we find the corporeality in the
equineness.—So let us use the term (tasmiya)
‘containment’ for this manner [of signification)

and [the term] ‘congruence’ for the first manner.

148 Cf. Janssens, “Al-Ghazzall's Mi‘yar al-‘ilm fi fann al-mantig,” pp. 39-66 and id., “Review:
Frank Griffel: Apostasie und Toleranz im Islam,” Journal of Islamic Studies, vol. 14, no. 1
(2003): p. 71. On the fact that the Mihakk is a textbook for legal scholars, see Rudolph, “Die
Neubewertung der Logik durch al-Gazali” p- 86, fn. 48.
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The conformity of the passage of the tripartite division of the designation (cont.)

Al-Gazali: al-Mustasfa,

Vol. 1, p. 92, line 8-p. 93, line 6

[or, in the edition by Muhammad Yasuf
Nagm. Beirut: Dar Sadir, 2010, vol. 1, p. 40,
line 22—p. 41, line 6]

Al-Gazali: Kitab Mihakk an-nazar,
p- 73, line 6-p. 74, line 1

[§3] [ad 3] As for the way of implication,
this is like how the linguistic term ‘roof’
signifies the wall (ha’it); for it [i.e. the lin-
guistic expression roof’] was not imposed

for the [meaning] ‘wall’ in the way that the
linguistic expression ‘wall’ was imposed for
it—namely, in such a way that it is congruent
in relation to it. It [Le. the meaning ‘wall’] 1S
NOT CONTAINED (MUTADAMMAN ), since
‘wall’ is not a part [of the meaning] ‘roof’ in
the way that ‘roof’ is a part [of the meaning|
of ‘house’ itself, and in the way that ‘wall’ is a
part [of the meaning] of ‘house’ itself.

Rather, it [Le. the signification by implica-
tion] is like a companion (rafig) and that
which externally adheres (lazim harig) to the
essence of the roof, and from which ‘roof’
cannot be detached.

[§3] [ad 3] As for the way of implication, this is
like how the linguistic expression ‘roof’ signifies
the wall (ha@’it); for it [i.e. the linguistic expression
‘roof’] was not imposed for the [meaning] ‘wall
in the way that the linguistic expression ‘wall’
was imposed for it—namely, in such a way that it
is congruent in relation to it.

It [i.e. the linguistic expression ‘roof” signifies
‘wall’] not BY CONTAINMENT (BI-TADAMMUN),
since ‘wall’ is not a part [of the meaning] ‘roof’ in
the way that ‘roof’ is a part [of the meaning] of
‘house’ itself, and in the way that ‘wall’ is a part
[of the meaning] of ‘house’ itself.

Rather, it [i.e. the signification by implication] is
like a companion (rafig) and that which extern-
ally adheres (lazim harig) to the essence of the
roof, and from which ‘roof’ cannot be detached,
so that its signification is of a different kind
(namat). Let us then create another linguistic
expression for it, namely ‘implication’ (iltizam)
and ‘having as a consequence’ (istitha®).

[§ 4] Beware, in investigations based on reas-
oning (nazar al-‘aql), of using linguistic
expressions that signify by way of implica-
tion.

Limit yourself instead to [the linguistic
expressions] that signify by way of congru-

ence or containment.

[§ 4] Beware, in investigations based on reason-
ing (nagar al-‘aql), of using linguistic expressions
that signify by way of implication; otherwise you
will strengthen your opponent (aw tumakkinu
hasmaka).

Limit yourself instead to [the linguistic expres-
sions] that signify by way of congruence or

containment.
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This passage from the Mustasfa is also partly (§ 3 and § 4) based on Ibn Sina’s
Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, as the following table shows:

TABLE 5

V- -

Comparison between the passage on the tripartition of signification from al-Gazal’s Mustasfa

and that from Ibn Sina’s ISarat wa-t-tanbihat

Al-Gazali: al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 93, lines 3-8
[or, in the edition by Muhammad Yasuf
Nagm. Beirut: Dar Sadir, 2010, vol. 1, p. 41,
lines 4—7]

Ibn Sina: al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 43,
lines 1-3 and p. 53, lines 5-6

[§3] [...] Rather, it [i.e. the signification by
implication] is like a companion (rafig) and
that which externally adheres (lazim harig) to
the essence of the roof, and from which ‘roof’
cannot be detached.

[3.] [.-.], like an external companion (ar-rafiq
al-harigr), not like a part of it, but like a com-
panion that is adherent to it [Le. to that first
meaning], just like how the linguistic expres-
sion ‘roof’ (saqf) signifies the ‘wall’ (ha’it) [...].

[§ 4] Beware, in investigations based on reas-
oning (nagar al-‘aql), of using linguistic expres-
sions that signify by way of implication.

Limit yourself instead to [the linguistic expres-
sions] that signify by way of congruence or
containment. For the signification by implic-
ation cannot be traced back to the definition
(hadd), since [the linguistic expression] ‘roof’
implies ‘wall’ and ‘wall’ implies ‘base’ and ‘base’

implies ‘earth.

[§1.1] When we say: ‘this and that linguistic
expression signifies this and that, we mean
only the manner [of signification] of congru-
ence and containment, not the manner [of
signification] of implication.

—How could it be otherwise? After all, what
is signified by implication is unlimited (gayr
mahdid).

The references to the Isarat concern the description of implication and the
indication that implication is not permitted in the determination of the quid-
dity. I discuss the debate about the evaluation of implication elsewhere in this

book.149

Al-Gazali places the classification of signification, as the first categoriza-
tion of the relationship between word and meaning, at the beginning of the
chapter on demonstrative proof (burhan), which follows the chapter on defini-

149 Cf. Chapter 2, Section 3.2.4, p. 1441f.
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tion (hadd). Unlike other post-Avicennian scholars, however, in this integrated
work of logic he does not place the classification of signification at the very
beginning or in a Madhal-equivalent passage in the context of the definition
of predicables. But this approach is not surprising in view of the work’s focus
on syllogistics, which also observable in his Mihakk and Mi‘yar and which,
according to Rudolph, can be explained by al-GazalT’s central concern with the
“connection between philosophical logic and traditional Islamic argumenta-
tion."50

The second categorization, which follows the classification of signification,
concerns universality/particularity, while the third distinguishes between poly-
onymy, heteronymy, Aristotelian synonymy, and homonymy.!5! Despite Fahr
ad-din ar-Razi’s disdain for the Mustasfa,'5? this chapter, organized in this way,
functions as a precursor and pioneer for Fahr ad-din’s large-scale synthesis,
which combines different components from different traditions together.13

It remains to be noted that al-Gazali introduced the classification of signi-
fication into his work on legal theory, that the way it is presented also testifies
to an engagement with Ibn Sina’s ISarat, and that the structure of the chapter
in question is reflected to a certain extent in the corresponding chapter of Fahr
ad-din’s Mahsul, which will be discussed in Chapter 3, Section 2.

3 The Tripartition of Signification in Fahr ad-din ar-Razi [ad §§1—4]

3.1 The Continued Generalization of the Tripartition

Having traced the genesis of the classification of signification—from the two-
part division in al-Farabi and in Ibn Sina’s early writings to a three-part division
in the writings of Ibn Sina’s middle and later periods—and having worked out
the systematization of this classification in Ibn Sina’s writings, we can now use
this basis to return to our source text, the Mahsul as presented in Chapter 1, to
take a closer look at Fahr ad-din’s treatment of this classification. The focus will

150 Rudolph, “Die Neubewertung der Logik durch al-Gazali,” p. 86.

151 Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 95, line 9—p. 96; cf. Janssens, “Al-Ghazzalr's Mi‘yar al-ilm
fifann al-mantiq,” pp. 44 and Muhassab, 1lm ad-dalala ‘inda [-‘arab, p. 103; for an explan-
ation of the parallel passage in the Mahsul, see Chapter 3, Section 2.1.

152 Cf. Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, Munagarat Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, ed. by Fathalla Kholeif (Beirut:
Dar al-Masriq, 1966 ), pp. 45 f. of the Arabic text and pp. 67 ff,; see Frank Griffel, Al-Ghazalr's
Philosophical Theology (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), p. 117.

153 Seeinparticular Chapter 3 of this study, in which the efforts towards the synthesis of gram-
mar and logic as well as of legal theory and logic are shown by means of Fahr ad-din’s
subsequent classifications.
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first be on the function of the classification in Fahr ad-din’s outline concept.
Then we will deal in detail with paragraphs one to four, in which the classific-
ation is described and explained.

As we have already established, our source text is divided into two main parts,
the first of which is the focus of our interest and consists of several sub-
classifications. The first of these, which we have called the logical sub-classi-
fication, has already been examined and contextualized in detail; the others
will form the subject of later chapters and sections of this book.1>* The passage
made up of paragraphs one to four is an introduction to the sub-classifications
that follow it, with the first paragraph outlining the classification of significa-
tion briefly and concisely—without examples to illustrate what is meant—and
then with the three following paragraphs providing comments, qualifications,
and explanations. Subsequently [§5], as has already been shown,!55 the lin-
guistic expression signifying by congruence is subdivided into the simple and
the compound. And finally, the simple linguistic expression signifying by con-
gruence is subdivided into several further categories.

The following outline illustrates the introduction in the context of the sub-
classifications:

FIGURE 8  The Tripartition in Fahr ad-din ar-Razt
[1] The first part is categorized into:
[1.1] the linguistic expression signifying by congruence (mutabaqa)
[1.2] the linguistic expression signifying by containment (tadammun)
[1.3] the linguistic expression signifying by implication (iltizam)
[1.1.1] the simple linguistic expression signifying by congruence (has three
sub-classifications)
[L1.1.A]: The first category of simple linguistic expression [Logical sub-
classification] is categorized into the
[L.11.A.1] simple particular linguistic expression
[I.11.A.2] simple universal linguistic expression
[L11.A.2.2.1] the genus (gins)
[L11.A.2.2.2] the specific difference ( fas/)
[L11.A.2.2.3] the species (naw®)

154 See Chapter 2, Section 1.
155 See Chapter 2, Section 1.
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[L1.1.A.2.3.2.1] the proprium
[I.11.A.2.3.2.2] the general accident
[1.1.1.B] The second category of the simple linguistic expression [Gram-
matical-theoretical sub-classification |
[I.11.Ba] name (ism)/ verb ( fi?)
[I.11.B.2] particle (harf)
[ad 1.11.B.1]
[L1.1.B.1.1] signifies a specific time for its meaning: verb ( fi) or
[L11.B.1.2] it does not signify the specific time: name (ism)
[ad 111.B.1.2] The name is categorized according to two
aspects:
[I.11.B.1.2.1] The first aspect:
[L.11.B.1.2.1.1] a name for the particular (l-[-guz):
[L1.1.B.1.2.1.1.1] pronouns
[L11.B.1.2.1.1.2] proper names
[I.11.B..2.1.2] a name for the universal (L-[-kullr): ‘gen-
eric name’ (ism al-gins) and derived name (ism mus-
taqq), like e.g. darib
[L.1.1.c] The third category of the simple linguistic expression [Logical
and legal-theoretical sub-classification]
[I.L1.C.1] one meaning exists for one linguistic expression
[I.11.C.2] or both are multiple
[L.r1.c.3] multiple linguistic expressions for one meaning;
[L11.C.4] or vice versa [i.e. there is a linguistic expression with several
meanings|
[ad 11.2] The compound linguistic expression signified by congruence:
Making one understand (ifham) [Sub-classification of the speech act and
sentence]:
[r.1.2.1] Speech intended to make one understand something indicates
in a primary way (awwaliyyatan) the striving for a thing (talab as-say’)
[L1.2.2] or it does not;
[ad 11.2.1] either in the way
[L1.2.1.1] that the speech indicates the striving to name the quid-
dity of a thing (mahiyyat as-say’), and that is inquiry (istifham);
or
[L1.2.1.2] [taking into account the hierarchy between the interlocu-
tors] the endeavor to achieve (tahsil) something, and that is
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[L1.2.1.2.1] in the case of superiority (ist{{@’): command /imper-
ative (amr);
[L1.2.1.2.2] in the case of obedience/submissiveness (hudi‘):
question (su'al);
[r1.2.1.2.3] in case of equality: request (iltimas).
[ad 1.1.2.1.2.1-3] Also according to the three types of hierarchy
respectively: speech that aims to effect cessation (talab al-
imtina“);
[ad 1.1.2.2] speech intended to make one understand something
does not indicate in a primary way striving (talab) for a thing:
[1.1.2.2.1] declarative sentence (habar): either belief (¢tasdig) and dis-
belief (takdib);
[.1.2.2.2] or it does not act in this way, like the wish, hope/expecta-
tion, oath, exclamation.

[This has all been the categorization of signification by congruence [ad 1.1]]

[ad 1.3] The categorization of signification by implication [Legal-theoretical
implication]
[1.3.1] Meaning is obtained either from simple linguistic expressions or
[1.3.2] from compound linguistic expressions
[ad 1.3.1] Implied meaning represents a condition ($art) for the mean-
ing signified by congruence
[ad 1.3.2] Implied meaning follows (tab(‘) from the meaning signified
by congruence
[ad 1.3.1] If it is the first, it is called ‘signification by requirement’
(dalalat al-iqtid@’). Furthermore, this condition can be
[1.3.1.1] by deduction based on reasoning, or
[1.3.1.2] by legal derivation
[ad 1.3.2] implied meaning that follows from compound linguistic
expressions:
[1.3.2.1] completes the meaning
[1.3.2.2] or does not.
[ad 1.3.2.1] e.g. a fortiori giyas [= mafhum al-muwafaqal.
[ad 1.3.2.2] In the second, the [legal judgement] signified by
implication is either
[1.3.2.2.1] affirmed [corresponds to mafhum al-muwafaqga; but
this is not Razi’s terminology] or
[L.3.2.2.2] negated [corresponds to mafhim al-muhalafa.
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The tripartite classification serves as a structuring principle for the entire cat-
egorization, with the first and third manners of signification each acting as the
starting point for further classification systems.!5¢ This structuring principle
represents a reversal of the order established by Ibn Sina. He had divided the
linguistic expression into the simple and compound, the simple into the uni-
versal and particular, and finally the universal into the essential and accidental.
These in turn were then assigned to the five predicables. Thus the Tripartition of
Signification here served, as we have already established, to specify the mutual
relationships of signification between the predicables.’>?

FIGURE 9  The Tripartition in Ibn Sina
[1] linguistic expression:
[11] simple linguistic expression:
[1.11] universal:
[111.1/2] essential/accidental:
[ad 1.11.1] genus; spec. difference; species
[ad 1.11.2] proprium; general accident

[1. congruence (mutabaqa)] [2. containment (tadammun)]  [3. implication (iltizam)]'58
species a. species b. species specific difference
signifies in a congruent manner  contains contains implies (as a consequence)
! ! ‘
genus and specific difference genus spec. difference genus
(and vice versa)

In Ibn Sin3, the classification of signification falls under the simple universal
essential linguistic expression.

Fahr ad-din, however, begins his categorization with the three manners of
signification. In the following illustration we see the sub-classification of the
linguistic expression that signifies in a congruent way:

156 For the “[1.11.A] logical sub-classification,” see Chapter 2, Sections 1—2; for the “[1.L1.B]
grammatical-theoretical sub-classification,” see Chapter 3, Section 1; for the “[1.1.1.c] logi-
cal and legal-theoretical sub-classification” as well as for the “[1.1.2.1ff.] sub-classification
of the speech act and sentence,” see Chapter 3, Section 2, and for “[1.3] legal-theoretical
implication,” see Chapter 4.

157 See Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

158 For the extension of the iltizam concept to the implication relationships of species—
proprium and proprium-species, see Chapter 2, Section 2.3, especially p. 101f.
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FIGURE 10 Rough Structure of the Logical Sub-Classification [L.L1.A]
congruence (mutabaqa)

simple linguistic expression compound linguistic expression
(lafz mufrad) (lafz murakkab)
particular universal
(guzT) (kullr)
essential accidental
(datr) (‘aradr)

genus  spec. difference  species  proprium  general accident
(gins) (fasl) (naw®) (hassa) (‘arad ‘amm)

The linguistic expression that signifies by congruence is either simple or com-
pound, with the simple being either universal or particular. The universal lin-
guistic expression signifying by congruence is either essential or accidental,
with the former subdivided into the predicables of genus, species, and specific
difference and the latter into the predicables of accident and proprium.

In contrast to Ibn Sind’s conception of these manners of signification, the
range of applications of congruence is expanded: It no longer only describes
the simple universal essential linguistic expression in the context of the study
of predicables and predication theory, but all linguistic expressions, be they
particular or universal. It is not only the manner of signification of congruence
that is generalized—rather, this generalization also encompasses the other two
manners of signification, as will be explained in detail.!>® In Fahr ad-din’s sum-
mary of the first treatise of the Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, this principle of general-
ization is clear: “The linguistic expression (lafz) signifies either by congruence
(mutabaqa), containment (tadammun), or implication (iltizam). All of these
are either simple (mufrad) or compound (murakkab). The simple is either uni-
versal (kullt) or particular (guz) [...]."6° The relevance that this classification
in its generalized form has for Fahr ad-din is illustrated by other parallel pas-
sages. For example, Fahr ad-din’s outline of the Mahsul, the Ma‘alim fi usul
al-figh, begins with the following passage:

159 Seein particular Chapter 4.

V- -

160 Fahr ad-din ar-Razj, Sarh al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, al-Mantiq, p. 92, lines 10-11.
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161

The first treatise. On the rules of language. The first main argument. On
the categorization of linguistic expressions.

[1] Thus we say: the linguistic expression is considered either in relation
to the completeness (tamam) of what is named (musammahu) by it [Le.
by the linguistic expression]—that is ‘the congruence’ (al-mutabaqa);

[2] or [in relation] to a part of what is named, insofar as it is [actually] its
part—that is ‘the containment’ (at-tadammun);

[3] or [in relation] to what is extrinsic (harig) to what is named and what
is attached to it in the mind, insofar as it [actually] behaves in this way—
the third is ‘the implication’ (al-iltizam).

[ad 1] The [linguistic expression] signifying by congruence is either [1.1]
such that its part signifies something of the meaning—that is the com-
pound (murakkab) [linguistic expression], or [1.2] it is not [such that its
part signifies a part of the meaning]|—and that is the simple (mufrad) lin-
guistic expression].

[ad1.2] Furthermore, the simple [linguistic expression] can be subdivided
according to three aspects:

[12.1] [see Text 1, § 6, 1.1.1.A] First, the simple [linguistic expression sig-
nifying by congruence] is either such [1.2.1.1] that the conceptualization
(tasawwur) of its meaning itself prevents the occurrence of sharing in it
(Sarika)—and this is the particular (guz’) [linguistic expression]; [1.2.1.2]
or [the conceptualization of its meaning| does not prevent [sharing in it|—
that is the universal (kullt) [linguistic expression].

[1.2.2] [see Text 1, §12, 1.1.1.B] Secondly, the simple [linguistic expression
signifying by congruence] is either such [1.2.2.1] that what it names does
not possess the knowable (malamiyya) independently (la yastaqillu) [see
Text 1, §12: here musamma instead of ma‘na]—and this is the particle
(harf), or [1.2.2.2] it possesses it independently; then it is either such
[1.2.2.2.1] that it does not signify a particular time—and that is the name
(ism), or [1.2.2.2.2] it signifies [a particular time]—that is the verb ( fi7).
[1.2.3] [see Text 1, §15, L.1.1.c] Thirdly, [it can be the case with a simple lin-
guistic expression that] either [1.2.3.1] there is one linguistic expression
and one meaning; or that [1.2.3.2] the linguistic expression is multiple and
the meaning is multiple; or that [1.2.3.3] the linguistic expression is mul-
tiple and the meaning is single; or that [1.2.3.4] the linguistic expression
is single and the meaning is multiple.!6!

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Ma‘alim fi usal al-figh, p. 1.
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In this passage too, the classification of signification is used as a structuring
principle—the three subdivisions are assigned to the simple congruent lin-
guistic expression as in the Mahsal (Text 1); in this outline, however, the other
two types of signification are not further subdivided.

The logical section of Fahr ad-din’s Mulahhas also begins—after an intro-
duction discussing the subject of logic—with the classification as the highest
organizing principle:

[§1] [p. 15] The meaningful linguistic expression (al-lafz al-mufid) is

[1] considered either in relation to the entirety (¢amam) of what is under-
stood by it (mafhumihi);

[2] or [in relation] to what is categorized under it (aw ma indaraga fihi),
insofar as it behaves in this way (min haytu huwa ka-dalika) [see Text 1, §1
and §3]

[3] or [in relation to that] which is extrinsic to it (harig ‘anhu) and adheres
to it in the mind (al-lazim lahu fi d-dihn).

[§ 2] [Signification by] congruence [is categorized] into two parts, because
the part of the linguistic expression either [1.1] signifies a part of the
meaning—thatis the compound (muallaf) [linguistic expression], or [1.2]
it is not [such that its part signifies a part of the meaning], and that is
the simple (mufrad) [linguistic expression]. [ad 1.2] [ The simple linguistic
expression| is either such [1.2.1] that the conceptualization (tasawwur) of
its meaning itself prevents sharing (sarika) in it—and that is the particu-
lar (guz) [linguistic expression];

[1.2.2] or [the conceptualization of its meaning| does not prevent [sharing
in it], that is the universal (kullr) [linguistic expression]. |...]

[§8] [ad 1.1] As for the compound [linguistic expression], we say that the
need for speech (gaw!l)162 is to get someone to understand something
(ifham). Speech (qawl), which is that which effects understanding (muf*
him), is either such [1.1.1] that it indicates (an yufida) in a primary way
(awwaliyyatan) the striving for a thing (talab as-$ay’) or [11.2] does not
indicate it.163

In the Mulaphas—unlike in the Ma‘alim or the Mahsul—the classification is
only used as the starting point for the logical classification and the classifica-
tion of speech acts and sentences, as is in accordance with its genre.164

162 The Mahsul reads lafz murakkab instead of gawl, Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1,
p. 231, line 10.

163 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, p. 15, first-last line and p. 18, lines 4-5.

164 For the classification of speech acts and sentences, see Chapter 3 of this study.



ANALYSIS OF THE INTRODUCTION OF THE FIRST PART 117

TABLE 6  The classification of signification as the starting point for various sub-classifica-
tions in the Mahsul, Ma‘alim, and Mulahhas

Mahsul Ma‘alim Mulahhas

Tripartition of Significa- Tripartition of Significa- Tripartition of Signi-
tion as the starting point  tion as the starting point fication as the starting
for the following sub- for the following sub- point for the following
classifications: classifications: sub-classifications:

[r11.A] logical sub-classifica- [I.1.1.A] logical sub-classifica- [1.1.1.A] logical sub-clas-

tion tion sification

[r11.B] grammatical- [1.11.B] grammatical- -
theoretical sub-classification theoretical sub-classification

[L11.c] logical and legal- [L.11.C] logical and legal- -
theoretical sub-classification theoretical sub-classification

[r12.1ff] sub-classification  — [L.1.2.1ff.] sub-classifica-
of the speech act and sen- tion of the speech act
tence and sentence

[r.3.1ff.] legal-theoretical - -
sub-classification

All of these passages go to show that Fahr ad-din attached a high degree of rel-
evance to the classification, namely in two respects. Firstly, he considered it
so important that he opened his chapters and even entire works with it; and
secondly, he made this classification the starting point for the organization of
linguistic expressions. In doing so, he continued a development that had star-
ted with Ibn Sin3, throughout the course of which the propaedeutic benefits of
the classification were continusously expanded upon.165

A further passage in Fahr ad-din’s I$arat commentary shows the context
in which he places this classification, thereby reveling the general and funda-
mental level he actually considers it to occupy:

165 See in particular Chapter 2, Section 2.3.
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[Ibn Sina] said: “[Since there is a certain connection (‘aldqatun-ma) be-
tween the linguistic expression and the meaning, and since the states
(ahwal) in the linguistic expressions can have an influence on the states
in the meanings, it is also incumbent upon the logician to consider the
aspect of the absolute linguistic expression (ganib al-lafz al-mutlaq),]
insofar as that [linguistic expression] is not limited to the language of a
particular group of people (min haytu dalika gayru muqayyadin bi-lugati
gawmin)—except in rare cases.”

I say: This means that the investigation of languages [a] can be based
on reasoning (qad yakiunu ‘agliyyan); just like when we say that the signi-
fying linguistic expressions are either name (ism), verb ( fi?), or particle
(harf) and their significations are either by congruence (mutabaqa), con-
tainment (tadammun), or implication (iltizam)—these are examples of
those general investigations (abhat ‘@mma) of all languages. [b] Or there
may be a specific study of the language of one group of people that ignores
other [groups]. [ad a] The first belongs to what the logician must deal
with, [ad b] the second lies outside the field of logic.166

The question of the extent to which linguistic expressions belong to the domain
of logic has been much debated. Whereas previously the view had been held
that “‘the subject matter of logic [is] the reflection on linguistic expressions

insofar as they signify meanings, "67 in the end, Ibn Sina designated the second

intelligibles as the actual subject matter of logic.16® However, even if linguistic

expressions do not formally belong to the subject matter, they still have a bear-
ing upon it due to the relationship, according to De Int. 16a3-8, that exists
between linguistic expressions and meanings. This can be seen in the examples

of grammatically correct but contextually incorrect word combinations in De

Int. 11169 And thus the logician must deal with them in a certain way, “inso-

166

167

168

169

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iarat, p. 22, lines 8-12 (or Ms. Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. g,
lines 8-13).

Ibn Sina, Kitab a§-§‘if&’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.4, p. 23, lines 5-6—here Ibn Sina para-
phrases al-Farabi, cf. Aba Nasr al-Farabi, Ihsa’ al-ulum, ed. by ‘Ali Aba Mulhim (Beirut:
Dar wa-maktabat al-hilal, 1996), pp. 33ff.

For a discussion of the actual subject matter of logic in the Arabic tradition, see A.L Sabra,
“Avicenna on the Subject Matter of Logic,” The Journal of Philosophy, vol. 77, no. 1 (Nov.
1980): pp. 746—764; Street, “Arabic and Islamic Philosophy of Language and Logic,” pp. 19—
28; Endref3, “Grammatik und Logik,” pp. 205 ff.; Khaled el-Rouayheb, “Post-Avicennan Logi-
cians on the Subject Matter of Logic: Some Thirteenth- and Fourteenth-Century Discus-
sions,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, vol. 22 (2012): pp. 69—90; Gyekye, “The Terms Prima
Intentio and Secunda Intentio in Arabic Logic,” pp. 36—38.

See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1.
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far as that [linguistic expression] is not limited to the language of a certain
group of people (min haytu dalika gayru mugayyadin bi-lugati gawmin).” Fahr
ad-din interprets this qualification as follows: There are two ways of studying
languages, namely [1] on the one hand, the general, rational studies that do
not focus on any particular language but instead deal with structures that are
found in all languages, and [2] on the other hand, special studies that deal
with a particular language in an empirical way. [ad 1] As an example of one
such general study, Fahr ad-din gives the classification of linguistic expres-
sions into name (ism), verb ( fi), and particle (harf) and that of the manners
of signification into congruence (mutabaga), containment (tadammun), and
implication (iltizam). Fahr ad-din sets the most basic classification of Arabic
grammar, namely the agsam al-kalam, up next to the Tripartition of Signific-
ation and at the same time transfers a set of justifications that have been put
forward in grammatical theory to the latter. The justification that the agsam
al-kalam do not have to be derived inductively, but are instead arrived at
purely through reasoning, can be found in the grammarian az-Zaggagi (d. either
337/948 or 339-340/949—950).17% In response to the accusation that the follow-
ers of Sibawayhi had adopted the agsam al-kalam through unquestioning faith
in authority (taqlid), without proof (burhan) or argument (hugga), az-Zaggag
responds that “among things there are those things that are known axiomat-
ically, without proof and without evidence (bi-badihati [-‘aql bi-gayri burhanin
wa-la dalilin)":1"*

[...] just as we know axiomatically, without evidence, that it is inconceiv-
able for a body in one and the same situation [1.] to be still and moving
[at the same time] or [2.] to be not still and not moving [at the same time]
(kama anna na'lamu badihatan bi-gayri dalilin anna wugada gismin fi
halin wahidatin sakinan mutaharrikan aw la sakinan wa-la mutaharrikan
muhdalun). [...] And just as we know that it is inconceivable for a body
[3.] to be in two places in one and the same situation and at the same
time (kama anna na‘lamu anna wuguda gismin wahidin fi makanayni fi
halin wahidatin wa-waqtin wahidin muhalun), and [4.] just as it is incon-
ceivable that it is in no place at all (kama anna wugadahu la fi makanin
muhalun).172

170 Versteegh, The Explanation of Linguistic Causes, p. 3.

171 Abul-Qasim az-Zaggagi, al-Idah fi ilal an-nahw, ed. by Mazin al-Mubarak (Beirut: Dar an-
Nafa’is, 1979 [1399]), p. 42, lines 4-5.

172 Az-Zag$ag, al-Idah, p. 42, lines 5-9.
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These purely rationally accessible axioms include—in quite Aristotelian fash-
ion—{[1./3.] the principle of contradiction and [2./4.] the principle of excluded
middle. According to az-Zaggagi, with regard to their degree of recognition and
certain knowledge, axioms of this kind are similar to what can be recognized
“through clear indicators/evidence” (bi-d-dala’il al-wadiha),'"® that which is
agreed upon and not doubted. This includes the classification into ism, fi?, and
harf.Furthermore, on a purely rational level, it can be deduced, az-Zaggagi says,
that this classification is valid for all languages. And according to az-Zaggagi,
this can even be proven empirically.!”*

This is the background to Fahr ad-din’s statement about the study of general
linguistic structures. The equivalent of this classification of linguistic expres-
sions is, at the level of signification, the categorization into the three manners
of signification. Both classifications are principles that the logician must deal
with, while specific investigations of particular languages can be disregarded.

The reorientation resulted, it can be provisionally stated, in three functions for
the classification of signification. Firstly, as has just been explained, the classi-
fication of signification is contrasted with the classification of linguistic expres-
sions on a general linguistic level. These two classifications thus represent two
fundamental principles of language: all linguistic expressions can be categor-
ized as either name (ism), verb (fi), or particle (farf), and their manners of
signification as either congruence (mutabaqa), containment (tadammun), or
implication (iltizam).

Secondly, the classification of signification is used as a fundamental organ-
izing principle under which the classification of linguistic expressions is subor-
dinated. For it is the simple linguistic expression signifying by congruence that
is divided—purely at the classificatory level of technical terms—into ism, fi,
and harf1™®

Thirdly, in Fahr ad-din also lives on the distinction in the old discussions,
predating Ibn Sina, that revolve around the correct determination of the quid-
dity and the problem of redundancy in the definition, in which Ibn Sina’s ter-
minology was authoritative:76

[§7] It is thus perfectly clear that the linguistic expression that signifies
the essential nature (hagiga) signifies the genus and the specific differ-

173 Ibid, line g.

174 Ibid, p. 50, lines 6-7.

175 See Chapter 3, Section 1.

176 For a detailed discussion of this topic, see Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1.
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ence [of the respective thing] by containment. As for the linguistic expres-
sion that signifies the specific difference [of the thing], it signifies the
genus only by implication. [...]*"7

Consequently, Fahr ad-din also uses this old distinction in his commentary on
the ISarat.

3.2 Notes and Limitations on the Classification of Signification [ad
§§2-4]

Now that we have worked out the three functions that Fahr ad-din’s types of
signification fulfill, the following chapter will examine the notes [§§2—4] that
Fahr ad-din makes about the classification of signification, which are partly
based on Ibn Sina’s own suggestions. We will see that Fahr ad-din’s remarks
form the basis for further discussion in post-Razian logic. By “post-Razian” logic
compendia, I mean works that engage with Fahr ad-din’s logic or can be shown
to have been influenced by it. These include, for example, the logical treatises
of the I$arat commentaries of Nasir ad-din at-Tasi (d. 672/1274) and Sayf ad-din
al-Amidi (d. 631/1233) as well as Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani’s (d. 766/1365)
meta-commentary on the Isarat. All three not only work off of Fahr ad-din’s
own commentary, but also build to a considerable extent upon his elaborations
and explanations. The same can be said—at least for the passages relevant
for our purposes—of the logic compendium the Kasf al-asrar ‘an gawamid al-
afkar by Afdal ad-din al-Hunagi (d. 646/1248) and the influential introduction
to logic ar-Risala as-samsiyya by Nagm ad-din al-Katibi as well as the com-
mentaries that the latter work generated (for example Gamal ad-din al-Hillt’s
al-Qawa‘id al-galiyya fi Sarh ar-Risala as-samsiyya). A multi-layered network of
debates emerged with scholars like Gamal ad-din al-Hilli, Qutb ad-din ar-Razi
at-Tahtani (d. 766/1365), ‘Adud ad-din al-Igi (d. 756/1355), and Sarif al—Gurgéni
(d. 816/1413), who provided commentaries and meta-commentaries on various
works of logic and who were also active in other fields, not least in the field of
legal theory.

3.2.1 [ad § 2] [Note 1] The Hierarchization of the Manners of
Signification: dalala wad‘lyya and dalala ‘aqliyya

3.2.1.1 The Link with Abd al-Qahir al-Gurgani’s ma'na and ma‘na l-ma‘na

In the first note, Fahr ad-din re-categorizes the tripartite classification of signi-

fication:

V- -

177  Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-ISarat, p- 88, lines 14-16.
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[§2] [ad 1] Notes (tanbihat):

The first [note]: Signification based on imposition (dalala wad‘yya) is [ad
1.1] signification by congruence (dalalatu l-mutabaqa).

[ad 1.2 and 1.3] But as for the remaining two [significations], they are [sig-
nifications] based on reasoning (‘agliyya)—for when a linguistic expres-
sion has been imposed for something that has been named, then the mind
(dihn) turns from what is named to that which adheres (lazim) to it [Le.
the named thing].18

Fahr ad-din distinguishes here between [i] a signification based on the impos-
ition of the linguistic expression for a meaning, the dalala wad‘yya, to which
signification by congruence is assigned, and [ii] an inferred signification based
on reasoning, the dalala ‘agliyya. This type of signification is comprised of con-
tainment and implication.

FIGURE 11 dalala wadyya/dalala ‘aqliyya
[Text1, §2]

dalalatu l-lafz
dalala wad‘iyya dalala ‘agliyya
mutabaqa tadammun iltizam

The term dalala wadyya and its identification with congruent signification is
based on Ibn Sina'’s Isarat wa-t-tanbihat. There it is stated, for the first time in
this context, that the linguistic expression signifying by congruence signifies
a meaning “in the sense that this linguistic expression (lafz) has been taken
as the basis/imposed (mawdit‘) for that meaning/concept (ma‘na) and in rela-
tion to it (wa-bi-iza’iht)"'"® The description of dalala ‘agliyya as an activity in
which a mental transfer is carried out from one meaning to another goes back
terminologically to Ibn SIna’s Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin:

178 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 219, lines 11-14.
179 Ibn Sina, al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 42, lines 9—10; on the classification of this passage in
the Avicennian oeuvre, see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.
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Fahr ad-din ar-Razt: al-Mahsul, vol.1,
p- 219, lines 13-14

Ibn Sina: Mantiq al-Masriqiyyin,
p- 15, lines 1—2

[...] for when a linguistic expression
has been imposed for something that
has been named (li-anna l-lafza ida
wudi‘a li-l-musamma), then the mind
(dihn) turns from what is named to
that which adheres (lazim) to it [the

[...] this meaning is accompanied by
another (wa-yakunu dalika [-ma‘na
yashabuhit ma‘na ahar), so that the
mind also turns to this second mean-
ing ( fa-yantaqilu d-dihnu aydan ila
dalika [-ma‘na t-tani).

named thing] (intaqala d-dihnu mina
l-musamma ila l-lazimiht).

Ibn Sina applies this description only to implication; he then however makes
the following hierarchization: “[§ 2.3] Signification by containment and signi-
fication by implication have in common that each of them requires the first sig-
nification [ie. signification by congruence].”8° In his Sarh al-I$arat, Fahr ad-din
also outlines the two manners of signification of containment and implication
as following the first manner of signification:

I say that signification by congruence is a signification based on imposi-
tion (al-wad‘iyya). As for signification by containment and by implication,
they are two [significations] based on intellect (‘agliyyatan). For if a lin-
guistic expression has been imposed with regard to a meaning, then it
is not possible (imtana‘a) that it does not signify its parts and adherents
through a subordinate consequentiality (taba‘yya).18!

According to Fahr ad-din, the congruent manner of signification based on
imposition always has something additional that it co-signifies when the mean-
ing or quiddity has parts or adherents, i.e. when it is compound or implies
something. The relationship that exists purely between the linguistic expres-
sions that signify the quiddity and the conceptualization of this quiddity is in
this case transcended in one way or another:

[§14] Signification based on imposition (dalala wad‘iyya) is [ad 1] [signi-
fication by] congruence (al-mutabaqa), [ad 2 and 3] while the remaining

180
181

Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masriqiyyin, p. 15, lines 5-6.
Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iarat, p- 33, lines 10-11.
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two [significations] are followers (tabiGtan)—not in absolute terms (/@
mutlagan), but rather with regard to the first [ad 2] on the condition that
the quiddity is compound, and with regard to the second [ad 3] that it [Le.
the quiddity] implies something (malzim). [...]

As for these two [ad 2 and 3], they exist only alongside congruence due to
the fact that the attainment of a follower (¢tabi°) is impossible, when the
follower lacks something to follow (matbu©).182

In this passage, Fahr ad-din thus places the discussion back into the context
of the determination of the quiddity: congruent signification corresponds to
the complete determination of the quiddity, containment can only occur in the
case of a compound quiddity, and implication only in the case that the quiddity
has something that attaches to it. Thus containment and implication are both
based on congruence. However, according to Fahr ad-din, there are two ways
of deriving this distinction between dalala wad%yya and dalala ‘agliyya: One,
as already mentioned, arises from the original context of the determination of
the quiddity, combined with the problem of redundancy in the definition, and
can therefore be described as a logical-philosophical deduction. The other is of
a linguistic-theoretical nature:

[§15] These classes (agsam) [of hierarchization; see §14] can also result
from another classification (bi-tagsim ahar), namely from the fact that
the signification of a meaning (mana) by a linguistic expression can be
based either [ad 1] on an imposition (wad%yya) or [ad 2 and 3; see Text 1,
§2] on reasoning (‘agliyya). The first is the type of signification in which
the linguistic expression [signifies] the entirety of what is named, because
we necessarily know that each linguistic expression must not signify the
entirety of that which is named based on reasoning. The second is the fact
that the linguistic expression signifies that which adheres to the named
thing. If this adhering thing is intrinsic to the [ramed thing], it is [the sig-
nification] of containment; if not, it is [the signification] of implication
(iltizam).183

In this passage, the distinction is not embedded in a philosophical context as
before. Instead, the arguments made are based in linguistic theory: It is now
not the relationship between definition and quiddity that is of interest, but

182  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhhas, p. 19, line 9—p. 20, line 3.
183 Ibid,, p. 20, lines 4-8.
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more generally that between linguistic expression and meaning. The premises
on which this relationship is based include the fact that a linguistic expres-
sion must first of all signify on the basis of something having been imposed—
whether this imposition goes back to God or man remains to be seen.!84 Since
this pure relationship with imposition is transcended in linguistic usage, a fur-
ther type of signification must be assumed in which meaning must be derived
in some way, be it through the context of speech or through other factors.

Fahr ad-din develops the linguistic-theoretical dimension of the distinction
merely hinted at here in his rhetorical work the Nihayat al-igaz fi dirayat al-
igaz, thereby linking it to distinctions made by the important linguistic theorist
‘Abd al-Qahir al-Gurgani (d. 471/1078):

First chapter: On the classes (agsam) of the signification of meaning by
the linguistic expression: it [i.e. signification] is based either [1.] on impos-
ition (wad‘yya) or [2.] on reasoning (‘agliyya).

[§1] [ad 1] As for [signification] based on imposition, it is like the signi-
fications in which the linguistic expressions [signify] the meanings for
which they have been set/imposed—ijust like how the [linguistic expres-
sions] ‘stone’ (hagar) and ‘wall’ (gidar), ‘sky’ (sama’) and ‘earth’ (ard)
signify what is named by them. There is no doubt about the fact that it
[i.e. this type of signification] is based on imposition—otherwise, a mean-
ing would not change when a different word is used (lit. ‘it would not
be possible for the significations to be different from one imposition to
another’).

[ad 2] As for [signification] based on reasoning, it occurs either [2.1]
in the way that it is intrinsic (dahil) to what is understood by the lin-
guistic expression (mafhum al-lafz), just like how the linguistic expression
‘house’ signifies ‘roof; which is a part of what is understood by ‘house.
There is no doubt that it [i.e. this type of signification] is based on reason-
ing due to the fact that it is impossible for the linguistic expression to be
imposed for a composite essential nature (hagiga) without including its
parts.

Or, [2.2] [signification based on reasoning] occurs in such a way that it is
extrinsic (harig) to it [i.e. to what is understood by the linguistic expres-
sion (mathum al-lafz)], just like how the linguistic expression ‘roof’ signi-
fies ‘wall.’ For since the separation of the roof from the wall is ordinarily
(‘adatan) impossible, the linguistic expression that indicates the essential

184 See Chapter 1, Section 2.1.



126

CHAPTER 2

nature of the roof is suitable for indicating the wall through the significa-
tion [of the linguistic expression] for the former [i.e. for roof’], so that this
signification is based on reasoning.

[§ 2] The Sayh [ Abd al-Qahir] commented on what we were talking about
by saying:

“There is a concise expression (tbara muhitasara) here, namely that one
says: [ad 1] ‘the meaning’ (al-ma‘na) and [ad 2] ‘the meaning of the mean-
ing’ (ma‘na [-ma‘na): [ad 1] By ‘meaning’ is meant that which is under-
stood by the apparent linguistic expression (al-mafhim mina zahiri -
lafz), and this is that which is understood by it directly/without mediation
(bi-gayr wasita). [ad 2] By ‘meaning of the meaning’ [is meant] that a
meaning is understood [ first] by the linguistic expression, and then this
meaning indicates another meaning.”185

[§ 3] Know that metonymy (kinaya)'®¢ and the figurative expression (ma-
gaz) and comparison (tamtil) fall only into this class. The first two signi-

fications [L.e. congruence and containment] are not considered in the im
al-fasaha.'87

After the preface and the introduction follows the opening of the first of two
treatises. It begins with the first paragraph [§1] quoted above, explaining the

distinction between dalala wad‘tyya and dalala ‘agliyya and the further sub-

division into the tripartite classification of signification, which is introduced

here without technical terms. After introducing this classification in the already

familiar schema—it differs only in that the two-part distinction is mentioned
first and then the Tripartition—Fahr ad-din quotes ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Gurgani,
on whose two main works the Dal@’il al-i'gaz and Asrar al-balaga Fahr ad-din
heavily relied when writing the Nihayat al-igaz fi dirayat al-igaz. In it, Fahr
ad-din summarizes anew the most imporant points made by ‘Abd al-Qahir.188

185

186

187
188

This quotation corresponds (with marginal differences) to ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Gurgani, Da-
la’il al-igaz, p. 262, last line—p. 263, line 3; see Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

For a critique of the translation of the term kinaya as ‘metonymy, see Joseph Dichy,
“Kinaya, a Tropic Device from Medieval Arabic Rhetoric, and Its Impact on Discourse The-
ory,” in Proceedings of the 5th Conference of the International Society for the Study of Argu-
mentation (ISSA), University of Amsterdam, 25-28 June 2002, ed. by Frans van Eemeren,
J. Anthony Blair, Charles A. Willard, and A. Francisca Snoeck Nenkemans (Amsterdam:
Sic Sat, 2003), pp. 237—241.

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Nihayat al-igaz, pp. 87-88.

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Nihayat al-igaz, p. 75. An examination of the work and its dependence
on the two above-mentioned works of ‘Abd al-Qahir—beyond Fahr ad-din’s remark in his
introduction—remains a desideratum for the time being.
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In the quotation from ‘Abd al-Qahir’s Dal@’il al-igaz, his distinction between
[i] ‘meaning’ and [ii] ‘meaning of the meaning’ is outlined:!®® ‘meaning’ (al-
ma‘na) is the immediately comprehended, obvious meaning of a linguistic
expression, while the ‘meaning of the meaning’ (mana [-mana) is a second
meaning that can only be comprehended through the mediation of the first
meaning. In the first case, the intended meaning can be taken from the lin-
guistic expression alone (wahdahu). In the second case this is not possible,
according to ‘Abd al-Qahir. Instead, the situation is as follows: “The linguistic
expression signifies that meaning which necessitates its imposition in the lan-
guage, and then a second signification is found in that meaning through which
the goal is achieved.”0 Fahr ad-din links his distinction to that of ‘Abd al-Qabhir,
indicating that his distinction between dalala wad‘yya and dalala ‘agliyya is
based on ‘Abd al-Qahir’s distinction between the meaning and the meaning of
the meaning.!®! The connection of the dalala ‘agliyya—Fahr ad-din’s term for
‘Abd al-Qahir’s category of ma‘na [-ma‘na—to rhetorical figures now emerges
quite explicitly: According to ‘Abd al-Qabhir, it is the catch-all for “kinaya, istiGra,
and tamtil” and according to Fahr ad-din—somewhat more generally—it is the
catch-all for “kinaya, magaz, and tamiil"92

Fahr ad-din’s distinction between dalala wad‘iyya and dalala ‘agliyya cor-
responds, simply put, essentially to the distinction between a literal meaning
and those meanings that can in some way be regarded as transferred. ‘Literal’
here includes the fact that there is a relationship of imposition between the lin-
guistic expression and the meaning and that this relationship is immediately
clear to the listener.!92 The hierarchization between the three manners of sig-

189 See, for example, Kamal Abu Deeb, Al-Jurjant’s Theory of Poetic Imagery (Warminster: Aris
and Phillips, 1979), pp. 75f. and Margaret Larkin, The Theology of Meaning: Abd al-Qahir
al-Jurjant's Theory of Discourse (New Haven, CT: American Oriental Society, 1995), pp. 75—
76.

190 ‘Abd al-Qahir al—Gurgéni, Dal@’il al-igaz, p. 262, lines 7-8.

191 Yunis Ali has already made the connection—on an associative level—between the con-
cept of mana l-mana and iltizam, see Yunis Ali: Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, p. 76 and
p- 156.

192 ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Gurgéni, Dal@’il al-igaz, p. 262, line 8; Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Nihayat al-
igaz, p. 88, line 9. The connection between the dalala ‘agliyya, especially the signification
of iltizam, and the theory of magaz is discussed in Chapter 3, Section 2.2 of this study.
Simon sees Fahr ad-din’s distinction as one that was transferred from logic to rhetoric and
was made productive by Fahr ad-din for the further development of the theory of magaz:
“Ar-Razi contributes to the theory of majaz by introducing notions from logic and advoc-
ating a methodological approach that focuses on the way things are referred to by dalala
wadtyya or dalala ‘aqliyya,” Udo Gerald Simon, “Majaz,” p. 119.

193 See also Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 57-59.
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nification results from the fact that the category of the transferred meaning, i.e.
the meaning of the meaning, is based on the literal meaning.194

FIGURE 12 Concretization: dalala wad‘iyya/dalala ‘aqliyya
linguistic expression (lafz)
signifies

[process of signification: dalala wad‘iyya: mutabaqa]
v
the meaning [= al-mana]
signifies

[process of signification: dalala ‘agliyya: tadammun and iltizam]

v
additional meaning [= ma‘na [-mana)

3.2.1.2 Post-Razian Controversies: Three Approaches
The terms dalala wad‘iyya and dalala ‘aqliyya introduced by Fahr ad-din were
adopted and implemented by subsequent scholars, whether in logic, usul al-
figh, or rhetoric (ilm al-balaga) and here in particular in the iUm al-bayan—
albeit in some cases with considerable modifications. In addition, this distinc-
tion sparked a discussion about how exactly the tripartite classification should
be assigned to correspond to it. While Fahr ad-din—and after him, in a modi-
fied form, Nasir ad-din at-Tas1'%% and Sirag ad-din as-Sakkaki (d. 626/1229)196—
[a] take the view that only the congruent manner of signification is to be
called dalala wad‘yya, subsequent literature discusses whether [b] the man-
ners of signification of congruence and containment are to be regarded as
dalala wad‘tyya while implication is based on reasoning or whether [c] all three
manners of signification are based on imposition:

[ad a] Nasir ad-din specifies Fahr ad-din’s distinction as follows: “I say: Signi-
fication by congruence is a pure [signification], based on imposition (wad‘iyya
sirfa), while signification by containment and by implication [come about]
both by reasoning and by imposition.”’97 Thus, while the congruent mean-

194 See also Weiss, The Search, p. 323.

195 Naslr ad-din at-TisT emphasizes that the manners of signification of containment and
implication are based on both imposition and reasoning, see Nasir ad-din at-Tasi, Hall
muskilat al-Isarat, in Ibn Sina, I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. by Sulayman Dunya (Cairo: Dar al-
Ma‘arif, 1960-1968), vol. 1, p. 139. This emphasis is based on Fahr ad-din’s statement that
the signification of containment and implication are based on congruence.

196 As-Sakkaki, Miftah al-‘uliom, p. 437, lines 16-17.

197 At-Tasi, Hall muskilat al-Isarat, vol. 1, p. 187. This position is advocated in, among others,
Isfahant’s Mahsul commentary, cf. al-Isfahani, al-Kasif ‘an al-Mahsul, vol. 2, p. 7, lines g—15.
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ing “is based on the lexical establishment (wad?) of the word, the other two
are inferred by reasoning (‘aqlr)."'%8 Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani explains
in his meta-commentary on the Isarat entitled al-Muhakamat bayna [-Imam
wa-n-Nasir fi Sarh al-Isarat why, in Nasir ad-din’s view, containment and implic-
ation are to be regarded as both dalala wad‘iyya and dalala ‘aqliyya as fol-
lows:

[§1] His [ie. Nasir ad-din at-Tusi’s] saying “signification by congruence
is a [pure (sirfa)] [signification] based on imposition”: Signification by
congruence occurs by means of mere imposition (bi-mugarradi l-wad¥),
while signification by containment and implication occur by means of
the participation of reasoning (‘agl) and imposition (wad):

[§2] [1] As for the fact that they both occur due to imposition, it is as
follows: If the linguistic expression had not been imposed with respect
to the whole and [with respect to] that to which it is adhered (malziam),
then it would not signify the part, inasfar as it is a part [of the whole], and
it would not signify that which is adhered (lazim), inasfar as it is adhered
to something.

[2] As for the fact that they both occur according to reasoning, it is
as follows: When (ida) the whole and that to which it [ie. the thing
adhering] adheres are understood by the linguistic expression, the mind
judges/decides that the part and the mentally adhering thing (al-lazim
ad-dihni) are understood by the linguistic expression.199

This is ultimately a specification of the hierarchization as we find it in Fahr
ad-din: If these two manners of signification are based on the first manner
of signification, but by definition transcend it in one respect or another, then
the reasoning-based signification is ultimately, albeit indirectly, based on the
imposition-based signification.

[ad b] Sayf ad-din al-Amidi (d. 631/1233), in his meta-commentary on the
Iarat entitled the Ka$f at-tamwihat fi Sarh at-Tanbihat and in his usil al-figh
work al-Ihkam fi usul al-ahkam, likewise does not deny that containment and
implication must to a certain extent be deduced: It is correct that the signi-
fications of containment and implication can both be regarded as a form of

198  Simon, Mittelalterliche arabische Sprachbetrachtung, p. 63, fn. 7 and pp. 38-39.

199 Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani (d. 766/1365), al-Muhakamat bayna [-Imam wa-n-Nasir fi
Sarh al-ISarat, Ms. Berlin Petermann 1 549, fol. 22, lines 7-13. On this scholar, see for
example Stewart, Islamic Legal Orthodoxy, pp. 77f.
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rational/deductive reflection (nagar ‘aqlr), since an inference—either to what
it contains or to what is adhered to it—is in each case required by the signi-
fied meaning.29° However, in the case of containment, the inferred meaning is
a part of the congruent meaning, “therefore signification by containment—in
contrast to signification by implication—is literal” ( fa-li-dalika kanat dalalatu
t-tadammunin lafziyyatan bi-hilafi d-dalalati l-iltizamin).20!

Al-Amidi and later Ibn al-Hagib (d. 646/1249)2°2 use the terms literal’ (lafz-
iyya) and ‘non-literal signification’ (dalala gayr lafziyya) instead of Fahr ad-
din’s distinction.29% The term lafzi had already been used in this context by
‘Umar b. Sahlan as-Sawi (fl. 540/1145), whose work al-Bas@’ir an-nasiriyya fi ilm
al-mantiq, after discussing the subject matter of logic, begins with the classific-
ation of signification. There it says of implication: “It is as if this is not a literal
signification (ka-anna hada laysa dalalatan lafziyyatan); rather, it is such that
the mind turns from that meaning which the linguistic expression signifies on
the grounds of imposition (bi-l-wad®) to another meaning adhering to it, which
is close to it.”204 Implication is not a literal signification, but a mental signific-
ation (dalala dihniyya).205

Al-Amidi expands on this aspect mentioned by as-Saw1 and does not adopt
the distinction between dalala wad‘yya and dalala ‘agqliyya: Congruence and
containment are thus literal significations, whereas implication is not literal
because that which is signified is not located within what the linguistic expres-
sion signifies.206

200 Sayf ad-din al-Amidi, al-Thkam fi usiil al-ahkam, ed. by ‘Abd ar-Razzaq ‘Afift (Riyad: Dar
as-Sumay‘T, 2003), vol. 1, p. 32, lines 13-14.

201 Ibid, line 16.

202 See Gamal ad-din Ibn al-Hagib, Kitab Muntaha al-wusil wa-l-amal fi ilmay al-usiil wa-
l-gadal, ed. s.n. (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya, 1985 [1405]), p. 17, lines 6—7 and id.,
Muhtasar al-muntaha fi s-sul wa-l-amal fi ilmay al-usul wa-l-gadal, ed. by Nazir Hamada
(Algiers: Dar Ibn Hazm, 2006), p. 221; cf. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, p. 144.

203 In this context, lafziyya cannot be translated as ‘linguistic’; both lafziyya and gayr lafz-
iyya refer to linguistic significations; al-Amid1 distinguishes here between a literal and a
non-literal signification. Later, as we will see, an explicit distinction is made between sig-
nifications using spoken language and those using sign language.

204 As-Sawi, al-Bas@’ir an-nasiriyya, p. 33, lines 17-18.

205  Sayf ad-din al-Amidi, Kasf at-tamwihat fi Sarh at-Tanbihat, Ms. Berlin Petermann 11 596,
fol. 13", lines 17-18, or in the newly published edition: al-Amidi, Kasf at-tamwihat fi Sarh
ar-Razi ‘ala [-ISarat wa-tanbihat, ed. by Ahmad Farid al-Mazidi (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-
‘ilmiyya, 2013 [1434]), p. 54, line 10.

206  Al-Amidi, al-Thkam, vol. 1, pp. 32-33.
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FIGURE 13 Illustration of Sayf ad-din al-Amidr’s differentiation

dalalatu l-lafz
dalala lafziyya dalala gayr lafziyya (= dalala dihniyya)
mutdbaqa tadammun iltizam

The prioritization of the first two manners of signification can—in one re-
spect—be traced back to Ibn Sina: “[§2.2] Signification by congruence and
signification by containment have in common that neither of them is a signi-
fication for something outside the [signified] thing.”2°” While position b draws
on this second note in the classification of signification in Ibn Sina’s Mantiq
al-Masrigiyyin, position a is based on the third note in this text: “[§ 2.3] Signi-
fication by containment and signification by implication have in common that
each of them requires the first signification [i.e. signification by congruence].”2°8

[ad c] The third position is ultimately a further development of Nasir ad-
din at-TasT’s position, according to which “significations by containment and
by implication [come about] both through reasoning and through imposition.”
Here it is already established that containment and implication are based on
imposition in a certain way that is not yet further specified. In his work the Kasf
al-asrar ‘an gawamid al-afkar, Afdal ad-din al-Hunagi (d. 646/1248) opposes
those who claim “that it [ie. signification by implication] is not a significa-
tion based on imposition (annaha laysat dalalatan wad‘iyyatan)”?°9—and thus
against a position advocated by Fahr ad-din. According to Afdal ad-din, it is
to be argued “that implication is a signification based on imposition, because
the linguistic expression only signifies that which adheres to the thing named
by it (‘ala lazimi musammahu) because it has been imposed for that to which
[the adhering thing] adheres (malzim).”?10 There is therefore a relationship
of imposition, since the relationship of implication is based on the congru-
ent relationship of signification. This aspect does not differ from position a;
however, contrary to position a, it is thereby concluded that all three manners
of signification are to be called “based on imposition.” Afdal ad-din then differ-
entiates this level as follows: “By ‘signification based on imposition’ is meant

207 Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 15, lines 3—4.

208 Ibid., lines 5-6.

209 Afdal ad-din al-Hanagi, Kasf al-asrar ‘an gawamid al-afkar, ed. by Khaled El-Rouayheb
(Tehran: Iranian Institute of Philosophy and Institute of Islamic Studies, Free University
of Berlin, 2010), p. 12, line 1.

210 Al-Hanagi, Kasf al-asrar, p. 12, lines 13—14.
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that [signification] by way of imposition occurs [either] from the beginning/a
priori (ibtidaan) or through mediation (bi-wasitati).”?!! Signification by congru-
ence is the kind that is based from the beginning on the imposition between
the linguistic expression and the meaning. The other two manners of signific-
ation build on it, so that they are only based on imposition through mediation,
i.e. indirectly. The hierarchization of the last level thus corresponds again to
position a and even includes the distinction with/without mediation that ‘Abd
al-Qahir al-Gurgani had already put forward and that Fahr a-din had linked to
the Tripartition of Signification.

FIGURE 14 Illustration of Afdal ad-din al-Hanagr's differentiation

dalalatu l-lafz
dalala wad‘iyya
directly/from the beginning indirectly/through mediation
mutabaqa tadammun iltizam

In the further development of position c, the distinction becomes even more
complex: in Nagm ad-din al-Katib1’s (d. 657/1276) much commentated work
ar-Risala as-Samsiyya, the internal hierarchization of the three manners of sig-
nification based on imposition is eliminated:

The first chapter on linguistic expressions:

The signification of meaning through the linguistic expression

[1.] by means of (bi-tawassut) imposition for it [i.e. for the meaning] is
signification by congruence—ijust as [the linguistic expression] ‘man’ sig-
nifies ‘rational animal’;

[2.] by means of [imposition] (bi-tawassutihr) for what is contained in it
[i.e. in the congruent meaning] (dahala fihi) is containment—just as [the
linguistic expression ‘man’] signifies ‘animal’;

[3.] by means of [imposition] for that which is extrinsic to it is implication
(iltizam)—ijust as [the linguistic expression ‘man’] signifies ‘disposition to
knowledge and the art of writing.12

211 Ibid,, lines 14-15.

212 Nagm ad-din al-Katibi, “ar-Risala as-Samsiyya,” ed. by Aloys Sprenger, in Bibliotheca Indica:
A Collection of Oriental Works. No. 88. First Appendix to the Dictionary of the Technical Terms
used in the Sciences of the Mussulmans, containing the Logic of the Arabians (Calcutta:
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Since no possible hierarchization emerges from this description, commentat-
ors of the Risala samsiyya have debated the exact classification and its internal
organization. Because the answering of this question serves as the basis upon
which other complexes of questions—be it in logic with regard to the legitim-
acy or illegitimacy of implication in definitions or premises, or in usu! al-figh
with regard to the legitimacy or illegitimacy of various types of legal implica-
tion and other forms of inference—that bear on implication in the broadest
sense are ultimately treated.?!3

Gamal ad-din al-Hilli (d. 726/1325) prefaces his explanation of this passage
in his al-Qawa‘id al-galiyya fi Sarh ar-Risala as-§amsiyya with a quotation from
Ibn Sina’s al- Ibara in order to explain what is meant by signification (dalala) in
the first place: ““When the name that is heard impresses upon the imagination
(al-hayal), its meaning is impressed upon the soul such that the soul realizes
that this [name] that is heard belongs to this meaning. Every time that sens-
ory perception brings it [i.e. the name that is heard] to the soul, the soul turns
to its meaning.’ "?* He then subdivides signification as follows: According to
this, a linguistic expression [a] can signify according to nature (tab®), “just as
ah signifies injury to the breast”;?!5 [b] it can signify on the basis of reasoning

Carbery, 1854), p. 3 (Arabic), lines 5-6; a brief overview of this work and its textual history
is provided by Street (“Arabic Logic,” pp. 581-582); on the commentary tradition, see also
Sabine Schmidtke, “Two Commentaries on Najm al-Din al-Katibt's al-Shamsiyya, Copied
in the Hand of David b. Joshua Maimonides (fl. ca. 1335-1410 CE),” in Law and Tradition in
Classical Islamic Thought, ed. by Michael Cook, Najam Haider, Intinsar Rabb, and Asma
Sayeed (New York: Palgrave McMillan, 2013), pp. 203—225, esp. pp. 205-206.

213  On the relevance in logic, see Chapter 2, Section 3.2.4 of this study; in usal al-figh, see
Chapter 4, Section 2.2.2.

214 Gamal ad-din al-Hilli, al-Qawaid al-galiyya fi Sarh ar-Risala as-$amsiyya, ed. by Faris Has-
stin Tabriziyan (Qom: Mu’assasat an-nasr al-islami, 1992 [1412]), p. 195, lines 3—5; Ibn Sina,
Kitab asV-Sv[f(i’, al-Mantiq, al-Ibara, p. 4, lines 8-10; cf. Chapter 1, Section 2 of this study; on
this scholar and in particular on the chronological placement of this work, see Sabine
Schmidtke, The Theology of Allama al-Hilli (d. 726/1325) (Berlin: Klaus Schwarz Verlag,
1991), p. 61; this work is still used in traditional Stite legal studies, cf. Stewart, Islamic Legal
Orthodoxy, p. 73; on his logic, see in particular Tony Street, “Al-‘Alama al-Hilli (d. 1325) and
the Early Reception of Katib1's Shamsiya: Notes towards a Study of the Dynamics of Post-
Avicennan Logical Commentary,” Oriens, vol. 44 (2016): pp. 267—300.

215 Al-Hilli, al-Qawa‘id al-galiyya, p. 195. This example is cited by Ibn Sina to show that a lin-
guistic expression does not have to signify by convention (tawatu’), but can also signify in
another way, see Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sifa, al-Mantiq, al-Tharaq, p. 9, line 13 (technically, Ibn
Sina used ahah for injury to the breast and reserved af for pain in general—al-Hilli appar-
ently combined two examples for this type here). Ibn Sina does not yet call this type tab’;
the designation tab‘is found in post-Avicennian literature, including in grammatical writ-
ings, see for example Ibn Ya's, garlz al-Mufassal li-z-Zamah$art (ed. s.n,, s, 1876-1886),
p- 21, lines 21-24.
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(‘agl), “just as the sound (sawt) signifies/reveals the one who utters the sound
(musawwit).”?6 This example does not refer to the relationship of implication
based on the word form, but rather only to the fact that a sound gives away
the presence of the one who has made this sound; [c] or it can signify accord-
ing to imposition (wad). Only the latter, according to Gamal ad-din al-Hilli, is
the type of signification that is relevant in this context, i.e. in the discipline of
logic:

[...] [signification by the linguistic expression] can occur according to
imposition (bi-hasabi l-wad‘). What is intended (magsiud) here is the last.
It [ie. signification according to imposition] does not go beyond these
three [manners of signification], as what is understood by the linguistic
expression,

[1.] is either the meaning for which the linguistic expression has been
imposed/set, such that the signification is the signification of congru-
ence, just like how ‘man’ signifies ‘rational animal'—because the imposer
of language (wadi‘) has imposed the linguistic expression ‘man’ for this
meaning;

[2.] or that which is understood by the linguistic expression is one of
the parts of that meaning—that is the signification of containment, just
like how ‘man’ signifies ‘animal’ or ‘rational, for the understanding of the
whole entails the understanding of each individual part ( fa-inna fahma
[-magma ‘i yastalzimu fahma kulli wahidin min agzaihi);

[3.] or that which is understood by the linguistic term is the extrinsic
meaning (al-mana al-harigi)—that is the signification of implication,
just like how ‘man’ signifies ‘receptive to the art of writing’ (gabil san‘at
al-kitaba), for this meaning is not the one for which it [ie. the linguistic
expression ‘man’] has beenimposed/set ( fa-inna hada l-ma‘na laysa huwa
[-mawdi‘ lahit). 27

All three manners of signification fall under the category of dalala wadiyya
or—in al-Hilli’s terminology—'signification according to imposition’ (bi-hasa-
bi l-wad©). But here too an internal differentiation is made, according to which
a direct relationship of imposition only exists in the first case. Consequently,

216  Al-Hilli, al-Qawa‘id al-galiyya, p. 195; see also the parallel passage in his commentary on
Nasir ad-din at-Tiist's logical compendium the Tagrid f [-mantiq, Gamal ad-din al-Hilli, al-
Gawhar an-nadid fi mantiq at-tagrid, ed. by Muhsin Bidarfar (Qom: Intigarat-i Bidar, 1984
[1363]), p- 8.

217  Al-Hilli, al-Qawa‘id al-galiyya, p. 195.
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there is no substantial difference from position a, but rather ‘only’ a terminolo-
gical difference, which can nevertheless have substantial consequences in the
discussion about the permissibility of implication in certain contexts.?!8

FIGURE 15 Illustration of the Differentiation in Gamal ad-din al-Hilli’s
al-Qawa‘id al-galiyya fi Sarh ar-Risala as-Samsiyya

dalalatu l-lafz
bi-hasabi t-tab* bi-hasabil-‘aql  bi-hasabi [-wad'
mutabaqa (building on this:)
tadammun iltizam

The further terminological development of this sub-classification gained mo-
mentum on this basis in the subsequent commentaries on the Risala sam-
siyya: Thus Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani in his commentary the Tahrir al-
gawa‘id al-mantigiyya connects the three different classifications together—
ie. [1] mutabaqa/tadammun/iltizam, [11] dalala wadtyya/tabiiyya/aqliyya,
and [111] dalala lafziyya/gayr lafziyya:

[§1] If the signifier (dall) is a linguistic expression (lafz), then the signific-
ation is linguistic (lafziyya, literally: ‘verbal’), and if not, it is not linguistic
(gayr lafziyya, literally: ‘not verbal’)—just like signification by the line
(hatt) [ie. the line in the sand (al-hatt bi-raml), analyzed in the field of
geomancy]®® and by the ugad (knot), by gestures (al-isarat) and by the
statue/monument (an-nusub).

[1.] The linguistic expression (dalala lafziyya) either corresponds to what
the one who establishes it (ga‘/) has established (ga‘ala); this is the [1.1]
imposed (wadyya) [signification], just like how ‘man’ signifies ‘rational
animal’ Imposition (wad‘) means that the linguistic expression is estab-
lished for a meaning;

— or thisis not so (aw (a), [1.2] and [the linguistic signification] must be (la
yahla) either according to the requirement of nature (igtida’ at-tabi)—
that is the natural [signification] (tabiiyya), just like how ‘aly signifies pain

218 See Chapter 4, Section 2.2.
219 Cf Toufic Fahd, “Khatt (bi-raml),” E1%.
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(waga“); for the nature of the speaker requires the articulation (talaffuz)
[of pain] when pain arises in him;

— or it is not so (aw [a); this is the [1.3] rational (‘aqliyya) [signification],
just like how the linguistic expression, [p. 29] which is heard behind the
wall (al-lafz al-masmu‘ min wara@’ al-gidar), signifies the presence of the
speaker (wugud al-lafiz).

[§2] What is intended (magsid) here is the imposed linguistic signific-
ation [1.1] (dalala lafziyya wad‘iyya); this is the fact that by the linguistic
expression, whenever it is uttered, its meaning is understood due to the
knowledge of its imposition (wad‘)—and that is either [signification] by
congruence, by containment, or implication.220

Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani opens up a new level in this schematization:
he considers signification in the general sense. This occurs either through lin-
guistic or non-linguistic signs, i.e. Qutb ad-din divides signification in general
into that type which occurs by means of a linguistic expression (that is in some
respect through a sequence of letters)??! and that which does not occur by
means of a linguistic expression but insead by means of other signs—such as

v =~

gestures (iSarat) and traces (atar).??? One is the dalala lafziyya—and in this
respect is to be understood as ‘linguistic signification. This term has a different
meaning here than al-Amidt’s dalala lafziyya and must therefore be translated
differently.223 Al-Amidi really only means a ‘literal signification, that is ‘literal’
as opposed to ‘figurative.

Qutb ad-din divides the level of linguistic signification into the aforemen-
tioned (i.e. the one by Gamal ad-din al-Hilli) tripartite division of imposed, nat-

220 Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani, Tahrir al-gawa‘id al-mantigiyya: Sarh ar-Risala as-samsiy-
ya, wa-bi-asfal saha@’ifihi Hasiya ‘ala Tahrir al-qawa‘id al-mantigiyya, ed. by Ahmad Amin
‘Umran (Cairo: Mustafa al-Babi I-Halabi wa-awladuhi, 1948), p. 28, line 10—p. 29, line 2.

221 Le,, if we follow Ibn Sind’s definition of lafz, to which Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani indir-
ectly refers with his examples, see Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sif@, al-Mantig, al-Tbara, pp. 8—9.

222 Qutb ad-din gives this example in the parallel passage in his commentary on Sirag ad-
din al-UrmawT's Matali‘ al-anwar, see Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani, Lawami’tani fi sarh
Matali al-anwar, ed. s.n. (Istanbul, 1885 [1303]), p. 27, lines 20—21.

223 This fact is ignored by Mohamed Yunis Ali in his presentation, resulting in the sugges-
tion of a similarity between the classifications where none exists. In reality, the pair
verbal/non-verbal means something completely different in one classification than in
the other, cf. Mohamed M. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, pp. 143-144, namely
“literal” in the one and “oral” in the other. Moreover, this equation leads to other misun-
derstandings and incorrect conclusions in Yunis Ali’s explanations; see, for example, the
elaborations upon an alleged point of criticism, which, upon closer analysis of the tech-
nical terms, turns out not to be one after all, Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, p. 156.



ANALYSIS OF THE INTRODUCTION OF THE FIRST PART 137

ural, and rational signification. In this classification, too, ‘rational signification’
does not in any respect refer to a transferred signification, but likewise only
the fact that the linguistic expression represents a trace indicating the exist-
ence of a speaker. Only that signification in which—by convention or divine
imposition—there is a direct relationship between linguistic expression and
meaning is relevant for this discipline, i.e. for logic. This signification is then
subdivided into the Tripartition of Signification that was the starting point for
Fahr ad-din, namely congruence, containment, and implication. A hierarchiz-
ation of the three manners of signification is carried out in this position—as
in position [a]: The manners of signification of containment and implication
both require congruence.?2+

FIGURE 16 Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani’s Tahrir al-qawa‘id al-mantiqiyya

dalala
dalalatu l-lafz dalalatu l-hatt/l-isarat
= (dalala lafziyya) = (dalala gayr lafziyya)
dalala tabiiyya  dalala ‘aqliyya dalala wadtyya

mutabaqa (building on this:)
tadammun iltizam

Qutb ad-din’s classification resulted in the entry “imposed linguistic signific-
ation” (ad-dalala al-lafziyya al-wadyya) in Sarif al-Gurgant’s (d. 816/1413) lex-
icon the Kitab at-Ta‘rifat:

The imposed linguistic signification (ad-dalala al-lafziyya al-wad‘yya):
This “is the fact that for the linguistic expression, whenever it is uttered”
or presented, “its meaning is understood on the basis of the knowledge of
its imposition.” It is divided into [signification by] congruence, contain-
ment, and implication; for the linguistic expression signifying on the basis
of imposition “signifies the entirety of that for which it has been imposed”
by congruence, its part by containment, and that which adheres to it [é.e.
the entire meaning] in the mind by implication [...].22

224 Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani, Tahrir al-qawa‘id al-mantigiyya, p. 32, lines 14-15.
225 Al b. Muhammad a$-Sarif al-Gurgani, Kitab al-Taifat, ed. s.n. (Cairo: al-Matba‘a al-
Hayriyya, 1888), p. 46, last line—p. 47, line 3.
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This lexicon entry, in which the references to Qutb ad-din’s classification are
obvious, can to a certain extent be seen as the end point of the debate about
the correct hierarchization and classification of signification—the considera-
tion of all three manners of signification as “imposed linguistic signification”
proves to have been authoritative and continued to be handed down over the
centuries.

3.2.1.3 Summary and Conclusion
The distinction between dalala wad‘iyya and dalala ‘agliyya, which Fahr ad-
din cites in the Mahsu! as the first note on the three manners of signification is,
in his logical writing, situated—just like these three manners themselves—in
the logical-philosophical context of the correct determination of the quiddity.
But beyond this rather narrow frame of reference, Fahr ad-din establishes an
additional connection: there are already references in the Mantiq al-Mulahhas
to linguistic theory, which are explicated upon in his rhetorical writing in
response to ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Gurgant’s works. There, Fahr ad-din derives his
distinction from ‘Abd al-Qahir’s influential distinction between [i] ‘meaning’
(al-ma‘na) and [ii] ‘meaning of the meaning’ (ma‘na [-mana). The category
of ‘meaning’ corresponds to the congruent signification relationship based on
imposition, while the category of ‘meaning of the meaning’ is equated with the
signification relationship based on reasoning, which includes containment and
implication. Subsequent writings would discuss the assignment of the three
manners of signification to the wad%yya/‘aqliyya distinction:226

[a] Some scholars shared Fahr ad-din’s classification system, according to
which only the congruent manner of signification is to be considered dalala
wad%yya; [b] some considered both congruence and containment to be dalala
wad%yya; and in the end [c] all three manners of signification were designated
as dalala wad‘iyya. However, this last position is not as different from the initial
position in terms of its evaluation and hierarchization of the individual man-
ners of signification as it might seem at first glance. What changes here is the
concept of dalala ‘aqliyya, which had previously been regarded as a catch-all
for transferred meanings. In position [c], the dalala ‘agliyya is a form of rational
signification that is related to language and the articulation of sounds, but not
to words per se—just as the one who is hiding can betray himself through
a noise, or the one who needs help can draw attention to himself by crying
out. In these cases, the issue is something other than the relationship between

226 Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi gives a concise summary of this disagreement, cf. al-Qarafi, Naf@’is
al-usil, vol. 1, p. 265, lines 10—22.
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the word and its meaning; rather, the focus is on the relationship between
the speaker and his breath or the sounds he makes as a sign of his presence.
It is therefore only logical to categorize containment and implication as the
type of signification that is based on the imposition between word and mean-
ing, since this is the “meaning of the meaning of the linguistic expression,” i.e.
the meta-meaning of the linguistic expression. Positions [a] and [c] share the
assumption that in order to understand containment and implication, a further
inference, a further act of mental effort, is required.

A major difference between positions [b] and [c] is what is meant by the
distinction between dalala lafziyya and dalala gayr lafziyya: In [b] it refers to
the difference between literal and figurative meaning, whereas in [ c] it refers to
the difference between linguistic signification and non-linguistic signification,
with the latter meaning, for example, body language or reading tracks in the
sand.2%7

The discussion about the classification of the three manners of signification
holds a certain relevance for legal practice: By associating the three manners of
signification with this more general distinction, Fahr ad-din created a hierarch-
ization that also simultaneously says something about the degree of certainty
of knowledge that can be obtained from the respective categories of significa-
tion. Only the first manner of signification can—under certain conditions, as
we will see later?28—]Jead to a status of certainty of knowledge. In contrast, the
other two manners of signification have little epistemological value. Position
[b], on the other hand, advocated by al-Amidi and Ibn al-Hagib, states that the
first two manners of signification, i.e. congruence and containment, are to be
regarded as imposed, literal relationships of signification, which consequently
leads to an epistemological valorization of containment for the process of inter-
pretation. This is because meanings can be declared as literal—and thus as epi-
stemologically certain—that would otherwise fall into the epistemologically
less certain ‘agli realm. Position [c], on the other hand, by merely designating
the three manners of signification as dalala wad‘iyya, makes no statements as
to their epistemological value. It does not imply an upvaluation of containment
and implication because dalala wad‘yya and dalala ‘aqliyya now have a differ-

227 As already mentioned, I consider Yunis Ali’s treatment of this topic to be problematic,
since the differences between the concepts masked by identical terminology are not taken
into account, resulting in alleged comparability (cf. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmat-
ics, pp- 142-146). Furthermore, in his approach, different arguments of different scholars
are read into each other and blended together (cf. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics,
e.g. p.156).

228 See part 4.
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ent conceptual scope than in position [a]. What is meant is nothing other than
that the manners of signification assigned to dalala wad‘yya are all based on
a relationship of imposition between word and meaning—even if they tran-
scend this relationship of imposition.

3.2.2 [ad § 3] [Note 2] Containment vs. Homonymy
Now that the first note provided by Fahr ad-din on the classification of signific-
ation has been examined, we can consider the second note:

[§3] The second [note]: [ad 2] We only said about containment (tadam-
mun) that it is the signification of a part (guz’) of what is signified by the
linguistic expression, [with the qualification] ‘insofar as it is like that’ (min
haytu huwa ka-dalika), because we want to guard against the linguistic
expression signifying by congruence a part of that which is named in a
homonymous way (‘ala sabili l-istirak). [ad 3] The same applies to what
was said about implication (iltizam).22°

This note refers to [§1] and the outline of containment contained therein:
“The linguistic expression is either such that its signification [...] [1.2] is [con-
sidered] in relation to what intrinsically [belongs] (dahil) to what is named
(musamma)—insofar as it is this way (min haytu huwa ka-dalika).”*3° Thus,
containment is that manner of signification in which the linguistic expression
signifies an intrinsic part of the meaning. The qualification ‘insofar as it is this
way’ (min haytu huwa ka-dalika) is the subject of this second note and we can
infer from it that there are manners of signification in which a part of the mean-
ing is signified without it being through signification by containment—namely
when a linguistic expression signifies this part in a homonymous way.

Since this note is—characteristically for this chapter—kept very brief, we
must refer to other works by Fahr ad-din for a detailed explanation. In order
to understand this second note, we therefore turn to Fahr ad-din’s ISarat com-
mentary:

[Containment is not to be confused with homonymy| [see Text 1, § 3] Know
that it may seem immediately obvious (rubbama yasbuqu ila l-awham)
that whenever the linguistic expression signifies a meaning, its significa-
tion of the part of that meaning—however it [Le. the signification] may

229 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 220, lines 1-3.
230 Ibid,, p. 219, lines 5-6.
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be—is signification by containment; but this is false (batil), since it is
conceivable that the linguistic expression signifies the meaning as well
as the part [of this meaning] by congruence in a homonymous way (bi-
[-mutabaqa ‘ala l-istirak); just like e.g. ‘the possible’ (al-mumkin)—for it
signifies ‘the specifically possible’ (al-mumkin al-hass) and ‘the generally
possible’ (al-mumkin al-‘amm), which is a part of what is understood by
‘the specifically possible’ (al-mumkin al-hass). It [Le. the linguistic expres-
sion mumkin] signifies both in a homonymous way (bé-stiraki l-ism).

Rather, it is a condition (Sart) of the signification by containment that
the linguistic expression does not signify the part of the meaning in a
primary way and per se (awwalan wa-bi-d-dat), but in a secondary way
and per accidens (taniyan wa-l-bi-l-‘arad).23!

Fahr ad-din begins by stating that not every process of signification in which
a part of the meaning for which the linguistic expression has been imposed is
signified amounts to containment. After all, it is conceivable that the linguistic
expression could signify in a congruent manner, signifying both the overall
meaning and a part of it simultaneously. According to Fahr ad-din in § 20 of our
source text, homonymy means that two meanings are intended simultaneously
by a single linguistic expression, whereby neither meaning is more probable
than the other; as an example, Fahr ad-din gives the linguistic expression al-
mumkin; “for it signifies ‘the specifically possible’ (al-mumkin al-hass) and ‘the
generally possible’ (al-mumkin al-‘amm)” equally, i.e. the one-sided concept of
possibility (corresponding to al-mumkin al-amm) and the two-sided concept
of possibility (corresponding to al-mumkin al-hass) are both signified congru-
ently and homonymously by mumkin.232

Such a manner of signification is therefore not to be understood as con-
tainment: Containment should not be confused with homonymy. The essential
difference is that the homonymous signification is a signification of equal rank
(regardless of whether one of the meanings is regarded as part of another or
not), whereas containment is a subordinate signification—in the sense that
the linguistic expression signifies a meaning in a primary way and only in sec-
ondary way does it signify a part of it:

231 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-Isarat, p- 32, line 12—p. 33, line 1.

232 On the distinction between the one-sided and two-sided concept of possibility, see Ibn
Sina, Kitab a$-Sif&’, al-Mantiq, al-Qiyas, p. 162, lines 1-3; al-Gurgani, Kitab al-Ta‘rifat,
pp- 102—-103; Street, “An Outline of Avicenna’s Syllogistics,” pp. 135-136; Jaakko Hintikka,
“Aristotle’s Different Possibilities,” in Time and Necessity: Studies in Aristotle’s Theory of
Modality, ed. by Jaakko Hintikka (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), pp. 27—40.
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We mean [by containment] the fact that it [i.e. the linguistic expression]
signifies the part as a subordinate consequence (¢abi‘an) of the significa-
tion of the whole (al-kull), just like how the linguistic expression ‘triangle’
(mutallat) signifies the form (Sakl); for ‘triangle’ does not signify form per
se, but rather the signification of it [occurs] due to the fact that it is cat-
egorized under ‘triangle’ (li-indiragihi tahta [-mutallat).

Thus, the result (hasil) is that the signification by containment is an
expression (ibara) for the signification in which the linguistic expression
[signifies] the meaning due to being categorized under that for which the
linguistic expression was imposed (li-indiragihi tahta ma wudi‘a l-lafz bi-
i2@’iht).233

Like Ibn Sina in the I$arat, Fahr ad-din also cites the example of the triangle for
this case, in which the species—‘triangle’—in its definition—*“‘the form sur-
rounded by three sides’” (as-saklu [-muhitu bihi talatatu adlu)?3*—contains
the genus without signifying it in a primary way.

The subordination of signification is emphasized not only with regard to
containment, but also with regard to implication. This note is also adopted in
the post-Razian literature.235

3.2.3 [ad § 4] [Note 3] luztim dihni vs. luzam harigc

The third note focuses on the type of signification of implication that is meant
by mental implication (al-luziim ad-dihni) and not external implication (al-
luztim al-harigi). Fahr ad-din begins this note with a more detailed description
of this external implication:

[§ 4] The third [note] [restriction of the relationship of implication]: [ad
3] With regard to signification by implication (iltizam), external implic-
ation (al-luzuim al-harigr) is not considered because substance (gawhar)
and accident (‘arad) [indeed] mutually adhere/implicate (mutalaziman),

but the linguistic expression that signifies one of them is not applied to
the other.236

233  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iarat, p. 33, lines 1-4.

234 Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 42, lines 10-13.

235 See, for example, Nasir ad-din at-Tas1, Hall muskilat al-I$arat, p. 187, lines 3—5 (the line
count does not follow that of the original text) and (already with modified premises) Qutb
ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani, Tahrir al-gawa‘id al-mantiqiyya, p. 29, lines 14—22.

236 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 220, lines 4-8.
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This note refers to a passage from Ibn Sind’s Kitab al-Burhan 11.5, where a
distinction is made between two ways in which something can be neces-
sary for a thing: “Things are necessary according to a relationship of implic-
ation (luzuim), without one of them being necessary for the other according
to substance (gawhar) and nature (fabi'a)—these are the externally adhering
things (lawazim harigiyya).”*37 This pertains to the aforementioned distinc-
tion between extrinsic qualities that adhere to the quiddity as a quiddity or
those that adhere to the realized quiddity.238 The latter type of luziam is use-
less “in the acquisition (kasb) of certain knowledge (‘ilm yaqini)."?3% According
to Fahr ad-din, such a relationship is not to be understood under the rela-
tionship of implication of the third manner of signification, which Fahr ad-
din now calls mental implication (al-luzam ad-dihnt). In external implication
(al-luzizm al-harigr) there is no overlap in the signification, i.e. “the linguistic
expression signifying one of the two [is] not applied to the other”; there is
no kind of relationship of signification?#*®—apart from, as Fahr ad-din further
explains in the Mahsul, the case of “two mutually exclusive opposites (diddani
mutanafiyani),” where the occurrence of one indicates the non-occurrence of
the other.2#

The term luziim dihni, coined by Fahr ad-din, is based on Ibn Sina’s descrip-
tion of implication as a type of signification in which the mind (diAn) turns
from the primary, congruent meaning to the implied meaning: “This [ primary]
meaning is accompanied by another (wa-yakinu dalika [-ma‘na yashabuhi
ma‘nan ahar), such that the mind also turns to this second meaning ( fa-
yantaqilu d-dihnu aydan ila dalika [-mana t-tani).”?*? The fact that the mind
can perform this turning is due to the relationship between the two mean-
ings; it is this relationship to which Fahr ad-din refers with the term mental
implication. Before Fahr ad-din, al-Gazali had already specified the manner of
signification of implication in this sense: “As for implication (iltizam), [it is that]
which is not separable (/@ yufariqu) from the essence at all, yet the understand-

237 Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sifa, Kitab al-Burhan, 115, p. 150, lines 67.

238  See also the detailed explanations of Strobino, “Per Se, Inseparability, Containment and
Implication,” p. 262: “Properties that are necessary in essence and nature are perse1, i.e.,
either the constituents of the quiddity of something or the quiddity itself. Properties that
are necessary in implication are per se 2 when that of which they hold is necessary to
them in essence and nature. Properties that are necessarily implied without an essential
connection in either direction are merely inseparable.”

239 Ibn Sina, Kitab as-Sifa, Kitab al-Burhan, 115, p. 150, line 7.

240 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, p. 20, lines 9-13.

241 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 220, line 6.

242 Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 15, lines 1—2.
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ing ( fahm) of the essential nature (hagiga) and the quiddity (mahiyya) is not
based on it (gayr mawquf ).”*43 Fahr ad-din in the Mahsil indicates that the fact
that such a relationship of implication exists represents neither a ‘cause’ for
the conceptualization of the quiddity nor for its realization; rather, it follows
from the conceptualization. For example, ‘two’ implies ‘evenness’ (zawgiyya).
One could render luzum dihni with ‘essential implication’ instead of ‘mental
implication.’ In relation to signification by implication, the existence and com-
prehension of the mental relationship of implication of course represent an
important condition for such a type of signification to exist at all.2#4

The distinction between luziim dihni and luzim harigi is also maintained in
post-Razian literature in this context?*5 and eventually also finds its way into
Sarif al-Gurgani’s Kitab at-Taifat.2* In the later usil al-figh literature (based
on al-Qaraft), this distinction becomes relevant in connection with the dispute
over the legitimacy of the argumentum e contrario.?*”

3.2.4 [Note 4] The Discussion on the Assessment of Implication

To these three notes that Fahr ad-din adds to the classification of signification
in the Mahsiil, he adds a further note in the Sarf al-Isarat in order to justify the
following, already quoted restriction, which Ibn Sina gives in the I$arat with
regard to the three types of signification:

[§1.1] When we say: ‘this and that linguistic expression signifies this and
that, we mean only the manner [of signification] of congruence and con-
tainment, but not the manner [of signification] of implication. How could
it be otherwise? After all, what is signified by implication is unlimited
(gayr mahdud).248

Due to the fact that a quiddity can possess countless implicatures and due to
the fact that what is signified by implication is “not constitutive” of the quid-
dity of a thing, implication is to be avoided when determining the quiddity—

243 Al-Gazali, Kitab Mihakk an-nazar, p- 79, lines 4—5.

244 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 220, lines 7-8 and in more detail Fahr ad-din ar-
Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, p.17, lines 9—13; cf. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, p.152;
for the context of this argumentation, see Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

245 See, for example, al-Hunagi, Kasf al-asrar, p. 11, lines 3-8 and Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-
Tahtani, Tahrir al-gawa'‘id al-mantigiyya, p. 31.

246  See Sarif al-Gurgani, Kitab at-Taifat, p. 83.

247 See Chapter 4, Section 2.2.2.

g

248 Ibn Sing, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 53, lines 5-6; see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.
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otherwise “what is not constitutive [of the quiddity] would be suitable for the
signification of ‘what it is’”249 Fahr ad-din does not quite agree with the reas-
oning, which we also know from al-Gazal’s Mustasfd, among others:25

Signification by implication is not to be avoided in the sciences (‘ulim)
because it is said to be based on reasoning (‘agliyya); otherwise (wa-illa)
[this speech] would invalidate the use of containment as well. Nor [is it to
be avoided] because the implicatures are infinite (gayr mutandahiya); for
the obvious amongst them (al-bayyina minha) are finite.25!

Fahr ad-din first refers to the distinction between dalala wad‘yya and dalala
‘aqliyya.?52 This is not the reason why implication should be avoided; other-
wise, according to Fahr ad-din’s decree, the exclusion would also have to apply
to containment. Nor does Fahr ad-din consider Ibn Sina’s reasoning, according
to which ‘implication’ means that a quiddity can possess an infinite number of
adherents, to be entirely convincing as a justification for the exclusion. Instead
of the number, his argument is concerned with the precision of the signific-
ation: implication, i.e. mental or essential implication (luzam dihnt), in this
context only refers to the obvious implicatures (al-lawazim al-bayyina)—i.e.
those in which the relationship of implication to the implicant is not doubted
by means of conceptualization and which do not require proof to obtain this
certain knowledge.?53 And these are limited in number and, in contrast to the
entirety of all possible implicatures, can be recognized, even if their significa-
tion is not precise (gayr madbut):

Rather, the reason is that, in the signification in which the linguistic
expression [signifies] the implicature of the thing named, [it is as follows:]
[a] If the fact that the implication is apparent is considered for [this type
of signification], then it belongs to that which differs from person to per-
son (yahtalifu bi-htilafi l-ashas), such that what is signified is not precise
(fa-la yakunu l-madliulu madbutan);

[b] if the fact [that the implication is apparent] is not considered for
[this type of signification], this is inconceivable, because the aim of utter-
ing linguistic expressions is to cause meanings to be understood (ifham

249 Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 53, lines 7-8.

250 Cf. al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 93, lines 7-8; see also Chapter 2, chapter 2.3.2.
251 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, p. 20, last line—p. 21, line 1.

252  See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1.

P [V

253 Thisis al—Gurganl s definition, see Sarif al—Gurganl, Kitab at-Ta‘rifat, p. 82.
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al-ma‘ani), and if this is not achieved, then the linguistic expression is
not meaningful/not significant (lam yakun al-lafz mufidan).25*

In this section, Fahr ad-din argues that implication is to be understood as
obvious implicatures—elsewhere he had already ruled out that it is to be
understood as the totality of all implicatures; because the consequence that
“a single linguistic expression signifies an infinite number of meanings due to
the fact that the implicatures are infinite” is inconceivable.?5 And if the obvi-
ous implication were not to be understood as ‘implication, then the linguistic
expression would be meaningless and would not achieve its goal of causing
meaning to be understood. It can be assumed that Fahr ad-din here means
that the word ‘implication’ itself would then be emptied of its meaning; not
the linguistic expression in general, which would still signify on the basis of
imposition. Consequently, the implicit conclusion of the above argumentation
is: [a] is true, but due to the imprecision of the signification of meaning, the
use of this manner of signification should be avoided.

But when should we refrain from using implication? In the Mulahhas, Fahr
ad-din speaks in general terms of the fact that this type of signification should
be avoided “in the sciences (‘ulim).” In the parallel passage in the Sark al-Isarat
on the other hand, he does not make any specification—only later in this work
does he say that if implication is permissible, “the propria (hawass) and acci-
dents would [also] be suitable for the signification of ‘what it is, ”2%6 from which
it can be concluded that Fahr ad-din, like Ibn Sin3, ‘only’ wants to avoid implic-
ation in the definition and determination of the quiddity.

Nasir ad-din at-Tasi also comments on the question of the context to which
this restriction applies:

By this signification [i.e. [bn Sina’s restriction above] he means the signfic-
ation of the quiddity (dalala ‘ala [-mahiyya) or the meaning of the name.
[He does] not [mean] an absolute signification (dalala mutlaga) as under-
stood by the commentator [i.e. ar-Razi| who took this so far as to assume
that signification by implication is to be avoided in all areas ( fi gami% [-
mawadi<).257

254 Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, p. 21, lines 1-s5.

255 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iarat, p. 33, last line.

256 Ibid,, p. 89, line 14.

257  At-Tasl, Hall muskilat al-ISarat, p. 181, lines 7—9 (the line count does not follow that of the
original text).
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Ibn Sina’s restriction refers only to the determination of the quiddity or to the
primary meaning of a name; it may well be that this type of signification is per-
missible in other areas.?58

Fahr ad-din, however, was not the first to formulate this remark in this way,
and it can be assumed that the term ulam is not meant here as absolutely as
Nasir ad-din understood it. While al-Gazali notes that one should be wary of
“using linguistic expressions that signify by implication in investigations based
onreasoning/deductive reflection (razar al-‘agl),”?5° we find in ‘Umar b. Sahlan
as-Saw1 (fl. 540/1145) the following remark: “That which is used in the sciences
(‘ulam) is signification by congruence and containment, not signfication by
implication.”269 Al-Gazalt’s choice of words makes it clear that not all discip-
lines are meant—only those that primarily utilize reasoning (‘ag!), as opposed
to tradition (nagql).

Another reason for assuming that Nasir ad-din’s criticism is not entirely
accurate and that Fahr ad-din does not understand this note in such a strict
manner is that he actually considers the use of implication to be permissible
in other areas or takes its use as a given, such that he examines its sub-areas
in more detail—be it in rhetoric or in usil al-figh. The difference between the
use of implication and the understanding of implication must be taken into
account: Within logical writings, attention must be paid to avoiding implic-
ation in order to produce precise definitions and correct syllogisms and to
counteract redundancy and erroneous conclusions—whereas in legal theory,
profound knowledge of the various types of implication is required to inter-
pret the sacred texts and derive legal formulations. This is also the reason why
Fahr ad-din dispenses with this fourth note in the Mahsa!/ but mentions it in
his logical writings. For al-Gazali, on the other hand, who still understood the
Tripartition of Signification as a purely logical classification and who did not
yet transfer it, as Fahr ad-din would later do, to the hermeneutical apparatus of
usul al-figh, the aspect of understanding implication plays no role; this is why
this note is also found in the logical introduction to his Mustasfa and not in the
part on legal theory.

258 Nasir ad-din at-Tasi, Hall muskilat al-ISarat, p. 182, line 4.

259 Al-Gazali, Kitab Mihakk an-nazar, p- 73, lines 18—19; for a comparison between this passage
and the parallel passage in the Mustasfa, see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.

260 As-Sawi, al-Basa@’ir an-nasiriyya, p. 33, lines 18—19.
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4 Summary: The Development, Establishment, and Generalization of
the Classification of Signification

This chapter has analyzed the historical background and lines of tradition of
the chapter “The Classification of Linguistic Expressions” ( fi tagsim al-alfaz)
of the legal-theoretical work al-Mahsul ft ilm usul al-figh. First, the logical tra-
dition underlying §§1-11 was revealed, showing that the first examination of
the simple linguistic expression [§§ 6-11] is a logical introduction to the study
of predicables, which follows in the tradition of the Porphyrian Eisagoge and
which is oriented towards the basic framework of Avicennian Madhal treatises.
On the one hand, it is striking how naturally Fahr ad-din incorporates logical
propaedeutics into this legal-theoretical text; on the other hand, the cursory
nature of these propaedeutics is conspicuous, and suggests that Fahr ad-din
could presuppose this knowledge in his readers, needing only to hint at it but
by no means fully explain it.

This logical introduction is preceded by an outline of the classification of
signification. Here, a distinction is made between three different ways in which
a linguistic expression can signify a meaning. This classification has a special
function in this chapter. However, since Fahr ad-din does not explain how this
outline came about or clarify the extent of its interpretation—but makes the
further sub-classifications of the chapter along with the logical introduction
dependent upon it—it was first necessary (in preparation for this work) to con-
sult writings from various other disciplines and traditions for an explanation.
Finally we were able to determine that an answer to the question of the emer-
gence and development as well as the historical background of the problem is
given in the writings in the field of logic, namely primarily in the Madhal and
the Burhan of the Arabic reception of the Organon:

A derivation of the classification from the perspective of its development
through time is outlined by Ibn Sina in Madhal 1.8 of the Kitab as-Sifa’. This is
in the context of the question of the correct determination of the quiddity for
the attainment of certain knowledge. In connection with the correct determin-
ation of the quiddity, Ibn Sina refutes the objection that the specific difference
is attributed with the same scope of signification as the species constituted by
it. This he does with a fundamental treatise on what it means when we speak
of a linguistic expression signifying a meaning. The possible objection is based
on a misuse of the different manners of signification. In the course of this, Ibn
Sina distinguishes between a primary, secondary, and extrinsic type of signific-
ation and ultimately assigns the terms dalalatu mutabaqa, dalalatu tadammun,
and dalalatu luziim to these types. With these manners of signification, he can
finally demonstrate the difference between the signification of whatness/the
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quiddity (mahiyya) and howness (ayyiyya) and consequently assign different
manners of signification to the various predicables.

In tracing the origins of the classification of signification, we found that it
emerged from the distinction between a secondary and an extrinsic type of
signification. Al-Farabi discusses this distinction in a passage based on De Int.
1 of his guide “Book of Circumstances that Lead to Errors” (Kitab al-Amkina al-
Muglita) in order to explain the extent to which predicates that apply to a thing
independently of each other may also be stated in conjunction with each other.
In order to show when a formulation in a definition or statement is redundant
or meaningless and when it is not, al-Farabi distinguishes between two types
of implication, which he does not yet differentiate terminologically—both fall
under luziim.

These two types of implication are also applied by Ibn Sina in the area of
the ontological specification of the specific difference: Ibn Sina uses the two
types of signification here to answer the question of whether the specific differ-
ence in turn belongs to a genus, which would result in the aporia of the infinite
regress of the specific difference.

Based on the various logical and ontological layers of problems, Ibn Sina
bundles the discussion of the two manners of signification in the Madhal treat-
ises of his works. Here he gradually develops them into the threefold division
dalalatu mutabaqa, dalalatu tadammun, and dalalatu iltizam, which is ulti-
mately no longer offered as a solution to a specific problem, but rather, in the
later writings and in particular in the ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, gets combined with
other topics at the beginning of the treatises on logic to form a bundle of prin-
ciples related to langauge.

Tracing the development of the Tripartition of Signification in Ibn Sina’s
writings reveals a mode of presentation whose degree of systematization in-
creases from one work to the next and which leads to the classification of
signification being understood in increasingly general terms—until it finally
becomes embedded as part of the fundamentals that logicians had to learn at
the beginning of their careers.

Fahr ad-din continues this approach by defining the classification of signific-
ation on several levels as the highest principle of organization: Whereas Ibn
Sina had previously attempted to use this classification primarily to capture
the manners of signification of predicables, i.e. universal linguistic expressions,
Fahr ad-din extends it to all linguistic expressions. At the same time, he sees
the status of this classification in the language system as so fundamental that
he compares it with the tripartite division of linguistic expressions into ism, fi4,
and harf: All linguistic expressions can be divided into either name (ism), verb
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(fi1), or particle (harf), and their manners of signification into either congru-
ence (mutabaga), containment (tadammun), or implication (iltizam).

Fahr ad-din develops a set of conditions and remarks on the classifica-
tion of signification—Ilike the distinction between dalala wadyya and dalala
‘agliyya—which would go on form the subject of discussions, commentaries,
and explanations in the writings of later thinkers.

In addition, the classification of signification in the Mahsil, the Ma‘alim,
and the Mulahhas serves as a starting point for further classifications that char-
acterize the linguistic expression from different points of view. In this chapter I
have highlighted the fact that it can be seen as the starting point for the categor-
ization of logic. The extent to which this logical categorization of the simple
linguistic expression can be regarded as a structural principle for the other sub-
categorizations of the classification of signification will be examined in the
next chapters,?6! as will the question of which legal-theoretical implications
can be subsumed under iltizam.262

261  See Chapter 3.
262  See Chapter 4.
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The Grammatical-Theoretical and Logical and
Legal-Theoretical Sub-Classifications [ad §§12—23]

1 The Logical Sub-Classification as a Template for the Grammatical
Sub-Classification [ad §§12—14]

According to Fahr ad-din, the sub-classification in the Ma#si! that I called the
‘logical sub-classification’ and dealt with in detail in Chapter 2 is not only useful
forlogic, but can also be applied to other areas such as grammar: “Even though
this classification (tagsim) actually concerns meanings (ma‘ant), it is neverthe-
less of great use (‘azimu n-naf*) for linguistic expressions (alfaz).”! Thus, in the
overview that follows, he presents the congruent simple linguistic expression
from the perspective of grammatical theory. Here I will subject this overview
to a brief examination in order to reveal its connections with the logical sub-
classification.

Fahr ad-din begins this sub-classification with the distinction [ad §12] between
the simple linguistic expression that [a] can convey information independ-
ently, and that which [b] cannot, but instead must always be connected with
another linguistic expression: “It [i.e. the simple linguistic expression] is either
such that its meaning (ma‘nahu) independently (mustagqill) possesses what
can be known/the knowable (matamiyya); or it is not so.”? The latter [b] is
the particle (harf),® while the former [a] is further differentiated according to
whether it indicates “a certain time,” like the verb ( fi?), or not, like the name
(ism).4

1 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 224, lines 7-8. Here we can recognize the old dicho-
tomy of subject areas, according to which logic has to do with meanings and grammar with
linguistic expressions, see in detail Endref}, “Grammatik und Logik,” e.g. p. 212, as well as
Chapter 2, Section 3.1.

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 225, line 3.

3 The details of this differentiation will not be dealt with in depth here; Fahr ad-din discusses
the related debate in more detail elsewhere, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1,
p- 39, line 20-p. 40, line 4 and (identical in wording to the Tafsir passage) id., Sahirat at-tarf, ed.
by Muhammad Muhammad Fahmi ‘Umar (Medina: Dar az-Zaman, 2006 [1427]), p. 35, line 5—
p- 36, line 13; see also al-Qarafi’s discussion of Fahr ad-din’s specification of the particles,
al-Qarafl, Nafa’is al-usil, vol. 1, p. 282, lines 15—26.

4 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 225, lines 5—7. On the categorization of the name
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This deduction is what Fahr ad-din alludes to in his commentary on the I$arat
wa-t-tanbihat when he says “that the study of languages (al-baht ‘an al-lugat)
can be based on reasoning (gad yakinu ‘aqgliyyan).”?

Fahr ad-din continues with a categorization of the name, leaving both verb
and particle out of further discussion.® First, he categorizes the name [ad
§13]—in accord with the logical template—on the basis of the criterion of
particularity/universality. The names that signify the particular include the
pronoun (mudmarat) and the proper name (‘alam).” To the name established
“for the universal” (li-[-kullr), he assigns the “generic name” (ism al-gins), under-
stood as the “name for the quiddity itself (li-nafsi [-mahiyya), like the linguistic
expression ‘blackness’ (ka-lafzi s-sawad).”® But an additional universal name
is put on a level with the generic name, corresponding to the logical schema
of genus and attribute/specific difference, namely the “derived name” (ism
mustaqq). It describes the fact “that something is described by an attribute (bi-
sifatin) (li-mawsufiyyati amrin ma)”; as an example, Fahr ad-din gives the ism
al-fa‘il “beater” (darib). That which is given this name is “unknown” (maghul)—
one knows only that it is “described (mawsuf’) by the attribute (sifa) of beating

in Sibawayh, cf. Werner Diem, “Nomen, Substantiv und Adjektiv bei den arabischen Gram-
matikern,” Oriens, vol. 23/24 (1974): pp. 3171f.

5 Fahrad-din ar-Razi, Sarh al-Isarat, p- 22, line g; cf. Chapter 2, Section 3.1. On the reception his-
tory of this deduction, cf. Bernard G. Weiss, “A Theory of the Parts of Speech in Arabic (Noun,
Verb and Particle): A study in “ilm al-wad‘,” Arabica, vol. 23, no.1 (Feb.1976): pp. 23-36. A sep-
arate study could be performed examining the extent to which the grammatical-theoretical
sub-classification briefly presented in this chapter functions as the template for IgT’s Risalat
al-wad‘ and the commentaries that refer to it, see ‘Adud ad-din al-igi, Risalat al-wad', ed.
by ‘Umar Ahmad ar-Rawi (together with Sark and Hasiya) (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya,
2010), pp. 9—11 and Bernard G. Weiss, “7lm al-wad: An Introductory Account of a Later Muslim
Philological Science,” Arabica, vol. 34 (Nov. 1987): pp. 339—356.

6 On Fahr ad-din’s treatment and classification of the name (ism) in his Tafsir, see Muhassab,
1lm ad-dalala ‘inda [-‘arab, pp. 91-139; on fil and harf, see ibid., pp. 141-159. On the three-
part classification of linguistic expressions into ism, fi, and harf in general, see for example
Jean-Patrick Guillaume, “‘Le discours tout entier est nom, verbe et particule.” Elaboration et
constitution de la théorie des parties du discours dans la tradition grammaticale arabe,” Lan-
gages, vol. 23, no. 92 (1988): pp. 25—-36; Yasir Suleiman, “Sibawaihi’s ‘Parts of Speech’ According
to Zajjaji: A New Interpretation,” Journal of Semitic Studies, vol. 35, no. 2 (Autumn 1990):
Pp- 245—263 as well as Versteegh, The Explanation of Linguistic Causes, pp. 27—40 and the over-
view article by Michael G. Carter, “Parts of Speech,” EALL, vol. 3, pp. 546-552.

7 Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 225, lines 9—10. On proper names in early Arabic gram-
matical theory, see Amal E. Marogy, “Zayd, ‘Amr and ‘Abdullahi: Theory of Proper Names and
Reference in Early Arabic Grammatical Tradition,” in The Foundations of Arabic Linguistics:
Stbawayhi and Early Arabic Grammatical Theory, ed. by Amal E. Marogy (Leiden [et al.]: Brill,
2002), pp. 119-134.

8 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 226, lines 1—2.
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(darb).”® This example makes it particularly clear what exactly Fahr ad-din
means when he says that the preceding logical classification can also be trans-
ferred to the grammatical classification: On the one hand, the generic name
of the grammarians is shown to be a parallel of the genus of the logicians;
on the other hand, the paronym (ism mustaqq) in the function of an attrib-
ute is compared to the specific difference. Thus, the logical discussion about
the scope of signification of the specific difference is now transferred to the
(grammatical-theoretical) discussion about the derived name.!° On this basis,
the stand-alone paronymous name—Ilike the stand-alone specific difference
and the stand-alone proprium—signifies the substance or the generic name
by implication:

It is understood from a black thing (aswad) that it is something that has
blackness (sawad). But what the essential nature (hagiga) of this thing is
lies outside of this understanding—if one knows it, then one knows it by
implication (iltizam).—And what indicates this [i.e. what makes it clear
that it is an implication] is the fact that you say: the black thing (aswad)
is a body. For if by ‘black thing’ (aswad) one were to understand [in a
congruent way] that it is a body that possesses blackness (sawad), then
one would stoop to the position of having to say: The body that possesses
blackness must be a body.!!

The argumentation is identical to what we have already encountered in the
logical texts of Ibn Sina and Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: The linguistic expression has
not actually been imposed for the meaning that we ultimately understand by
it—i.e. “beating” (darib) does not congruently signify “man” or “body”; it does
so only implicitly.!2

9 Ibid., lines 3—5. On the grammatical-theoretical and logical connections between the
attribute (sifa), the active participle (ism al-fail), and the description (wasf’), see Schock,
“Name (ism), Derived Name (ism mushtaqq) and Description (wasf),” pp. 329—360.

10  The “identification of that which is signified by the different grammatical categories
‘name/noun’ and ‘description’ with the logical distinction between substance/essence and
accidens” does not go back to Fahr ad-din, but to Ibn al-Mugqaffa and al-Farabi and can
also be found in al-Gazali, see Schéck, “Name (ism), Derived Name (ism mushtaqq) and
Description (wasf),” p. 331, pp. 345—346, and pp. 353—354.

On the background of the logical discussion about the scope of signification of the
specific difference, see Chapter 2, Section 2.

11 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 251, lines 2—6; cf. id., Sahirat at-tarf, p. 53, lines 15—
16 and id., at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, p. 46, lines 24—25.

12 Cf also al-Gazali’s argumentation, Schick, “Name (ism), Derived Name (ism mushtaqq)
and Description (wasf),” pp. 353—354-
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FIGURE 17 Rough structure of the grammatical-theoretical sub-classifica-
tion [L1.1B]

congruence (mutabaqa)
simple linguistic expression

name verb particle

(ism) (fi1) (harf)

particular universal
proper name  pronoun paronym generic name
(‘alam) (mudmar)  (ism mustaqq)  (ism al-gins)

Fahr ad-din [ad §14] then distinguishes the extent to which the name, which in
contrast to the verb does not connote a specific time, takes time into account
in a different way than a verb: What is signified by a name can [a] be “a time
today’ (al-yawm) or ‘tomorrow’
(al-gad)” or the noun “time” (zaman); [b] a part of it can express a reference to

“we

itself” (nafsu z-zaman), as in the time adverbs

time, as in the name ‘morning drink’ (istibah); [c] or it has no temporal refer-
ence at all, i.e., “it is neither time nor composed of time, like blackness.”'3

Two aspects of this grammatical-theoretical classification [ad §12—14] in the
Mahsul are particularly striking. Firstly is the fact that Fahr ad-din disregards
the particle and the verb in the further differentiation; secondly, it is noticeable
that, of the diverse criteria used by Arabic grammarians to describe the name—
phonological, morphological, syntactic, and semantic criteria—by mentioning
the particularity/universality and the time-reference of the meaning, Fahr ad-
din relies here only on the semantic criteria.'* The focus here is therefore only
on the word—meaning relationship, which makes sense insofar as the semantic
analytical criteria are precisely those that make up the basis for comparison
between the logical and the grammatical-theoretical sub-classifications.!3

13 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 226, lines 6-11.

14  Cf. Owens, The Foundations of Grammar, pp. 1251f. and id. “The Syntactic Basis of Arabic
Word Classification,” pp. 211-234. In the parallel passages of this classification in the Tafsir
al-kabir and in the Sahirat at-tarf, Fahr ad-din goes beyond the semantic criteria, see Fahr
ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 1, pp. 46 ff. and id., Sahirat at-tarf, pp. 541f.

15  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi informs us that he wrote in more detail about grammatical theory in
his work al-Muharrar fi daqa’iq an-nahw (cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 236,



GRAMMATICAL AND LEGAL SUB-CLASSIFICATIONS 155

2 Analysis of the Logical and Legal-Theoretical Sub-Classification
[ad §§15—22] and the Sub-Classification of the Sentence [ad § 23]

“After the philologists had categorized speech into ism, fi, and harf, the Usilis
adopted a different classification for their own purposes”6—so writes al-Gu-
waynl. And Fahr ad-din does exactly that: After outlining the grammatical-
theoretical classification, he devotes himself to another, much more extensive
categorization. This will now be briefly introduced without going into the his-
torical development of its individual concepts. Instead what will be emphas-
ized at this point is the systematization underlying the categorization and the
attempt at synthesis that is once again evident here.

As in the previous sub-classifications, Fahr ad-din makes the distinction
between the simple and the compound linguistic expression the starting point
for his further categorization. The first will be examined here, followed by a
consideration of some of the resulting questions—namely, into which man-
ner(s) of signification the signification of figurative language is to be classified;
in addition, constative and performative utterances will be examined on the
basis of the classification of the compound linguistic expression.

2.1 The Logical and Legal-Theoretical Sub-Classification as a Synthesis
of Two Disciplines

The simple linguistic expression is divided, with regard to its relationship to

meaning, into four further categories, which are known from the Peripatetic-

last line); al-Qarafi also cites this title, al-Qarafi, Nafa’is al-usul, vol. 1, p. 294, lines g-10.
This might be one of his lost works, cf. al-Alwani, al-Imam Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, p. 140
(no. 180: al-Muharrar fi haqa’iq/daqa’iq an-nahw); Anawati gives an overview of the bio-
bibliographical works in which this work is mentioned, see Anawati, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi:
tamhid li-dirasat hayatihi wa-muallafatini, pp. 230-231.

Fahr ad-din also wrote a commentary on az-Zamahsari’s Mufassal; unfortunately, a
study of his discussion of the Mufassal remains a desideratum for the time being, but it
can be carried out even without the Mufassal commentary, since in some of his writings
he repeatedly deals—whether by name or not by name—with positions advocated by
Zamahs$ar1. On Fahr ad-din’s activities involving grammatical theory, see Versteegh, “The
Linguistic Introduction to Raz1’s Tafsir,” p. 592; for a list of the grammarians to whom Fahr
ad-din refers in his commentary, see Jomier, “Fakhr al-din al-Razi (m. 606 H./1210) et les
Commentaires du Coran plus anciens,” pp. 161-166. In addition to an investigation of Fahr
ad-din’s reception of grammatical theory, an investigation of the reception of the Mahsul
by the grammarians is also needed; Versteegh has pointed out that there are some quota-
tions from the Mahsul in as-Suyutl’s Muzhir, cf. Versteegh, “The Linguistic Introduction to
Razi’s Tafsir,” p. 599.

16 AI—Guwayni, al-Burhan, vol. 1, p. 59, lines 15-16.
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Avicennian tradition of the Categories'” and which will now be examined more
closely with regard to Fahr ad-din’s adaptation of them:

[I.11.c.1] One linguistic expression has one meaning:

In this first category—as with the first two sub-classifications—the particu-
lar relationship is again dinstinguished from the universal. The former corres-
ponds to the proper name (‘alam). The latter is divided on the one hand into
Aristotelian synonymy (tawatw’), i.e. a shared name (such as ‘animal’) has the
same meaning, (i.e. the same definition or description) in the same way for all
species that share it (be it man, horse, ox, etc.);'® and on the other hand into the
ambiguous (musakkak) case, whereby the shared name has the same meaning,
but not in the same way for all the species that share it, such as ‘being’:!

[ad c.1] As far as the first part is concerned [ie. one linguistic expression
corresponds to one meaning|,

— [caa] it [Le. the combination of one linguistic expression and one mean-
ing] is called a proper name (‘alam) if it is such that its conceptualiza-

17  Cf. for example Ibn Sina’s detailed engagement with this classification, Ibn Sina, Kitab
asv—gfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magulat 1,2, pp. 9—17 and Fahr ad-din’s list in his commentary on
Ibn Sina’s ‘Uyiin al-hikma, Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh ‘Uyan al-hikma, ed. by Ahmad Higazt
Ahmad as-Saqqa (Cairo: Maktabat al-Angila al-Misriyya, 1986), vol. 1, pp. 53-54 as well
as id., Mantiq al-Mulahhas, pp. 22—23; also in Fahr ad-din’s other usul al-figh work al-
Ma‘alim ft usul al-figh, pp. 11-12. On Ibn Sina’s reception and adaptation of this classifica-
tion, see Tiana Koutzarova, Das Transzendentale bei Ibn Sina (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2009),
pp- 211-230 and Amos Bertolacci, “The ‘Ontologization’ of Logic. Metaphysical Themes in
Avicenna’s Reworking of the Organon,” in Methods and Methodologies. Aristotelian Logic
East and West 500-1500, ed. by Margaret Cameron and John Marenbon (Leiden [et al.]:
Brill, 2011), pp. 2751, esp. pp. 41-49.

18 This explanation is based on Ibn Sina, Kitab asv-ngd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat 1,2, p. 9, lines 6—
8; cf. al-GazalT’s adaptation in his Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 96, lines 7{f.

19  For this, the term focal homonymy or pros hen homonymy has become established in
Western research literature on ancient philosophy: This refers to a “multiplicity of mean-
ings” that “are systematically connected insofar as they are all related to one thing, namely
a core meaning, [...] The unity lies in the core meaning |[...] as the uniform point of ref-
erence for all secondary uses; the multiplicity in the different ways of referring to it,”
Christoph Horn and Christof Rapp (eds.), Worterbuch der antiken Philosophie (Munich:
C.H. Beck, 2002), p. 374. There is no space in this study to go into this ontological debate;
instead, reference should be made to the existing literature on taskik predication, espe-
cially Alexander Treiger, “Avicenna’s Notion of Transcendental Modulation of Existence
(taskik al-wugud, analogia entis) and its Greek and Arabic Sources,” in Islamic Philosophy,
Science, Culture and Religion: Studies in Honor of Dimitri Gutas, ed. by Felicitas Opwis and
David Reisman (Leiden: Brill, 2012), pp. 327-363; Koutzarova, Das Transzendentale bei Ibn
Sina, pp. 220ff. and Bertolacci, “The ‘Ontologization’ of Logic,” pp. 451f.
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tion (tasawwur) itself prevents sharing in it (Sarika), and it is manifest
(mughar) [in contrast to the personal pronoun);

— [ca.2] if [the conceptualization] does not prevent [sharing in it], then
there appears in these places, if it [i.e. the naming] occurs in an equival-
ent way, what is called a synonym (mutawati’; synonymy: tawatu’) [what
is meant here is Aristotelian synonymy].

— [ca.3] or [if it occurs] not (aw la) in an equivalent way, then [ it is called ]
ambiguous (musakkak; ambiguity: taskik), just like [the linguistic expres-
sion] ‘existence’ (wugud), where that which it [i.e. the linguistic expression
‘existence’] signifies is more suitable for the necessary [i.e. for the necessar-
ily existing] (wagib) than for the contingent (mumkin) [what is meant here
is focal homonymy/pros hen homonymy).20

[I.11.C.2] Several linguistic expressions have several meanings:

In his Mustasfd, al-Gazali explains this by writing “different names” have

been imposed “for different meanings” (al-asami [-muhtalifatu li-l-ma‘ant [-
muhtalifa),? i.e. there is no connection of any sort between the word forms
or the meanings. Fahr ad-din in turn explains this heteronymy (Arab. tabayun)
in such a way that, although there does not have to be an essential connection
between the meanings, there certainly can be:22

[ad 111.Cc.2] As for [the case] in which the linguistic expressions and
meanings are multiple, these are heteronyms (mutabayina; heteronymy:
tabayun, lit. ‘difference’), whether those things that are named differ in
terms of their essences (bi-dawatiha), or whether one [linguistic expres-
sion] is an attribute (sifa) of the other, such as sayf (‘sword’) and sarim
(‘sharp’), or an attribute of the attribute, such as natig (‘rational’) and
fasih (‘eloquent’/‘correct’ in terms of language use).23

With this, Fahr ad-din again adopts the explanations from Ibn Sina’s Categories.
There Ibn Sina distinguishes between heteronymy concerning completely dif-
ferent things that have different names due to the essential difference between

20

21
22

23

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 227, lines 5-10; cf. id., Sarh Uyan al-hikma, vol. 1,
PP- 53-54-

Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 96, lines 4-6.

Contemporary definitions, on the other hand, make a semantic connection a condition for
heteronymy, cf. Sebastian Lobner, Semantik: Eine Einfiihrung (Berlin [et al.]: De Gruyter,
2003), p. 128.

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 228, lines 1-3.
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them, such as “stone and horse,” and heteronymy concerning one and the same
thing signified by different names because different aspects of it are emphas-
ized: Thus sayf signifies “the essence of the tool” (yadullu ‘ala dati l-ala) that
represents the sword, while sarim, also a name for ‘sword,’ “signifies its sharp-
ness” (yadullu ‘ala hiddatiha).2* This manner of signification must be distin-
guished from synonymy in the modern sense:

[L1.1.c.3] Several linguistic expressions have one meaning:

Polyonymy (Arab. taraduf; lit. ‘correspondence’) is what is known in modern
semantics as synonymy, namely the case in which several linguistic expressions
signify the same meaning,?> as for example how layt and asad both signify the
meaning ‘lion.6

It is important, Fahr ad-din emphasizes elsewhere—again following Ibn
Sind’s Categories—to separate heteronymy and polyonymy. For example, the
words sayf, muhannad, and sarim refer to the sword—but all three emphasize
different aspects, so that each word ultimately conveys different information;
the first word indicates that the sword is made of iron, the second that it is
made in the Indian style, and the third that it is sharp.?? In the case of poly-
onymy, i.e. ‘total synonymy’ in modern parlance, the different words convey
the same information—such as “sofa—couch” or “child—kid.”28

[I.11.C.4] One linguistic expression has several meanings:

Fahr ad-din provides this case with a detailed internal differentiation:

Either [4.1] the linguistic expression was “first imposed for one meaning” and
then “transferred from this to another meaning” or [4.2] the linguistic expres-
sion was imposed for both meanings simultaneously. The former type is further
subdivided: Either [4.1.1] the transfer is such that there is no correspondence
of content (munasaba) between the two meanings—*“this is what is impro-
vised (murtagal)”; or [4.1.2] there is a correspondence of content, which is again
further subdivided—namely, according to whether the linguistic expression
[4.1.2.1] preferably signifies the second, later meaning. In this case, where the
linguistic expression is called a ‘transferred linguistic expression’ (lafz man-
qul), Fahr ad-din further considers the domains in which such a form of sig-
nification occurs: On the one hand, such transferred linguistic expressions

24  Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat 1,2, p. 16, lines 4-11.

25  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 228, lines 4-5.

26 Ibid., p. 255, line 2; al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 95, last line.

27 Al-Qarafl, Nafa'is al-usiil, vol. 1, p. 291, lines 22—23.

28 Cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 253 and Lobner, Semantik, p. 117.
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[4.1.2.1.1] may be legal terms, i.e. a linguistic expression signifies the legal mean-
ing more strongly than the original meaning, which may already have been
forgotten.

Another domain [C.4.1.2.1.2] is represented by the transferred linguistic ex-
pression in general language usage—dabba is an example. It was imposed “for
everything that crawls,” was narrowed down to the meaning ‘quadruped’ in gen-
eral usage, and is also used for the ‘pack or riding animal.?°® There is also the
specific language usage of a certain group of speakers—*“just like the linguistic
conventions/technical terms (istilahat) that each group (t@’ifa) of scholars (ahl
al-ilm) has."3°

If, on the other hand, the linguistic expression [4.1.2.2] does not signify either
of the two meanings for which it has been imposed in succession to a greater
degree than the other, then the linguistic expression “in relation to the first
imposure is called a ‘literal [linguistic expression] (hagigr) and in relation to
the second [imposure] is called a ‘figurative [linguistic expression] (magaz).”>!

Thus to call a linguistic expression literal necessarily means that there exists
a transferred meaning for it as well, which is not subordinate to it (i.e. the fig-
urative meaning).

Next, Fahr ad-din [4.2] subjects the linguistic expression that has been imposed
for both meanings simultaneously to a more detailed dissection. Here, too, the
question is asked whether it is equally likely for both meanings to be meant:
If so [4.2.1], then “the single linguistic expression [4.2.1.1] with regard to both
[meanings] at the same time (ma‘n) is called ‘homonymous’ (mustarak; hom-
onymy: iStirak)” and [4.2.1.2] “with regard to either of the two [meanings]
‘requiring explanation’ (mugmal; lit. ‘that which is gathered together without
distinction’).” What is meant is that, although rough information is conveyed,
a detailed elaboration is missing, for example with regard to prayer.32

29 Cf. al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 15, lines 8-9; also Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1,
p- 289, lines 14 ff;; Sayf ad-din al-Amidi, Muntaha as-sal fi ilm al-usiil, ed. by Ahmad Farid
al-Mazidi (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya, 2003 [1424]), p. 12; see Edward W. Lane, An
Arabic-English Lexicon, vol. 3, p. 842b; cf. Weiss, The Search, p. 131.

30  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 229, lines 3—4.

31 Ibid,, lines 6—7; he addresses the topic of hagiqa/magaz in detail at a later point, see ibid.,
pp- 285-349; cf. al-Basti, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, pp. 16-38; al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3,
Pp- 32-35.

32 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 3, p. 153, lines 2—9; see also Mohammad H. Kamali,
Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence (Cambridge: Islamic Texts Society, 2013), pp. 135-138;
on the predecessor concept (Jumla) in a$-Safi, see Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic
Hermeneutics, pp. 52—54.
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If [4.2.2], on the other hand, one of the two meanings is more probable than
the other, then the linguistic expression is called ‘obvious’ (zahir) with regard
[4.2.2.1] to the more probable meaning. If, however, the interpreter decides in
favor of the less probable meaning when analyzing the text, this is [4.2.2.2] ‘that
which is to be explained/justified’ (mwawwal; lit. ‘that which is explained’).33
This makes it clear that the zahir meaning, which is simply the “preponderant
meaning”3* of a word, also includes the possibility of the muawwal meaning
and that both are related to each other.

In the end, Fahr ad-din states in summary that the first three of the four cat-
egories “have in common the absence of homonymy (istirak)—they are there-
fore ‘unambiguous establishments’ (nusus)” with regard to their meanings.35
He finishes by distinguishing between the two genera of unambiguity vs. ambi-
guity: thus, “that which is fixed/unambiguous (muhikam)” can function as the
generic term for nass and zahir, while “that which is ambiguous (mutasabih)”
can function as the generic term for mugmal and mwawwal.36

The individual definitions can already be found in the writings of earlier
scholars and, given the wealth of research and instructional literature, do not
require further explanation at this point. What is striking, however, is the way
in which the terms are related to each other in this schema. At first glance, it is
noticeable that Fahr ad-din combines a logical classification of the Categories
with a legal-theoretical one, placing them into a new arrangement. Al-Gazalj,
for example, had separated both types of classification by discipline. In accord-
ance with the logical tradition, he followed the distinction between polyonymy,
heteronymy, synonymy, and homonymy from Cat. 1 in the Mustasfa’s chapter

33 See also Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 3, p. 153, line 11—p. 154, line 1; cf. the detailed
explanations of the concept of ta’wil and muawwal, Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurispru-
dence, pp. 119-122 and Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 51-52.

34  Gleave, Islam and Literalism, p. 64.

35  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 230, line 10.

36  Ibid,, p. 231, lines 6—9. On the classifications of unambiguity/ambiguity, see Kamali, Prin-
ciples of Islamic Jurisprudence, pp. 123-133 and, in the context of Qurlanic hermeneutics,
Herbert Berg, “Polysemy in the Qur’an,” Encyclopaedia of the Qurian, vol. 4, pp. 155-158; for

a critical analysis of the English translations of the terms zahir and hagiqa (with refer-

ence to Weiss, Yunis Ali, and Vishanoff), see Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 55-60, for

an examination of these terms in relation to Safi'Ts Risala, see ibid., pp. 99 ff. and Vishan-
off, The Formation of Islamic Hermeneutics, pp. 50-56; and in relation to Bagillani’s Tagrib,
see Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 16-120, on the dichotomy muhkam/mutasabih, see

Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Hermeneutics, p. 17; for a discussion of the various

terms and their exegetical relevance, see Sukrija H. Ramié, Language and the Interpreta-

tion of Islamic Law (Cambridge: The Islamic Texts Society, 2003), pp. 92ff.
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FIGURE 18 Overview of the logical and legal-theoretical sub-classification

simple linguistic expression

1A/1B xA/xB xA/1B A/xB
particular universal heteronymy polyonymy
l /\ (tabayun)  (taraduf)
proper name Aristotelian ambiguity
(‘alam) synonymy (taskik) subsequent  simultaneous
(tawatw’) imposition imposition
correspondence no correspondence
subsequent meaning  both meanings the 1mpr0v1sed
more likely equally likely murtagal
transferred hagiga  magaz both meanlngs one meaning
linguistic expression equally likely more likely
(lafz mangil) A
/\ respect to
lafz $ar®  lafz ‘wrfi both meanings one meamng
homonym requiring explanatlon
(mustarak) (mugmal)
more likely less lkely
meaning meaning
obvious to be explained/
(zahir) justified
(mwawwal)

on logic®” while he discussed the distinctions between the legal-theoretical
technical terms mugmal, zahir, muawwal, etc. and between hagiga and magaz
in the genuinely legal-theoretical chapter “On the External Form (siga) and
Arrangement (mangum) of the Linguistic Expression.”38 It is important to note,

37  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 95, line 9—p. 96; cf. Janssens, “Al-Ghazzal’s Mi‘yar al-ilm
fifann al-mantiq,” p. 44.

38  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 23, lines 15f. and vol. 3, p. 27, pp. 3235, and pp. 37-38; for
the structure of the Mustasfa and this chapter in particular, see Chapter 1, Section 2.1 of

this book.
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though, that al-Gazali had indeed already linked the classification of significa-
tion with this sub-classification from Cat. 1in the Mustasfa’s chapter on logic.3®

In his synthesis of the two categories, Fahr ad-din initially applies the same
dichotomous structural principles as in the two previous classifications, i.e.
‘simple vs. compound’ and ‘particular vs. universal’ At the same time, he relates
the logical classifications to the legal-theoretical ones; mugmal, for example, is
now the legal-theoretical equivalent of mustarak.

Fahr ad-din offers a systematic overview of the terminological repertoire
by synthesizing various classifications, all of which deal with the relationship
between linguistic expression and meaning for the purposes of exegesis and
the formulation of definitions or legal judgements.

2.2 The Figurative Expression (magaz) in Relation to Congruence
(mutabaqa) and Implication (iltizam)

First of all, it can be noted that, under the category of “signification by con-
gruence,” Fahr ad-din includes those “exegetical pairings™? (e.g. zahir and
muawwal / hagiga and magaz) that are described as exegetical instruments
with regard to “what is explicitly pronounced” (mantiq). The word—-meaning
relationship is thus understood in such a way that the meaning arises from the
“external form (siga) and arrangement (manzum) of the linguistic expression”#!
and is not hidden between the lines, as it is in implication (mafham, lit. “that
which is understood”).#? It can also be stated that the classifications collected
by Fahr ad-din under mantiq are subsumed under the generic term dalalat al-
mutabaqa, which is much more comprehensive, as the analyses of the previous
sub-classifications of the Mahsiul have shown.

It has already been established that Fahr ad-din ar-Razi classifies the dalalat
al-mutabaqa as a “manner of signification based on imposition” (dalala wady-
ya), which he contrasts with the “manner of signification based on reasoning”
(dalala ‘aqliyya)—equating to containment (tadammun) and implication (ilt-
izam). In the Mahsul, the former also includes figurative signification (magaz),
as Fahr ad-din mentions once implicitly and once explicitly. Firstly, in rela-
tion to their meanings, Fahr ad-din classifies those lingustic expressions that
signify two meanings for which they have been imposed consecutively, where
neither of the two is more likely to be meant, into fagiga and magaz; the hagiga

39  Foral-Gazall’s treatment of the classification of signification, see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.
40 Gleave, Islam and Literalism, p. 44.

41 Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 402 or vol. 1, p. 23, lines 15f.

42 The mantug-mafhum dichotomy is discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.
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expression signifies the meaning of the first imposure and the magaz expres-
sion signifies the meaning of the second imposure—both are thus based on a
relationship in which the linguistic expression has been imposed for the mean-
ing.*3 Here, hagiqa and magaz thus appear as two relational terms that indicate
two subordinate relationships of imposition, with fagiga already referring to
the fact of the second imposure.

Thus, magaz attests to a subordinate relationship of imposition, whereas
homonymy has a simultaneous relationship of imposition.** Assigning magaz
to the congruent manner of signification is consistent insofar as Fahr ad-din’s
homonymy is also assigned to this manner of signification and mistakenly
regarding homonymy as containment or implication is warned against.

The assignment of magaz to mutabaga also agrees with Fahr ad-din’s re-
mark, which he makes at the end of the treatment of the categories 1.1.1.A-C and
1.1.2: “This has all been the categorization of signification by congruence”;*> he
then moves on to treat implication.

Magaz, or the linguistic expression classified as such, therefore belongs
to the category of mantug and the manner of signification of congruence.*6
Dalalat al-mutabaqa thus encompasses a conception of the “literal” manner
of signification, which in the hagiga/magaz dichotomy cannot be limited to
hagiqa, and instead includes both.#” This assignment, it must be emphasized,

43  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 229, lines 6—7; on the fact that in classical usi/ al-
figh literature linguistic expressions and not meanings are referred to as magaz or haqiqa,
see also Gleave, Islam and Literalism, p. 36. For in-depth literature on magaz in legal
theory and rhetoric, see above all Wolfhart Heinrichs, “Contacts Between Scriptural Her-
meneutics and Literary Theory in Islam: The Case of Majaz,” Zeitschrift fiir Geschichte der
Arabisch-Islamischen Wissenschaften, vol. 7 (1991-1992): pp. 253—284, as well as id., The
Hand of the Northwind. Opinions on Metaphor and the Early Meaning of Isti‘ara in Arabic
Poetics (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1977).

44  Subordination as a difference between magaz and homonymy is also indicated in Fahr
ad-din’s rhetorical work, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Nihayat al-igaz, p. 168, lines 4—5.

45  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 232, lines 7-8.

46 See also Baydawi's summary: “The [divine] speech (al-hitab) signifies the legal judgement
(hukm) either [1.] in an explicit way (bi-mantiqihi), so that it is traced back to the legal
(8arT) [mode of speech], then to that of language usage (‘urfr), then to the linguistic/lex-
icographical (lugawr), then to the figurative (magazi) [mode of speech] [...],” ‘Abdallah b.
‘Umar al-Baydawi, Minhag al-wusil ila ilm al-usil, ed. by Salim Sab‘aniya (Damascus: Dar
Daniya, 1989), p. 68, lines 11—12; see also Chapter 4 of this book; cf. also Weiss, The Search,
p- 473: “But even when expressions signify nonliteral meanings, they remain part of the
ordered language, the composed lines, of the text.”

47  Cf Gleave’s examination of the terms that are often translated as ‘literal meaning’ or
understood as such in the Western research literature, Gleave, Islam and Literalism,

PPp- 55—60, esp. p. 60.
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only applies to simple linguistic expressions such as the word “lion,” which has
the animal as its first meaning and a brave person as its second, or the word
“donkey,” which singifies the animal and a stupid person.*® In the case of com-
pound linguistic expressions, on the other hand, there is no congruent manner
of signification, i.e. no relationship of imposition of any kind, but rather a “sig-
nification based on reasoning” (dalala ‘aqliyya),* i.e. a transfer relationship
from the first to the second meaning.5° The former was called by ‘Abd al-Qahir
al-Gurgani magaz lugawi, the latter—Iless as a rhetorical phenomenon than as
a phenomenon encountered by the Qur’anic exegete—magaz ‘aqlt.5' Magaz
thus appears in Fahr ad-din ar-Razi’s system both in the manner of significa-
tion of congruence and in that of implication.>?

2.3 Constative and Performative Utterances [ad § 23]

Following the logical and legal-theoretical sub-classification, which focuses on
simple linguistic expressions, Fahr ad-din turns to the categorization of com-
pound linguistic expressions:>3 Speakers need compound linguistic expres-
sions in order to bring about understanding (ifham). Here Fahr ad-din distin-
guishes several types of these word groups or sentence constructions according
to what is to be made understood: “Speech (gaw!), which is what is to be under-
stood (mufhim), is either such [L.1.2.1] that it indicates (an yufida) in a primary
way (awwaliyyatan) the striving for something (talab as-$ay’) [1.1.2.2] or does
not indicate it [in a primary way].”>* The former, i.e. expressing one’s demands
in a direct manner, can either be such that one strives to know what a thing
is—that is inquiry (istifham); or one endeavors to obtain (tahsil), accomplish,
or effect the cessation (imtina“) of something, taking into account the vari-
ous hierarchical relationships in which the interlocutors act with regard to one
another: “from a position of superiority (isti?a’), the commandment/imperat-
ive (amr); from a position of obedience/submissiveness (fudii‘), the question

48 Cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, pp. 321-322; Bauer also assigns this form of magaz
to the implication reference, see Bauer, “Rhetorik der arabischen Kultur,” p. 294.

49 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Nihayat al-igaz, p. 87, line 7—p. 88, line 4.

50  Ibid, pp.168ff.

51 Ibid., pp. 173ff; cf. Heinrichs, “Contacts between Scriptural Hermeneutics and Literary
Theory in Islam,” pp. 278f.

52 Contrary to Bauer, “Rhetorik der arabischen Kultur,” p. 295.

53  On this categorization by Fahr ad-din, see Pierre Larcher, “Quand, en arabe, on parlait de
larabe ... (11): Essai sur la catégorie de ’ins$a’ (vs. habar),” Arabica, vol. 38, no. 2 (July 1991):
pp. 246—273, esp. p. 256, fn. 20.

54  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 231, lines 10-11.
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(swal); and from a position of mutual equality, the request (iltimas).”>° This dis-
tinction was usually discussed by legal scholars in chapters on commandment
in connection with the question of which word forms and phrase types give
rise to the obligation to perform or refrain from an act and in what ways.>¢

If, on the other hand, the striving for a thing is not indicated in a primary way,
i.e, if a demand is only expressed in an indirect way with regard to the form of
the sentence, Fahr ad-din distinguishes between whether it is a truth-apt state-
ment or not: If belief (tasdiq) or disbelief (takdib) is possible, it is a declarative
sentence (habar). If they are not possible, it falls under the category of tan-
bih (notification), which includes the wish (tamannin), the hope/expectation
(taragdgin), the oath (gasam), and the address/exclamation (nid@’).5

FIGURE 19 Classification of the speech act and sentence
compound linguistic expression:
makes something understood (ifham)

the striving for a thing (talab as-say’),

in a primary way (awwaliyyatan)

the striving for a thing,

not in a primary way

inquiry
(istitham)

55
56

57

imperative/command question request truth-aptdeclarative not a declarative

(swal) sentence sentence

(habar)

(amr) (iltimas)

belief
(tasdiq)

disbelief
(takdib)

notification
(tanbih)

exclamation
(nida@’)

oath

(gasam)

wish hope

(tamannin)  (taradgin)

Ibid., line 13—p. 232, line 1.

Cf. al-Basr, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, pp. 491f.; al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, pp. n9ff,; as-
Sarahsi, Usil, vol. 1, pp. 11£;; a detailed discussion—even before the beginning of the amr
chapter—can be found in al—Guwayni, al-Burhan, vol.1, p. 59, line 14—p. 60; see in this con-
text also Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, pp. 60ft. and Pierre Larcher, “Quand, en arabe,
on parlait de l'arabe ... (111): Grammaire, logique, rhétorique dans I'islam postclassique,”
Arabica, vol. 39, no. 3 (Nov. 1992): pp. 358—384, esp. pp. 3611f.

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 232, lines 3—5; the term is also used in this con-
text by al—Guwayni, cf. al—Guwayni, al-Burhan, vol. 1, p. 60, lines 12 ff,; on this term, see also
Larcher, “Quand, en arabe, on parlait de l'arabe ... (11),” p. 256, fn. 20.
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This schema that Fahr ad-din uses therefore has two criteria for differentiation:
[1.] direct demand (talab)%8/indirect demand and [2.] truth-apt (corresponds
to habar)/non-truth-apt (corresponds to tanbih).5° The two categories talab
and tanbih are performative utterances, which in the post-classical period are
summarized under the superordinate term insa’; habar comprises constative
utterances.6¢

This systematization, as it is presented here by Fahr ad-din, is based on lines
of tradition from various disciplines, which will be briefly outlined in order to
illustrate how this schema fits into Fahr ad-din’s synthesis concept:

[a] The grammarians initially distinguished four types of utterance: [1.]
habar—here also in the sense of constative utterances; [2.] question/inquiry
(istihbar); [3.] positive command (amr); and [4.] negative command (nahy).5!
Ibn Faris (d. 395/1004) already described ten types: [1.] habar; [2.] istihbar;
[3.] amr and [4.] nahy; [5.] request/blessing (du@); [6.] demand (talab); [7.]
offer/proposal (‘ard); [8.] encouragement (tahdid); [9.] wish (tamannin); [10.]

58  Onthe term falab, see Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 2, pp. 181f.

59  Larcher: “Quand, en arabe, on parlait de I'arabe ... (11),” pp. 256—257.

60 On this classification in the post-Razian usul al-figh tradition, see Larcher, “Quand, en
arabe, on parlait de l'arabe ... (11),” pp. 257ff. The terms “constative utterance” and “per-
formative utterance” go back to Austin’s speech act theory, see John L. Austin, How to Do
Things with Words (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), pp. 3—7.

61  Averygood overview of these categorizations within the framework of Arabic speech act
theories—also in relation to the modern approaches of Austin and Searle—is provided by
Daniela Rodica Firanescu, “Speech Acts”, EALL, vol. 4, pp. 328-334; for a detailed account
of the different types of utterance in Greek philosophy, rhetoric, and Arabic grammar,
see Cornelis Versteegh, “Meanings of Speech: The Category of Sentential Mood in Arabic
Grammar,” in Le voyage et la langue: Mélanges en 'honneur dAnouar Louca et dAndré
Roman, ed. by Joseph Dichy and Hassan Hamzé (Damascus: Institut Francais du Proche-
Orient, 2004), pp. 269—287; on the categorization in early grammarians, Daniela R. Bubur-
uzan, “Exclamation et actes de langage chez Sibawayhi,” Revue Roumaine de Linguistique,
vol. 38, no. 5 (1993): pp. 421-437, as well as Frank, “Meanings Are Spoken of in Many Ways,”
pp- 269—271; see also Ahmed Moutaouakil, Réflexions sur la Theorie de la Signification dans
la Pensée Linguistique Arabe (Rabat: Faculté des Lettres et des Sciences Humaines, 1982),
pp- 162ff,; as well as all of Pierre Larcher’s writings, such as Pierre Larcher, “Quand, en
arabe, on parlait de l'arabe ... (11),” pp. 246—273, ‘Quand, en arabe, on parlait de I'arabe
... (111), pp- 358-384, ‘Eléments pragmatiques dans la théorie grammaticale arabe post-
classique, in Studies in the History of Arabic Grammar 11. Proceedings of the 2nd Symposium
on the History of Arabic Grammar, Nijmegen, 27. April-1. May 1987, ed. by Kees Versteegh
and Michael G. Carter (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1990), pp. 195—214; a
brief overview is also given in Versteegh, The Explanation of Linguistic Causes, p. 35, note 15;
see also Michael G. Carter, “Sentence Types in Grammar, Law and Philosophy,” in Centre
and Periphery within the Borders of Islam. Proceedings of the 23rd Congress of L'Union
Européenne des Arabisants et Islamisants, ed. by Giuseppe Contu (Leuven [et al.]: Peeters,
2012), pp. 313-325.
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astonishment/wonder (ta‘aggub).5? Utterances that correspond to truth-apt,
constative utterances can deviate from this in a variety of ways in terms of their
meaning and can take on a performative character. Similarly, the question can
also fulfill functions other than mere inquiry, and the same applies to the other
types of utterance.53

[b] The aforementioned fourfold division (habar, istihbar, amr, and nahy)
was also used in legal theory—for example by al-Gazali.64 Extensions and
alternative models are also discussed here, for example by al-Guwayni, who
proposes an expanded fourfold division: [1.] demand (¢alab), consisting of pos-
itive and negative commandment (amr/nahy) and request (du'@); [2.] habar,
including astonishment/wonder (ta‘aggub) and oath (gasam); [3.] question/
inquiry (istihbar), including inquiry (istifham) and offer/suggestion (‘ard); [4.]
tanbih, including wish (tamannin), hope/expectation (taraggin), and address/
exclamation (nida’).%5 In contrast to Ibn Faris’s distinction, fabar utterances
in al-Guwayni are apparently not truth-apt utterances. In legal practice, it can
be of considerable legal significance whether a statement is categorized as per-
formative or declarative, for example with regard to the talag divorce: If the
claim tallagtuki is meant performatively, its utterance represents the act of
divorce; but it could equally be the description of an act that has already been
performed.56

[c] Inlogic, on the other hand, based on Aristotle’s De Int. 17a2—4, a distinc-
tion is made between truth-apt and non-truth-apt statements in order to releg-
ate the latter to other disciplines, such as rhetoric or poetics.6” Ibn Sina nev-
ertheless devotes a few lines in his writings on logic to utterances in the latter
category, which—such as “inquiry (istifham), request (iltimas), wish (taman-
nin), hope/expectation (taraggin), and astonishment/wonder (ta‘aggub)”68—

62  Cf. Ahmad Ibn Faris, as-Sahibifi figh al-luga wa-sunan al-‘arab fi kalamiha, ed. by Mustafa
al-Chouémi (Beirut: Mw’assasat Badran li-t-tiba‘a wa-nasr, 1964 [1383]), p. 179, lines 6-7;
see also Versteegh, “Meanings of Speech’”, pp. 277-278.

63  Ibn Faris, as-Sahib, p. 179, lines 9 ff. and on the question, p. 181, lines 12 f; see also Frank,
“Meanings Are Spoken of in Many Ways,” p. 271, and Buburuzan, “Exclamation et actes de
langage chez Sibawayhi.” The grammarians’ reflections on the different levels of mean-
ing of the various sentence types show quite clearly that the assertion that grammar only
deals with linguistic expressions and not with meanings is unfounded.

64  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 119, lines 4—5.

65 Al—Guwayni, al-Burhan, vol. 1, p. 60, lines 8-12.

66  Cf. Versteegh, “Meanings of Speech,” p. 280.

67  Cf. Weidemann, “Anmerkungen,” p. 191; also Shukri B. Abed, Aristotelian Logic and the
Arabic Language in Alfarabt (New York: State University Press, 1991), p. 41.

68 Ibn Sina, al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat, p. 71, line 5; on the categorization in the Arabic logical
tradition, see also Versteegh, “Meanings of Speech,” pp. 276—277.
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cannotbe true or false. And, like Fahr ad-din, he treats the relationship between
the interlocutors.6?

Consequently, various disciplines have dealt with the distinction between
constative and performative utterances,’® although each discipline had a dif-
ferent objective. What is special about Fahr ad-din’s schema is that it presents a
tableau, as it were, of the different types of word groups and sentences, without
the focus being on any of the categories, for example on the commandment—
which is “the demanding of an action from a position of superiority (talab al-fil
‘ald sabil al-istila’)"™—as would have been expected in a work of legal theory.
With the same discipline-neutral orientation, the schema can also be found—
almost word for word—in his logical compendium the Mantiq al-Mulahhas.™

69 Cf. Ibn Sina, Kitab asV—szfd’, al-Mantiq, al-Tbara, p. 31, lines 13-15.

70  This categorization plays a particularly important role in the post-Razian rhetorical tradi-
tion, see for example as-Sakkaki, Miftah al-‘ulam, pp. s141f;; cf. inter alia Ahmed Moutaou-
akil, “La notion d’actes de langage dans la pensée linguistique arabe ancienne,” in Studies
in the History of Arabic Grammar I1. Proceedings of the 2nd Symposium on the History
of Arabic Grammar, Nijmegen, 27. April-1. May 1987, ed. by Kees Versteegh and Michael
G. Carter (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1990), pp. 229—237.

71 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Ma‘alim fi usal al-figh, p. 20, line 4.

72 Cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, p. 18, lines 4-10; for further passages in which
the distinction between truth-apt and non-truth-apt sentences is discussed, see Fahr ad-
din ar-Razi, Sarh al-Isarat, pp-130f,, Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, Sarh Uyan al-hikma, vol. 1, p. 120,
lines 1—9.



CHAPTER 4

Analysis of Implication in Legal Theory and the
Further Development of the Tripartition in usul/

al-figh

1 Analysis of the Legal-Theoretical Sub-Classification [ad § 25]

Up until this point in this work, I have presented and analyzed the Tripartition
of Signification’s logical-philosophical origins. On the one hand, this work has
illuminated the Avicennian Madhal background of the Tripartition of Signific-
ation; on the other hand, it has shown how the structural aspects of the Mah-
sul’s logical classification have been transferred to its grammatical-theoretical
classification. The logical and legal-theoretical classification also clearly shows
the synthesis between theorems from Cat. 1 and classical legal hermeneut-
ical instruments. At the same time, these various classification schemes and
terms, each of which represents a facet of the understanding of the relationship
between word and signification, are all assigned to the category of mutabaqa.

And so, having discussed the background of the mutabaga manner of signific-

ation and its usefulness for the hermeneutical foundations of legal theory, this

present chapter will focus on implication (iltizam) and its relevance in legal
theory. In doing so, it will work out the historical background of the types of
implication as defined from a legal-theoretical perspective and their effects on
the establishment of legal principles.

According to the results of the study in Chapter 2, we can distinguish the
following levels of iltizam:

[a] iltizam for the logical and ontological determination of the specific dif-
ference (later also the proprium and ultimately the species) and of its
relationship to other predicables; this is relevant in the study of defini-
tions and conclusions for avoiding redundancy, omissions, and false con-
clusions;

[b] itizam in the general linguistic sense as one of the three manners of
signification, which—now freed from its exclusive relevance to predic-
ables and universal linguistic expressions and extended to all linguistic
expressions—is set up as corresponding to the basic linguistic-theoretical
classification of linguistic expressions into ism, fi1, and harf;

[c] iltizam as ageneric term for the types of implication as defined in the field
of legal theory. It is this level that is now the focus of our investigation.
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11 Fahr ad-din’s Concept of dalalat al-iltizam as a Generic Term for the
Types of Implication in the Field of Legal Theory

In the classification that Fahr ad-din now makes in §25, the concept of ilt-
izam is embedded within a genuine legal-theoretical context. This was familiar
enough to his readers that he need only generally allude to the individual con-
cepts subsumed under iltizam. Accordingly, the aim of this present study is to
contextualize these allusions and make them intelligible to the extent that we
will ultimately be able to understand (and justify) which types of Safi‘ite legal-
theoretical implication Fahr ad-din subsumes under iltizam and which he does
not. ‘Implied meanings’ are defined in Islamic legal theory as those meanings
that “cannot be inferred from the linguistic expressions with regard to their
(linguistic) form (siga), but rather only with regard to their import ( fahwa)
and their allusion (isara)”.! The meanings are arrived at by means of a relation-
ship of implication—through, inter alia, contextual clues and other indicat-
ors that go beyond the mere relationship of imposition between the linguistic
expression and its meaning. This relationship is understood as a dichotomy,
usually expressed in the Safi‘ite tradition with the terms mantiiq (“that which
is spoken”) and mafhiam (“that which is understood”).2 According to the ‘clas-
sical’ Safi‘ite understanding,3 implication (mafhim) in legal theory comprises
the following five types, which will be discussed in more detail:

[1.] dalalat al-igtida>—translated somewhat awkwardly as ‘signification by
requirement’ or ‘required meaning,’ often synonymous with the ellipsis
(idmar) of a word;

[2.] dalalat al-iSara—'signification by allusion’;

1 Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 402.

2 The term mafhim is ambiguous: On the one hand, it is the generic term for the various types
legal-theoretical implication (contrasted with mantiq); at the same time, it is used to encom-
pass the two concepts mafhum al-muwafaqa and mafhim al-muhalafa; moreover, it can also
be used to specifically refer to mafhum al-muhalafa; see also Weiss, The Search, p. 477. Al-
Amidi calls the pair manzim/gayr manziim, cf. al-Amidi, al-Thkam, vol. 3, pp. 81ff. and Weiss,
The Search, pp. 322f. and pp. 4731f.

3 Represented here by al-Gazall’s categorization of these hermeneutical techniques, cf. al-
Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, pp. 402—434; see also Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 53-54—
as Gleave combines the two mafhium concepts into dalalat al-mafhum, he lists a total of
four types. On this classification, see also Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, pp. 175—
176; Weiss, The Search, pp. 4731f; Rami¢, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law,
pp- 42-60—here, however, a later Safi‘ite classification is tacitly presented, the development
of which is examined in Chapter 4, Section 2.2 of this study; on the Hanafite classification,
see Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, pp. 159175, Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurispru-
dence, pp. 167-175; Ramié, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, pp. 3—40.
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[3.] dalalat at-talil/ima@ wa-iSara—the implication of that which has elicited
a specific legal ruling;

[4.] mafhum al-muwafaqga or ‘import of the linguistic expression’ ( fahwa [-
lafz)—often synonymous with an argumentum a minori ad maius (at-
tanbih bi-l-adna ‘ala l-a'la);

[5.] argumentum e contrario (dalil al-hitab/mafhim al-muhalafa)—this con-
troversial type is in turn categorized into various subtypes.

Roughly speaking, Fahr ad-din subsumes the concept of mantiiq under dalalat
al-mutabaqa and that of mafhim under dalalat al-iltizam. In what follows,
my aim is to analyze the actual overlaps between the two concepts of legal-
theoretical implication—mafhiam and iltizam. Due to the abundance of re-
search literature on the topic of legal-theoretical implication, I will however
refrain from presenting the concepts themselves in excessive detail.#

Fahr ad-din begins his categorization of dalalat al-iltizam as usual with
the distinction between simple and compound linguistic expressions: It is
either [1.3.1] the meaning of a simple linguistic expression that implies a fur-
ther meaning or [1.3.2] it is the meaning of compound linguistic expressions
that implies a further meaning. Fahr ad-din then differentiates the function of
implication for understanding the statement: The implied meaning is either a
condition (Sart) for being able to understand the statement in a meaningful
way, or it results from the meaning of the statement as a consequence or addi-
tional meaning.®

The following outline provides an overview of the relevant section of the
Mahsul and will be considered in more detail in the following subsections:

FIGURE 20 Outline of the Legal-Theoretical Sub-Classification [§25]°
[ad 1.3] The categorization of signification by implication (iltizam):
[1.3.1] The meaning (mana) is obtained either from the meanings of simple
linguistic expressions (min ma‘ant l-alfazi l-mufrada) or
[1.3.2] from compound linguistic expressions;
[ad1.3.1] The implied meaning represents either a condition (sart) for the
meaning signified by congruence
[ad 1.3.2] or the implied meaning follows (¢abi‘) [ from the meaning signi-
fied by congruence].

4 See p.170, fn. 3 and the information on the respective types of implication.
Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 232, lines 13-14.
6 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 232, line 9—p. 234, last line; cf. the translation of this

w

section, pp. 591f. of this work.
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[ad 1.3.1] If it is the first, it is called dalalat al-igtida’ (‘signification by
requirement’). Additionally, this condition can occur
[1.3.1.1] by an inference based purely on reasoning, or
[1.3.1.2] by means of a legal derivation.
[ad 1.3.2] The implied meaning that follows compound linguistic ex-
pressions:
[1.3.2.1] completes the meaning
[1.3.2.2] or it does not.
[ad 1.3.21] e.g. a fortiori giyas [in Gazal: reference by means of
context (siyaq) and intention (maqsid), also subsumed under maf-
ham al-muwafaqa].
[ad 1.3.2.2] In the second case, what is signified by implication is
either
[1.3.2.2.1] affirmed [corresponds in Safi‘ite and Hanafite termin-
ology to ‘allusion by means of the linguistic expression’ (iSarat
al-lafz)]
[1.3.2.2.2] or negated [corresponds to mathum al-muhalafa].”

111 Implied Meaning as a Condition for Understanding: dalalat
al-igtida’

Fahr ad-din provides—in contrast to the subsequent types of implication—a

term for the type of implication that he regards as a ‘condition’ for understand-

ing the statement in a meaningful way: He calls it dalalat al-iqtida’ (‘significa-

tion by requirement’):

[ad 1.3.1] If it is the first [Le. a condition (Sart)], then it is called ‘significa-
tion by requirement’ (dalalat al-iqtida’).

[p. 233] Furthermore, the nature of that condition can [be such that it]
[L.3.11] is based on reasoning (‘aqliyyatan), as in [Muhammad’s] words
“Error (hata’) and forgetfulness (nisyan) have been removed from my
umma”: For reason shows us that the meaning can only be correct if we
find the legal ruling (al-hukm as-sar7) concealed within it.

[1.3.1.2] The condition can also occur based on legal ($ar%yyatan) consid-
erations, as when one says “By God, I will certainly manumit this slave”; for
this implies having acquired possession (taksil al-milk), because the ful-

7 See also the summary given by Sirag ad-din al-Urmaw1 in his Mahsiil commentary, Sirag ad-
din al-Urmawi, at-Tahsil min al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 203, lines 4—9.
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filment (wafa’) of this speech [i.e. this promise] in a legal manner is only
possible afterwards [i.e. after the acquisition of the slave by the speaker].8

Fahr ad-din divides dalalat al-igtida’ into two types, namely (1.) rational and (2.)
legal signification by requirement. This—referring back to al-Gazali’s detailed
discussion of the topic®—is to be understood as follows: In general, dalalat al-
igtida’ is that form of signification “in which the linguistic expression [itself]
does not signify it [Le. the meaning] and [in which] it is not pronounced (/@
yakiunu mantugan bihi)";'° instead, in order to grasp the correct meaning, it is
necessary to assume the ellipsis (idmar) of a particular word.!!

According to al-Gazalj, three factors can lead the jurist to assume this: Either
(i) the credibility of the speaker (sidg al-mutakallim) cannot otherwise be
maintained,'? or (ii) an impermissible meaning would result from a legal point
of view, or (iii) a nonsensical meaning would result from a purely rational point
of view. As to the first case of preserving the credibility of the speaker, legal
scholars discuss, among other things, the fadit quoted above: “Error (hata’) and
forgetfulness (nisyan) have been removed from my umma.” Since error and for-
getfulness do in fact befall Muslims in reality, the statement would have to be
considered false—and as a consequence, the credibility of the speaker, in this
case Muhammad, would be damaged.!® In order to view this sentence as true
and meaningful and to maintain its speaker’s credibility, it must be assumed
that the meaning cannot be gleaned exclusively from the existing words—
rather, there has been an ellipsis of the legal ruling (al-hukm as-sar7),'* such
that what is meant and should be understood is: “The ruling (hukm) on error
(hata’) has been removed from my umma."'> According to this understanding,

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 232, last line—p. 233, line 5.
Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, pp. 403—405.

10  Ibid, p. 403, line 3.

11 For a discussion of the equation of or differentiation between igtida’ and idmar, see al-
Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 405, lines g—10 as well as Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol.1,
p- 351 and al-Qarafi, Nafa’is al-usul, vol. 1, p. 302, line 23—p. 304, line 1.

12 Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 403, line 5 and lines 81f.

13 Onthe concept of dalalat al-iqtida in general, see most extensively and comprehensively
Ramié, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, pp. 29—38; as well as Yunis Ali,
Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, pp. 170-175, Weiss, The Search, p. 475, and Kamali, Principles
of Islamic Jurisprudence, p. 179; and on this example in particular: Ramié, Language and
the Interpretation of Islamic Law, p. 30 and pp. 33 £, Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics,
pp. 172f.

14  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 233, lines 2—3.

15 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 2, p. 382, line 11.
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God did not remove error itself, but only its judgement—some scholars spe-
cify ‘blame’ (mwahada) and ‘punishment’ (igab) for error—from the Muslim
community.'6

Fahr ad-din—in contrast to al-Gazali—counts this case among those that
require the assumption of ellipsis from a rational point of view. The aspect of
the speaker’s credibility does not play a role here: It is through reasoning alone
that one can see that this sentence does not make sense unless one assumes an
ellipsis.

Among the examples of such genuinely rational arguments, cited by other
scholars, are the sentences, also cited frequently in the research literature, “And
ask the village” (wa-s'ali [-qaryata) [Qur’an 12:82], i.e. “And ask the inhabitants
of the village” (wa-s'ali ahla [-qaryati)—this is a figurative expression (magaz)"”
called metonymy in Western rhetoric—and “Forbidden to you are your moth-
ers” (hurrimat ‘alaykum ummahatukum) [Quran 4:23), i.e. “Forbidden to you is
sexual intercourse (wat’)/marriage with your mothers.”8

As an example of a case whereby it is legal considerations that give rise to
the assumption of an ellipsis, Fahr ad-din cites the example of “By God, I will
certainly manumit this slave” (wa-Llahi la-u‘tiganna hada l-‘abda). Al-Gazali
describes a situation in order to show why this is relevant: “[...] if someone
were to point to someone else’s slave and say: ‘By God, I will certainly manumit
this slave, "9 then an issue with this statement would arise from the fact that
the prerequisite for manumission is ownership (milk): Only one’s own slave,
and not one owned by another, can be set free—consequently, this example
implies a legal act in the form of a transaction.20

112 Implied Meaning as a Consequence of What Is Understood

Thus, dalalat al-igtida’, a sub-type of legal-theoretical implication, is subsumed
under the concept of iltizam and is understood there as a condition for being
able to understand a statement as meaningful. Fahr ad-din then turns to the
kind of implication that can follow as a consequence of a statement, and in
doing so, he makes a further distinction: Implication belongs “either [1.3.2.1]

16 Al-Gazali, al-Mustagfa, vol. 3, p. 404; al-Amidi, al-Thkam, vol. 3, p- 82, line 5.

17 See, for example, Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 18, p. 152, line 13; for this
example, see al-Bagqillani, at-Tagrib, vol. 1, p. 352, lines 16 ff; cf. e.g. Gleave, Islam and Liter-
alism, p. 9.

18  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 405, line 1 and Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 3, p.163;
Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence, p. 172.

19 Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 404, lines 11-12.

20  Cf.ibid, lines 7-13.
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to that which completes this meaning (min mukammilat dalika [-ma‘na) or
[1.3.2.2] which does not [complete] it."!

11.2.1 Mathiam al-muwafaqa
In keeping with his concise style in this chapter, the explanation of the first
case consists merely of the following sentence: “[ad 1.3.2.1] The first is like how
the prohibition against saying ‘Fie!’ [Le. verbally abusing] (tahrim at-tafif ) sig-
nifies the prohibition against beating (tafrim ad-darb) for the one who does
not establish the [legal ruling] by a giyas (‘inda man la yutbituhu bi-l-qiyas).”*?
Fahr ad-din alludes here to the controversy surrounding the interpretation
of Sura 17, verse 23: “Your Lord has commanded that you should worship none
but Him, and show kindness to your parents. If either or both of them attain old
age with you, say not ‘Fie’ to them [ fa-la taqul la-huma uff| and do not rebuke
them, but always speak gently to them.”?3 Legal scholars agree that it can be
deduced from this verse that not only saying ‘Fie’ to (ta’fif ), i.e. verbally abusing,
one’s parents is forbidden, but also beating (darb) them. But the method used
to arrive at this legal ruling is controversial: Is it a literal signification (dalala
lafziyya)—and if not literal, at least an immediate signification through the
linguistic expressions themselves—or does it require analogy (giyas)??4 In his
Qur’anic commentary on this verse, Fahr ad-din does not content himself with
cursory remarks like he does in the Mahsul. According to him, neither does the

21 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 233, lines 6—7.

22 Ibid., p. 234, lines 1—2.

23 The Quran: Translation and Commentary by Wahiduddin Khan, ed. by Farida Khanam
(New Delhi: Goodword Books, 2011).

24  Fabr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 20, p. 151, lines 21ff; cf. al-Basri, Kitab al-
Mu‘tamad, vol. 2, p. 780.

For an overview of the arguments and positions in this debate, see, for example, al-
Gazali, Sifa’ al-galil f bayan as-$ubah wa-l-mupil wa masalik at-ta1i, ed. by Hamd al-Kabis
(Baghdad: al-Matba‘a l-ir$ad, 1971), p. 53, line 4—p. 58 or al—Cuwayni, al-Burhan, vol. 1,
pp- 166—-167; cf. Hallaq, A History of Islamic Legal Theories, pp. 97—99, id., “Non-Analogical
Arguments in Sunni Juridical Qiyas,” Arabica, vol. 36 (1989): pp. 289—296, Yunis Ali, Medi-
eval Islamic Pragmatics, pp.168{. and p. 191.

On the concept of mafhim al-muwafaqga in general, see Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic
Pragmatics, pp. 188ff.; Rami¢, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, pp. 491f,;
Weiss, The Search, pp. 477 ff;; Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence, pp. 171-172; and
Marie Bernand, “Controverses Médiévales sur le Dalil al-Hitab,” Arabica, vol. 33, no. 3 (Nov.
1986): pp. 269—294; cf. Gamal ad-din, al-Baht an-nahwi ‘inda l-usiliyyin, pp. 276 ff; on maf-
him al-muwafaqa in a$-Safiq, see Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Hermeneutics, p. 60.
A summary of the Hanafite position can be found in, inter alia, Nizam ad-din al-Ansar1
al-Laknawl, Fawatih ar-rahamiit bi-Sarh Musallam at-tubit, ed. by ‘Abdallah Mahmud
Muhammad ‘Umar (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya, 2002), vol. 1, p. 446, lines 19 ff.
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linguistic expression ‘saying “Fie”’ signify the linguistic expression ‘beating, nor
does the meaning of the former imply that of the latter:

An indicator [that it is a conclusion by analogy] is that the saying of ‘Fie’
(ta’fif) is not beating (darb), such that the forbidding of the saying of
‘Fie’ (al-man‘ mina t-ta’fif) is not the forbidding of beating. Moreover,
the prohibition of saying ‘Fie’ does not rationally (‘aglan) necessitate (la
yastalzimu) the prohibition of beating.25

Rather, it is a géyas: The situation is not only such “that the revelation (sar*)
provides a ruling (Aukm) in one case and is silent about the ruling of another
case,”26 but that this legal ruling is even more obviously appropriate for the
case from which a ruling is withheld than it is for the case for which it was
explicitly stated; “for the linguistic expression signifies only the prohibition of
saying ‘Fie, but to [ prohibit] beating is more appropriate than to prohibit saying
‘Fie.”?7 The %lla in both cases is to require the honoring (tazim) and prevent
the harming (adiya) of parents.?8 This is quite clearly a conclusion by analogy
(giyas galr), according to Fahr ad-din, which belongs to the category of argu-
mentum a minori ad maius (al-istidlal bi-l-adna ‘ala l-a%a).?°

In the Mahsil, however, he provides this case as an example of a type of legal
ruling that does not have to be arrived at by means of giyas—i.e. Fahr ad-din
assigns this kind of signification, which is understood by some to be purely lin-
guistic and require no deduction, to the realm of implication, even though he
himself is of the opinion that it is not a type of implication but rather of a form
of analogy.

25 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 20, p. 152, lines 4-5.

26 Ibid., p. 151, line 27.

27  Ibid., lines 29—-30.

28 Ibid., p. 152, lines 8—9.

29 Ibid., lines 3—4; on the giyas gali, cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 5, pp. 121ff,; on a
fortiori arguments in Islamic legal theory and the debate regarding to what extent they
can be subsumed under the giyasat at all (a subsumption already made by a$-Safi),
see Hallaq, “Non-Analogical Arguments,” pp. 289—296, as well as id., A History of Islamic
Legal Theories, pp. 96—97 and p. 29; see also Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, pp. 96—100
and Weiss, The Search, pp. 478—480; for an overview of the use of this form of conclu-
sion in various Islamic disciplines, see Rosalind Gwynne, “The A Fortiori Argument in
Figh, Nahw and Kalam,” in Studies in the History of Arabic Grammar I1. Proceedings of the
2nd Symposium on the History of Arabic Grammar, Nijmegen, 27. April-1. May 1987, ed. by
Kees Versteegh and Michael G. Carter (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1990),
pp- 165-177.
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Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi also comes to the conclusion that this classification
does not correspond to Fahr ad-din’s own hermeneutical understanding:

He [i.e. Fahr ad-din] says “for the one who does not establish this [L.e. the
legal ruling] through a giyas” (‘inda man la yutbituhi bi-l-giyas). Because
he [ie. Fahr ad-din himself] arrives at the prohibition against beating
through a giyas by saying: The linguistic expression does not signify [the
legal ruling] at al.—Consequently, the signification is not confirmed by
implication, so we only speak about it ( fa-la tatahaqqaqu dalalatu [-
iltizami fa-nahnu innama natakallamu fihi), [without confirming its clas-
sification].30

Thus we see that Fahr ad-din classifies as implication a hermeneutical position
that he himself does not hold and which is generally more commonly held by
Hanafite jurists.3! One of the reasons he does this is that the reasoning of those
who consider a giyas unnecessary here is actually consistent with Fahr ad-din’s
conceptualization of iltizam: It is the meaning of the explicit linguistic expres-
sions that signifies the implied meaning “prohibition against beating,” not the
linguistic expressions themselves.32

In classical Safiite legal theory—it can be briefly noted—several terms are
used for this type of implication.33 Al-Gazali, who takes the position in this
case that the intention (magsud) and the context (siyaq) of the Qurlanic verse
lead to an immediate understanding of the legal ruling, and who rejects the
assumption of an argumentum a minori ad maius here due to this directness of
understanding,34 lists the various terms:

This is sometimes called mafhim al-muwafaqa (“congruent implication”)
or fahwa l-lafz (“import of the linguistic expression”). Each school ( farig)

30  Al-Qarafi, Nafa@’is al-usul, vol. 1, p. 306, lines 3—4.

31  See in particular the summary of the Hanafite positions in al-Laknawi, Fawatih ar-raha-
miit, vol. 1, p. 446, lines 19 ff.

32  Hallaq, “Non-Analogical Arguments,” p. 291 with reference to the work of the Hanafite
scholar Sams ad-din as-Sarahsi, Usul, vol. 1, p. 242, line 17.

33 On the terminology and its differentiations, see, inter alia, Zysow, The Economy of Cer-
tainty, p. 97, in. 209; Ramié, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, pp. 4950 as
well as Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence, p. 179 and Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic
Pragmatics, p.189.

34 See al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, pp. 411-412, see also al-Bagqillani, at-Taqrib, vol. 1, pp. 342—
343
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uses different language—so do not concern yourself with the linguistic
expressions [i.e. the technical terms] and endeavour to grasp what is essen-
tial in this genre.35

Fahr ad-din adds another term to the collection:3¢ dalalat al-iltizam. This man-
ner of signification is the generic term for the types of implication discussed
so far, provided that they are actually held to be types of implication—which,
according to my research, Fahr ad-din does not do. The type of implication dis-
cussed here is described by Fahr ad-din within the iltizam type of signification
as one in which the implied meaning follows as a consequence of the mean-
ing of the statement and thereby completes the meaning of the statement or
corresponds to its legal ruling.

11.2.2 Positive and Negative Implication

While the type of implication categorized as mafhum al-muwafaga corres-
ponds to the meaning of the statement or receives the same legal ruling as
the original statement, the following types of implication are incidental con-
sequences of the statement that are not identical to its main intention. Here
Fahr ad-din differentiates between a positive and negative type of implication:

[ad 1.3.2.2] In the second case [i.e. in the second type of implication that
arises as a consequence of a statement), what is signified by the implica-
tion is either

[1.3.2.2.1] affirmative (tubutiyyan)3” or

[1.3.2.2.2] negative (‘adamiyyan).38

In Safi‘ite and Hanafite terminology, the first corresponds to ‘allusion by means
of the linguistic expression’ (iSarat al-lafz); the second is the controversial
argumentum e contrario (dalil al-hitab/mafhuim al-muhalafa)—although the
concept of positive and negative implication according to the classical under-
standing was actually equated with mafhum al-muwafaga and mafham al-
muhalafa.3® But it is not these two types of implication that Fahr ad-din places

35  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 412, line 14-last line.

36 In other places, Fahr ad-din ar-Razi also labels this conclusion with the common Safi‘ite
term mafhum al-muwafaqa, cf. e.g. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 3, p. 11, lines 8-11.

37  Ina Mahsial commentary, the term wugudi is found for tubuti at this location, cf. Tag ad-
din al-Urmawi, al-Hasil min al-Mahsul fi usal al-figh, vol. 2, p. 98, line 4.

38  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsiil, vol. 1, p. 234, line 3.

39  Cf Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Hermeneutics, p. 7.
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as parallel to one another; instead it is mafham al-muhalafa and dalalat al-
isara. The main reason for this is, according to his own systematization, that
the essential difference between mafhum al-muwafaqga on the one hand and
mafhum al-muhalafa and dalalat al-isara on the other is whether it is the
intended main meaning that is implied or an incidental secondary mean-
ing.

11.2.3 Allusion (isara)
Fahr ad-din himself provides detailed information about positive implication:

[ad1.3.2.2.1] The first corresponds to the words of God [Qur’an 2:187] ‘Now
have relations with them'’ ( fa-l-ana basirahunna). This extends to the
moment at which the white thread (al-hayt al-abyad) can be discerned;
so it follows with regard to one who enters the state of great ritual impur-
ity (asbaha gunuban) that his fasting is not impaired. Otherwise, it would
necessarily follow that coitus (wat’) would be forbidden in another part
of the night to the extent that ablution could take place.#°

Qur’an 2187 permits eating, drinking, and sexual intercourse during the nights
of Ramadan until dawn. In this context, scholars discussed the question of
when the ritual ablution to end the state of impurity must be performed in
order for the fast to be valid. According to one opinion, the ablution must be
performed before dawn, meaning that the activities must already have ceased
before dawn. According to the majority opinion, however, this verse should be
understood to mean that the ablution can be performed at daybreak, i.e. after
dawn—the implication is therefore that the state of impurity that persists until
this moment does not affect the fast, which would have already begun at day-
break.*! The unintended but nevertheless implied meaning is therefore that the
state of impurity does not affect the fast; the meaning of the statement and its
legal ruling are confirmed by implication.

40  Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 1, p. 234, lines 4-6.

41 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 5, p. 94, lines 23-25, al-Gazali, al-Mustasfar,
vol. 3, p. 408; see also Rami¢, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, p. 12. On
the concept of dalalat al-isara in general, see al-Gazali, al-Mustasfd, vol. 3, pp. 406-408;
Ramié, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, pp. 1-17, Yunis Ali, Medieval
Islamic Pragmatics, pp. 161-166, Gleave, Islam and Literalism, pp. 53-54, Weiss, The Search,
p- 476, and Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence, pp. 169-171.
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11.2.4 The Argumentum e Contrario (mathtim al-muhalafa/dalil al-hitab)
If in the previous type of implication a meaning is implied that relates affirmat-
ively to the statement or to the legal ruling contained therein, negative implic-
ation, on the other hand, refers to the negation of the statement or the legal
ruling contained therein for all unmentioned circumstances. It will have to be
determined, however, whether Fahr ad-din actually considers it permissible to
classify this as implication: “[ad 1.3.2.2.2] As for the second, it is [the question
of ] whether something being explicitly mentioned allows one to assume the
negation [of the legal ruling] that is omitted from [the statement] (anna tahs-
sa $-$ay’i bi-d-dikri hal yadullu ‘ala nafyihi ‘amma ‘adahu)—God knows ..."#2
This corresponds to the definition of the argumentum e contrario (mafham al-
muhalafa/dalil al-hitab)*® as we find it, for example, in al-Gazali's Mustasfa:
“The meaning of this [ie. of mathtm (al-mubalafa) or dalil al-hitab] is: One
infers from the fact that something is explicitly mentioned that the legal rul-
ing does not apply to that which is excluded from [the statement] (al-istidlal
bi-tahsisi $-Say’i bi-d-dikri ‘ala nafyi l-hukmi ‘amma ‘adahu).”** Positively formu-
lated, this means that “only the facts [or circumstances] expressly mentioned
by a legal provision are covered by it,” because it was deduced by argumentum
e contrario that all other circumstances not mentioned are excluded from the
legal provision.*5

The various subtypes of argumentum e contrario that are distinguished in
Islamic legal methodology depend on the element qualifying the statement: If
a statement is qualified, for example, by a certain name (lagab/ism), a number
(‘adad), a condition (sSart), or by a certain attribute (sifa), it can be concluded—
according to the proponents—that the legal ruling does not apply if the qual-

42 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 234, lines 7-8.

43 Cf., for example, al-Qarafi’s remarks on this passage in his Mahsul commentary, al-Qarafi,
Nafa@’is al-usul, vol. 1, p. 306, lines 71f,; for a detailed discussion of the argumentum e
contrario and an argument against this form of conclusion, see, inter alia, al-Gazali, al-
Mustasfa, vol. 3, pp. 413—449 as well as al-Bagqillani, at-Tagrib, vol. 3, pp. 331ff. and Imam
al-Haramayn al-Guwayni, at-Talfis fi usil al-figh, ed. by Muhammad Hasan Isma‘il (Beirut:
Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2003 [1424]), pp. 225f;; for detailed presentations of the argu-
mentum e contrario in Islamic legal theory, see the very good summary and explanation in
Zysow’s The Economy of Certainty, pp. 100-109 as well as Bernand, “Controverses Médiév-
ales sur le Dalil al-Hitab,” pp. 269—294; Weiss, The Search, pp. 482—493; Yunis Ali, Medieval
Islamic Pragmatics, pp. 192—224; Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence, pp. 179-185;
Rami¢, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, pp. 55—60.

44 Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 413, lines 3—4.

45  Michael Potacs, Auslegung im dffentlichen Recht (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 1994), p. 157.
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ification does not apply.*® The hadit “zakat is [to be paid] for free-grazing
sheep” (fi sa’imati [-ganami z-zakatu) therefore implies that no zakat is to
be paid for sheep that are stall-fed (maifa).*” Those in favor of the argu-
mentum e contrario argue, among other things, that the attribute “free-grazing”
corresponds to the ratio legis (‘illa) for the obligation, so that when the legal
basis ceases to apply, so too does the legal ruling.#® Opponents, on the other
hand, argue, among other things, that such a conclusion cannot be drawn
without the specific context (garina);*° for one can image a case in which
it was fed and stabled sheep that were to be taxed, whereupon there was a
question to Muhammad about whether the tax also applied to free-grazing
sheep. This hadit would then have arisen from his response specifying that it
did.50

This form of reasoning caused much controversy within the Safi‘ite school
of law and between the different schools of law, with the Safi‘ites being more in
favor of the argumentum e contrario than the Hanafites, who rejected any form
of argumentum e contrario in the determination of law.5!

46 Al-Qarafi does specify that in this form of reasoning, the “contradictory opposite of what
is explicitly stated” (naqid al-mantiq) can be inferred from a certain statement (al-Qaraf,
Nafa’is al-usul, vol. 1, p. 306, line 11); this would correspond to a logical contraposition and
would mean that the affirmation of a legal ruling of the statement “s is P” would imply the
negation of the legal ruling for the statement “not-p is not-s.” From the statement “Zayd is
wise” (s is P) the contraposition would be “One who is not wise is not Zayd,” but no such
statement is made that someone who is not Zayd cannot be wise. However, the legally
relevant argumentum e contrario discussed here is not of the type of a logical contraposi-
tion and instead corresponds to the schema “not-s is not-p.” Al-Gazali states, among other
things, that this conclusion would lead to heretical statements. A sentence such as “Zayd
is wise” would negate the wisdom of God; “Jesus is the prophet of God” would deny the
prophethood of Muhammad and all other prophets (al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 417,
lines 7-10). The argumentum e contrario is also discussed in contemporary, non-religious
legal hermeneutics and understood as “Only s is p,” see Egon Schneider and Friedrich
E. Schnapp, Logik fiir Juristen: Die Grundlagen der Denklehre und der Rechtsanwendung
(Munich: Franz Vahlen, 2006 [6th ed.]), p. 156.

47 Al-Gazali, al-Mustagfa, vol. 3, p. 413, line 11.

48 Al-Gazali cites this argument, see ibid. p. 432, lines 5-6.

49 Ibid., p. 426, last line—p. 427, first line.

50  Weiss, The Search, p. 489.

51  See, among others, Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, p. 101; Kamali, Principles of Islamic
Jurisprudence, p. 182; Ramié, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law, p. 55; on
a3-Safi‘’'s own position on this question, see Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Hermen-
eutics, p. 60. We find such an opposing position, open to the argumentum e contrario,
above all in later, post-Razian Safi‘ites, see Chapter 4, Section 2.2.2 of this work.
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Prominent Safi‘ites such as al-Gazali®2 and al-Amidi, however, did reject the
argumentum e contrario, as did Abu lI-Husayn al-Basri, whom Fahr ad-din fol-
lows in many aspects. Fahr ad-din also agrees with him on this matter, although
at first glance his position appears to be less dismissive and more deliberative:
In certain circumstances it may be sensible and permissible to understand the
opposite of what is explicitly stated—as in the case of the argumentum e con-
trario,

forit [i.e. the argumentum e contrario] indicates that the mentioned legal
ruling does not apply to that which is not mentioned—although it is con-
ceivable that the signification of the existence of the mentioned legal
ruling remains in force for some of the cases which are not mentioned.53

Fahr ad-din points out first of all that all possibilities must be taken into con-
sideration when making legal rulings for unmentioned circumstances. It may
be that this legal ruling does not apply; however, it may also be that by means
of (a) other textual evidence or (b) a giyas, it can be shown that the legal ruling
applies even if the specified circumstances are lacking: The prohibition ‘Do not
kill your children out of fear of impoverishment’ [Qur’an 17:31] does not turn
into the permission to kill your children in the case of wealth. Instead, the pro-
hibition remains because there are other indicators and instructions regarding
this matter.4

While the argumentum e contrario assumes that, “since a and b are expressly
regulated by the law, but c is not, the law does not wish c to be treated in the
same manner as aand b,”5% (b) analogy (giyas) follows exactly the opposite train
of thought: Case c falls, on the basis of similarity, under the purview of the same
legal ruling that has been explicitly determined for both cases a and b.56 A mis-
application of the two types of reasoning or a misidentification of the ratio legis

52  Onthe development of al-GazalT’s position from favorable in the Manfil to dismissive in
the Mustasfa, see Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, p. 107.

53  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 3, p. 11, lines 13-15; al-Qarafi, Nafa’is al-usil, vol. 2, p. 561,
line 7; Sirag ad-din al-Urmawsi, at-Tahsil min [-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 367, lines g—12.

54 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahiil, vol. 2, p. 138, line 10-p. 139, line 3; see also Fahr ad-din
ar-Razi, at-Tafsir al-kabir, vol. 10, p. 48, lines 6{f. and id., al-Ma‘alim fi usul al-figh, p. 30,
lines 4ff.

55  Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, p. 103.

56  On the contrast between these two forms of conclusion, see for example Gamal ad-din
al-Isnawi, Nihayat as-sil fi sarh Minhag al-wusul ila ilm al-usil li-l-gadr Nasir ad-din al-
Baydawi, ed. s.n. (Beirut: ‘Alam al-Kutub, s.d.), vol. 2, pp. 207—208; cf. Bernand, “Contro-
verses Médiévales sur le Dalil al-Hitab,” pp. 275 1t.
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could, for example, lead to the drinking of grape wine being prohibited while
date wine remains permitted.>”

I will now analyze Fahr ad-din’s core argument against the argumentum e con-
trario. For, as will be shown, the argument proves to have been influential on
the camp of the opponents of the argumentum e contrario, allowing them to
deny the legitimacy of the argumentum e contrario on the basis of the Triparti-
tion of Signification.>® In his chapter on linguistic structure and the nature of
commandments, Fahr ad-din deals, among other things, with the “command-
ment/imperative (amr) that is qualified by an attribute (sifa),”>® and in this
context with the question of whether the aforementioned hadit concerning
zakat

[§1] signifies the fact that no zakat is to be paid for [sheep] not grazing
freely.

[§11] The truth (haqq) is that it does not signify [this, i.e. the negation of
the legal ruling for sheep that do not graze freely]. This is the speech of
Abii Hanifa; and this was held by Ibn Surayg, al-Qadi Abt Bakr, Imam al-
Haramayn, and the majority of the Mu‘tazila (gumhir al-mu‘tazila).
[§1.2] A$-Safi and al-A%‘ari [...] and most of those legal scholars who
belong to us are, on the contrary, of the opinion that it does signify [this,
i.e. the negation of the legal ruling for sheep that do not graze freely].

[§ 2] For us there are [the following] aspects [to consider]:

[1.] The first is:

[Antecendent] If speech (hitab), which is qualified by an attribute, were
to signify that which is excluded from it and opposed to it, it would have
to signify it either

[L1] by its linguistic expression (bi-lafzihi) or

[1.2] by its meaning (bi-ma‘nahu).

[Consequent] However, it does not signify it in either of these two ways;
so it follows necessarily that it does not signify it at all.

[§2.11] [ad 11] We only say that it [i.e. the speech] does not signify [the
negation| by its linguistic expression, because the linguistic expression

57  Al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 432, lines 14ff. On the debate between the supporters of
analogy who reject the argumentum e contrario and those who favor it, see Zysow, The
Economy of Certainty, pp. 103 ff. Zysow sees the cause of the Hanafite rejection of the argu-
mentum e contrario in their “unrelenting attachment to analogy.”

58 See Chapter 4, Section 2.2.2.

59  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 2, p. 136, line 3.
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signifies the existence of the legal ruling in one of the two categories [ie.
with regard to commandment or prohibition):

[L.11] If the negation of the legal ruling in the second category has not
been based on it [i.e. the linguistic expression] together [with the affirm-
ation of the legal ruling], then this is not a literal signification (dalala
lafziyya) [ for the negation].

[1.1.2] If this [the negation of the legal ruling] has been based on it [i.e. the
linguistic expression], then that linguistic expression is taken as a basis for
the entire existence of the legal ruling in one of the two categories and
negates the other category [ie. the existence of a commandment for this
very case negates the prohibition]. There is no conflict that, for example,
such a linguistic expression [upon which negation has been based] signi-
fies negation.

[§2.1.2] [ad 1.2] The explanation (bayan) for why it [i.e. the speech] does
not signify [negation] by its meaning is that the signification by means
of the meaning (dalala ma‘nawiyya) is such that what is named makes
something necessary, so that the mind turns from what is named to that
which adheres to it [i.e. what is named].5°

Fahr ad-din’s answer to the question of whether a statement qualified by an
attribute and signifying a legal ruling also signifies the opposite legal ruling in
the absence of the qualifying circumstance is now clearly that it does not.!
According to his argumentation, in which he follows Aba 1-Husayn al-Basri,62
the contrary legal ruling would have to be indicated either by the wording itself
or else by the meaning of the wording. According to Fahr ad-din, neither the
wording nor the meaning signified in any way an opposite legal ruling for the
other circumstance, so there is no relationship of signification at all; and the

60

62

Ibid., line 5—p. 137, line 14.

The situation is different in the Ma‘alim, where it is stated that this manner of significa-
tion can occur in general language usage (‘urf ‘amm), see Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Ma‘alim
St usul al-figh, pp. 29—30; with regard to the different nuances of Fahr ad-dins’ positions,
cf. al-Isnaw1, Nihayat as-sil, vol. 2, p. 209, lines 10-11. For the present debate in connection
with the Tripartition of Signification, it is not the argumentation in the Ma‘@lim but that
in the Mahsul that is relevant and influential, especially since only it is based on the leg-
ally relevant rulings and goes beyond the question of the understanding of proverbs and
idiomatic expressions—hence it is the subject of investigation here.

Cf. al-Basri, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad, vol. 1, p. 162, lines 5-7; cf. also al-Bagqillani, at-Tagrib, vol. 2,
p- 199, lines 19f. and the wording of al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, p. 273; on this debate,
which in the usil al-figh works occurs mainly in the chapter on commandment (amr), see

Weiss, The Search, pp. 371—373.
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existence of the legal ruling in one of two circumstances does not in any way
imply a legal ruling for the opposite circumstance®®—if an oppositional rela-
tionship can even be assumed at all.5*

Fahr ad-din emphasizes [ad §2.1.1] that the statement does, however, signify
the opposite legal ruling—corresponding to the opposition of positive com-
mandment (amr) and negative commandment (nahy)—for the same circum-
stance, and that this question is not at all at issue in the dispute about the
argumentum e contrario: A certain positive commandment may well signify in
a literal way the fact that there is no negative commandment for the same cir-
cumstance.55

While a statement can also signify the opposite legal ruling for the same cir-
cumstance by means of implication because “what is named makes something
necessary, so that the mind turns from what is named to that which adheres to it
[i.e. what is named],” [ad § 2.1.2] this manner of signification is excluded when it
comes to signifying the opposite legal ruling of the other of two circumstances.
In other words, a positive command applying to a specific circumstance neither
means nor even implies that the corresponding negative command applies to
the opposite circumstance.6

This means that Fahr ad-din sees no form of implication in the case of the
argumentum e contrario. He thus refutes the kind implication ({uzam/iltizam)
that proponents saw as operating in such cases when they assumed that the
omission of the applicability of the attribute is followed by the omission of

63  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 2, p. 141, lines 8—9. This conclusion corresponds to the
modus tollendo tollens: if p, then g; not g, therefore not p, cf. William Kneale and Martha
Kneale, The Development of Logic (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962 [reprint 2008]), p. 163
and pp. 219—220.

64  In the case of sheep, the two specifications “free-grazing/stall-fed” are understood as
oppositional, even if they are merely linguistically contrary and do not actually exclude a
third option, cf. al-Isnawi, Nihayat as-sul, vol. 2, p. 208, line 10.

65  On the transmission of amr and nahy with “positive” and “negative commandment” and
the relationship of these two categories to the five legal rulings, see Weiss, The Search,
pp- 326f, see also Harald Loschner, Die dogmatischen Grundlagen des $titischen Rechts:
Eine Untersuchung zur modernen imamitischen Rechtsquellenlehre (Cologne [et al.]: Carl
Heymanns Verlag, 1971), pp. 49ff.

66  This topic, which had not been discussed in direct connection with the argumentum
e contrario in earlier texts, will not be discussed in any further detail here. A detailed
presentation can be found in al-Baqillani, who also makes the distinction made by Aba
I-Husayn al-Basr1 and Fahr ad-din ar-Razi in this context, cf. al-Baqillani, at-Tagrib, vol. 2,
p- 1981f.
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the applicability of the legal ruling.5” Fahr ad-din takes the position “that the
existence of a legal ruling in one of two circumstances is not followed by a
legal ruling on the other circumstance—either affirmatively or negatively”;®
whether two circumstances are related to each other must first be determined
and cannot be postulated in a general way. It must first be examined on a case-
by-case basis whether a particular attribute actually represents the ratio legis
for the legal ruling. As has already been explained, it may turn out that this is
indeed the case and the legal ruling can be negated. However, it may also turn
out that the cause is not to be found in the attribute and therefore, even if the
attribute in question is not present, it can be concluded by means of analogy
that the same legal ruling is required as in the original case.

It can be noted that Fahr ad-din—after the case of the legal-theoretical implic-
ation type mafhum al-muwafaga—again classifies as a type of implication (il¢-
izam) a hermeneutical position that he himself does not hold, or at least he
mentions it in his schema without evaluation. In contrast to the previous case,
he this time espouses a critical view of the methodology itself—not just its
classification and naming. Due to this critical stance that he takes towards
the argumentum e contrario, and due to the fact that Fahr ad-din argues else-
where against the argumentum e contrario as a type of implication, Tag ad-din
al-Urmaw1 reformulates the argument cited above in his commentary on the
Mabhsul:

[ad § 2] [1.] If [the legal ruling on that speech (hitab) which is qualified by
an attribute] were to signify the inapplicability of the legal ruling for the
other attribute, it would either signify it

[L1] by congruence (bi-l-mutabaga)—and this is incorrect because the
absence of the legal ruling for one of two attributes is not the same as
the presence [of the legal ruling] for the other [attribute];

[1.2] or by implication (bi-l-iltizam)—and this is also incorrect—due to
the fact that the presence [of the legal ruling] for one of two attributes
does not necessitate the omission [of the legal ruling] for the other [ attrib-
ute].69

67 Cf. Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 2, p. 144, lines 11-14, who quotes the proponents
here.

68 Ibid., p. 141, lines 8—9.

69  Tag ad-din al-Urmawi, al-Hasil min al-Mahsul fi usal al-figh, vol. 2, p. 239, line 4-p. 240,
line 3.
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In his summary of the first argument, Tag ad-din al-Urmawi replaces Fahr ad-
din’s formulation “[1.1] by its linguistic expression (bi-lafziht )" with signification
by congruence and the formulation “[1.2] by its meaning (bi-ma‘nahu)” with
the manner of signification of implication. On the one hand, this reformula-
tion suggests itself readily because Fahr ad-din chooses the same formulations
in the description of 1.1 and 1.2 as in the description of these two manners of sig-
nification: In the case of literal signification or signification by congruence, the
linguistic expression is based on a meaning (mawdii‘), whereas in the case of
signification by meaning or by implication, “the mind turns from what is named
to that which adheres to it [i.e. what is named].” On the other hand, Fahr ad-din
himself states elsewhere in his Mahsu! that signification by meaning is a dalala
iltizamiyya.™

As will be shown, this line of reasoning would continue to be used in the com-
ing generations with this wording—and with the addition of the manner of
signification of inclusion (tadammun)—as an argument by the opponents of
the argumentum e conrario. However, the positions of the legal schools on this
question would shift. This became a Hanafite argument against the position of
the Safi‘ites, who had in turn turned against it.

1.2 Summary

This chapter identified and outlined the various legal-theoretical types of im-
plication that Fahr ad-din counted under iltizam in his Mahsil, our source
text.

It shows, firstly, that Fahr ad-din includes all the types of implication that
we also find elaborated upon by al-Gazali and which correspond to the clas-
sical Safi‘ite scheme—all except one (namely the implication of that which eli-
cits the legal judgement: talil/ima’ wa-isara/tanbih wa-l-im@’), which he treats
separately in the chapter on giyas, in the context of tracing the ratio legis
(illa).™

In the following table, these types of implication are compared with the
legal-theoretical types of implication as presented in al-Gazal's Mustasfa:

7o  Fahrad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, pp. 409—410, esp. p. 410, line 6.

71 See Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 5, pp. 143ff. For details on the methodology, see
Ahmad Hasan, “Finding the Cause of a Legal Injunction in Islamic Jurisprudence,” Islamic
Studies, vol. 25, no. 1 (1986): pp. 15 ff.
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TABLE 7
al-Gazall’s MUSTASFA

CHAPTER 4

The legal-theoretical types of implication in Fahr ad-din ar-Razi’s MAHSUL and

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: al-Mahsul, vol. 1,

p- 232, line 9—p. 234, last line

Al-Gazali: al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, pp. 402—
434

Signification by implication (dalalat al-

iltizam)

Al-Gazali’s categorization of these her-
meneutical techniques can be found in
his chapter

“On that which is taken from lin-
guistic expressions not in terms of their
(external) form (siga), but in terms of
their import ( fahwa) and their allusion
(isara)”

This includes five types:

The ellipsis (idmar) of a simple linguistic
expression is assumed to be the condition
($art) for understanding a sentence:
[1.3.1] Signification by requirement
(dalalat al-iqtida’)

[1.3.11] Implication is inferred based on
reasoning [ Example: “Error (hata’) and
forgetfulness (nisyan) have been removed
from my umma”|

[1.3.1.2] Implication is legally derived
[corresponds to 1.2 in al-Gazali]

[Example: manumission of the slave]

[1.] Signification by requirement (igtida’)
[1.1] To preserve the credibility of the
speaker (sidq al-mutakallim), an ellipsis
must be assumed [ Example: “There is no
fasting”]

[1.2] In order to understand the sentence
as meaningful, an implied legal ruling
must be assumed [ Example: manumission
of the slave]

[1.3] In order to consider the sentence
meaningful, an ellipsis must be assumed,
which is derived on the basis of reasoning
[Examples: e.g. “Ask the village”/“Forbid-
den to you are your mothers”]

[1.3.2.2.1] Unintended consequence
of a compound linguistic expression
[Example: nights of Ramadan]

[No technical term is used.]

[2.] Allusion (i$ara) [Example: e.g. nights
of Ramadan)

[Al-Gazali also calls the meaning implied
here an unintended consequence, cf’ al-
Gazali: al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, p. 406, lines
5-6]
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TABLE 7
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The legal-theoretical implications (cont.)

Fahr ad-din ar-Razi: al-Mahsiul, vol. 1,
p- 232, line 9—p. 234, last line

Al-Gazali: al-Mustasfa, vol. 3, pp. 402—
434

[ima’ is mentioned by Fahr ad-din in the
qiyas chapter as one of the ways of com-
prehending the ratio legis]

[3.] The implication of the ratio legis
(‘Ula) with the technical terms ta il
(“causation”) and ima@ wa-isara (“indic-
ation/sign and allusion”)

[1.3.2.1] Consequence of a compound lin-
guistic expression in which the intended
meaning is taken further

[Example: argumentum a minori ad
maius (at-tanbih bi-l-adna ‘ala l-a’la))

[No technical term is used.]

[4.] Indication by context (siyaq) and
intention (magsid)

[Various technical terms: congruent
implication (mafhum al-muwafaqa)/
‘import of the linguistic expression’

(fahwa l-afz))

[1.3.2.2.2] Argumentum e contrario
[Not provided with a name, example, or

[5.] Argumentum e contrario (mafhim or
mafhum al-muhalafa) [ Not permissible]

assessment of its permissibility]

Secondly, the high degree of systematization in Fahr ad-din’s description is
striking: He does not content himself with simply listing the types of implic-
ation. Instead he brings them into a relationship with each other that partly
contradicts previous understandings of them. And he works out, or at least sys-
tematically groups, the patterns and principles underlying these techniques.

Based on the distinction between simple and compound linguistic expres-
sions, the types of implication are differentiated according to whether they
represent the condition for an intelligible meaning or follow from the under-
stood meaning as a consequence. This shows that mafhum al-muwafaga and
mafhum al-muhalafa are not contrasted with each other as positive and neg-
ative implication, but instead ‘allusion’ (i$ara) is contrasted with the implica-
tion type of mafhum al-muhalafa as a positive type of implication, because in
both cases—in contrast to the a fortiori argument mafhum al-muwafaga—the
implied meanings do not correspond to the intended meaning.

Thirdly, it can be stated that iltizam takes over the role of mafhum as a gen-
eric term forlegal-theoretical types of implication—even if Fahr ad-din himself
does not acknowledge the respective manner of signification to be a type of
implication (as in the case of mafhum al-muwafaqa), or if he questions whether
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FIGURE 21 Outline of the Legal-Theoretical Types of Implication in Fahr ad-din’s MAHSTL
Implication (iltizam)

from the meaning of the from the meaning of the

simple linguistic expression compound linguistic expressions

implied meaning is a

condition ($art) consequence
dalalat al-igtida’ according to the not according to the
intended meaning intended meaning
(a fortiori argument/
based on mafhum al-muwafaqa)
rational legal positive negative
considerations  considerations implication implication

(= dalalat al-isara) (= argumentum
e contrario; mafhum
al-muhalafa)

it is even valid legal methodology at all (as in the case of mafhum al-muhalafa).
This means that the signification relationships now categorized under iltizam
remain types of implication and are opposed to the category mutabaqa/man-
fllq.n

2 The Adaptation and Further Development of the Tripartition of
Signification in Post-Razian usil al-figh Works

Having shown how Fahr ad-din links the concept of iltizam, derived from the
field of logic, with the legal-theoretical types of implication, we will now exam-
ine on the one hand how this synthesis was received in the usu! al-figh works,
and on the other hand how the Tripartition of Signification was treated in the
general introductory chapters of these works. It is in these two sections of the
usul al-figh works—their comments on the synthesis and on the Tripartition

72 For mutabaga/mantugq, see Chapter 3, Section 2.
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itself—where a canonical treatment of the Tripartition of Signification can be
discerned.

In order to gain an impression of the development of the historical recep-
tion of the Tripartition in Islamic legal methodology, I will give a brief, by no
means exhaustive overview of the various influential and much commented
upon texts. The selection of these texts largely corresponds to Ibn Haldun's
brief overview of usul al-figh works that are significant with regard to reception
history”>—supplemented by later works from the period after Ibn Haldun; i.e,
the following works in particular: (1.) the work al-Ihkam fi usul al-ahkam by the
Safi‘ite Sayf ad-din al-Amidi (d. 631/1233) as well as his work al-Muntahd; (2.) the
writings of the Malikite Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi (d. 684/1285) that engage with
Fahr ad-din's Mahsul, i.e. the Naf@'is al-usul fi Sarh al-Mahsul, Sarh Tangih al-
Sfusul fiihtisar al-Mahsul ft l-usul, and Muhtasar at-Tanqgih al-fusal fi l-usul;7* (3.)
the work Minhag al-wusil ila ilm al-usiil by the Safi‘ite ‘Abdallah b. ‘Umar al-
Baydaw (d. 685/1286)75—this work and the Sarh at-Tangih are, as Ibn Haldiin
confirms, two much commented upon compendia that have played a cent-
ral role in the doctrinal tradition for centuries;’¢ (4.) furthermore the likewise
much commented upon work the Muhitasar al-Muntaha by the Malikite Ibn al-
Hagib (d. 646/1249), which is an abridged version of his Muntaha al-wusil wa-
l-amal fi ilmay al-usil wa-l-gadal, a summary of Amidr’s Ihkam;7” and (5.) the

73 Ibn Haldun, al-Muqgaddima, vol. 3, p. 22, line 6—p. 23, line 12.

74  Al-Qarafi, Sarh Tangih al-fusul; id., Muhtasar at-Tanqih al-fusul fi l-usal, ed. by Ahmad
Muhammad Walid an-Nassar (Damascus: Dar al-farftir, 2007 [1428]). On this scholar in
general, see in particular Jackson, Islamic Law and the State, pp. 1-32 and pp. 7-8 on the
relationship of these writings to the Mahsul: “[...] it is clear that he had a genuine admir-
ation for al-Razi. In fact, he repeatedly refers to the latter as ‘al-Imam, so much so that he
has to alert his reader on occasion that he is using this title to refer to Malik! This attach-
ment to al-Razi may appear at first blush a tad anomalous. But this may be a result of our
failure to appreciate the significance of al-Razi in later, i.e. post 7th/13th century, usa! al-
figh overall.”

75  This is the date of death given by as-Suyut, see Galal ad-din as-Suyati, Kitab Bugyat al-
wu'at, ed. by Muhammad Amin Hangi and Ahmad ibn al-Amin Sinqjti (Cairo: Matba‘at
as-Sa‘ada, 1908 [1326]), vol. 1, p. 286, line 5; on the controversy surrounding al-Baydawi’s
date of death, see J. Robson, “al-Baydawi,” E1? and as-Suyuti, Kitab Bugyat al-wu‘at, vol. 1,
p- 286, line 6, see also Walid Saleh, “al-Baydawi,” £15.

76 Ibn Haldan, al-Mugaddima, vol. 3, p. 22, line 17; cf. (in relation to al-Badawi’s Minhag)
Monique C. Cardinal, “Islamic Legal Theory Curriculum: Are the Classics Taught Today?,”
Islamic Law and Society, vol. 12, no. 2 (2005): pp. 241f. and (in relation to al-Qarafi) Jackson,
Islamic Law and the State, pp. 3—4.

77 Cf. Ibn Haldun, al-Mugaddima, vol. 3, pp. 22, lines 18—20, who refers to the summary of
Amidr's Ihkam as al-Muhtasar al-kabir; see also Jackson, Islamic Law and the State, p. 8, fn.
49.
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Kitab al-Badi* by the Hanafite Ahmad b. ‘Al1 Ibn as-Sa‘ati (d. 694/1295), which,
according to Ibn Haldan, is a compilation of Amidi’s Ihkam and BazdawT's
(d. 482/1089) usul al-figh work the Kanz al-wusul.”® In addition to the works
mentioned by Ibn Haldan, some of the commentaries on the Muhtasar and
the Minhag as well as the much later Hanafite legal work the Musallam at-
tubut by Muhibb Allah al-Bihari (d. 1119/1707)7 and the associated commentary
Fawatih ar-rahmut bi-Sarh Musallam at-tubut by Nizam ad-din al-Ansar1 al-
Laknawi (d. 1225/1810) are also taken into account in the investigation of the
kinds of implication in Chapter 4, Section 2.2. The last two deal critically and
meaningfully with the lines of tradition going back to Ibn al-Hagib’s Muhtasar
and al-Baydaw1’s Minhag; in them, the course of the further development of
the Tripartition of Signification—especially with regard to the questioning of
the legitimacy of the argumentum e contrario—can be clearly traced.

2.1 Remarks on the History of Reception

As has already been shown,8° Fahr ad-din raises the three-part categorization
of mutabaqa, tadammun, and iltizam to a more fundamental status, which
exceeds the function it had under Ibn Sina where it specified the mutual rela-
tionships of signification of the predicables. In fact, this function of the Tri-
partition is retained at a specific level, but two additional functions are added
to it: On the one hand, the Tripartition of Signification is set parallel to the
classification of linguistic expressions into name (ism), verb ( fil), and particle
(harf) as a fundamental, general principle of linguistic classification. On the
other hand, the Tripartition is used as the starting point for further categoriza-
tions, whereby the classification into ism, fi, and harf is subsumed under the
congruent linguistic expression.

78 Ibn Haldan, al-Mugaddima, vol. 3, p. 23, lines 6-8; on this scholar, see Robert Brun-
schvig, “Théorie générale de la capacité chez les Hanafites médiévaux,” Revue Internationale
des Droits de [Antiquité, vol. 1,2 (1949): pp. 157-172, on the distinction between Fahr ad-
din al-Bazdawi, the author of the Kanz al-wusul (usually referred to with the title Usul
al-Bazdawr), and his brother Sadr al-Islam Abua 1-Yusr Muhammad b. Muhammad b. al-
Husayn b. ‘Abd al-Karim al-Bazdaw1, see Marie Bernand and Eric Chaumont, introduction
to Al-Bazdawr: Livre ot repose la connaissance des preuves légales, ed. by Marie Bernand
and Eric Chaumont (Cairo: Institut frangais d’archéologie orientale, 2003), pp. 5-11, here:
p.5.

79  Onthisscholar, see (in addition to the E12 article by A.S. Bazmee Ansari) Asad Q. Ahmed’s
article “The Sullam al-‘ulum of (d. 1707) Muhibballah al-Bihari,” in The Oxford Handbook
of Islamic Philosophy, ed. by Khaled El-Rouayheb and Sabine Schmidtke (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2017), pp. 488—508.

8o See Chapter 2, Section 3.1.
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At this point, I will give a cursory overview of whether and how the Tripar-
tition of Signification is treated in the chapters on language theory of those
legal-theoretical compendia that are significant for its further history of recep-
tion.

2.11 Classificatory Principle of Linguistic Expressions or Basic
Linguistic Principle?

2.1.1.1 The Writings of al-Amidi and Ibn al-Hagib

Both al-Amidr's Ihkam fi usil al-ahkam and his own summary of the Ihkam,

the Muntaha as-sul fi ilm al-usil, contain an overview of the three-part clas-

sification of signification already at the beginning of their treatises on the

fundamentals of language, together with the further categorizations that are

subsumed under this classification by Fahr ad-din:

[§1] We say: The linguistic expression has either [1.] not been imposed for
ameaning—and then it is unusual (muhmal). Or [2.] it has been imposed
for a meaning. Then it signifies either [2.1] the whole [meaning] for which
it has been imposed—this signification is called signification by congru-
ence (dalalat al-mutabaqa), like the linguistic term ‘man’ for ‘rational
being’; or [2.2] [it signifies] a part [of the meaning] |[...] and is called sig-
nification by containment (dalalat at-tadammun); or [2.3] [it signifies]
an external thing and is called signification by implication (dalalat al-
iltizam) [...].

[§ 2] The first two significations are literal (lafziyya) [significations], the
third is a mental (dihniyya) [signification] [...].

[§ 3] The linguistic expression is either simple (mufrad)—that is the one
of which no part signifies anything—like [the simple linguistic expression]
‘man’; or [it is] compound (murakkab)—that is the one of which one part
signifies the part of its meaning, like ‘man is an animal.

[§ 4] The simple is either suitable for forming a nominal statement (gadiy-
ya habariyya) from its genus—this is the name (ésm), or it is not suitable,
[...] this is the verb ( fi) or [...] the particle (harf).8!

As already explained in Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1, Sayf ad-din al-Amidi further
develops Fahr ad-din’s complex distinction between dalala wadiyya and dalala
‘aqliyya, which is related to the question of the immediacy or mediacy of the
manners of signification, and comes to a different conclusion both with regard

81 Al-Amidi, Muntahad, p. 10, lines 4-12.
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to terminology and content. Fahr ad-din had regarded congruent signification
as a signification based on imposition (dalala wad‘yya) and tadammun and
iltizam as significations based on reasoning (dalala ‘agliyya). Al-Amidi, on the
other hand—basing himself on the terminology of ‘Umar b. Sahlan as-Saw (fl.
540/1145)—considers the signification of congruence and containment as lit-
eral signification and implication as non-literal signification (dalala gayr lafz-
éyya) or as mental (dihni) signification.8? Al-Amidi bases this classification—
which is opposed to both Fahr ad-din’s classification before him and the one
that would be established after him®—on one of Ibn Sina’s comments on
the Tripartition of Signification: “Signification by congruence and signification
by containment have in common that neither of them is a signification for
something outside of the [signified] thing."8* Fahr ad-din had based his own
categorization on Ibn Sina’s second note, according to which containment and
implication have in common “that each of them requires the first signification
[ie. signification by congruence].”8> Al-AmidT’s classification results in the epi-
stemological valorization of tadammun.

As for the way in which the Tripartition of Signification is presented, it can
be seen that Sayf ad-din al-Amidi focuses on the second function of the Tripar-
tition as the structuring principle for the other subsequent classifications.®6

At this general introductory level, al-Amidi’s adaptation of the Tripartition of
Signification makes perfect sense. It remains to be seen whether it works well
when applied to the more specific use of the Tripartition in al-Amidr’s writings
in the context of the types of implication.8”

The introductory chapter of Ibn al-Hagadal's Muhtasar al-Muntaha fi s-sul wa-
l-amal ft imay al-usul wa-l-gadal, a much commented upon work that takes
influence from al-Amidy, also represents a reception of the Tripartition of Sig-
nification that goes beyond the simple mention of the Tripartition as such:88

82 See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1.

83  Namely, the classification according to which all three significations are regarded as
imposed linguistic significations (ad-dalala al-lafziyya al-wad‘iyya), see Chapter 2, Sec-
tion 3.2.1.

84  Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 15, lines 3—4.

85  Ibid., lines 5-6.

86 See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1.

87 See Chapter 4, Section 2.2.1.

88  On the significance and commentary tradition of this work, see Katib Celebi, Kasf az-
gunun, vol. 2, pp. 1615-1616; see also Stewart, Islamic Legal Orthodoxy, pp. 971f., see also
Josef van Ess, Die Trdume der Schulweisheit. Leben und Werk des Alt b. Muhammad al-
Gurgani (d. 816/1413) (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2013), p. 64. It should be noted that
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[§1] To the goodness of God (min lutfi Llah) belongs the creation of the
linguistic impositions/fundamentals (ikdatu [-mawdua‘ati [-lugawiyya). So
let us talk about their definition and categorization. We will begin with
their imposition and the method of recognizing them [ie. the linguistic
impositions/fundamentals].

1. [ Definition] Each linguistic expression was imposed for a meaning.

2. Their categories: [2.1] simple and [2.2] compound.

[ad 2.1] The simple is a linguistic expression [consisting of | a single word
(bi-kalimatin wahidatin). It is said [namely by the logicians, see the Kitab
al-Muntaha®?] that it is that which is imposed for a meaning, whereby no
part of it signifies within it.

[ad 2.2] In the compound [linguistic expression] there are two [signifying
parts] [...].

[ad 2.1] The simple [linguistic expression] is divided into ism, fi, and harf,
and its literal signification (dalalatuhu l-lafziyyatu) is signfication by con-
gruence in relation to its complete meaning ( fi kamali ma'naha), [or]
signification by containment in relation to a part [of the meaning]; the
non-literal (gayr lafziyya) [signification] is implication, which is said [to
be the case only] if (ida) it is a mental [implication].%°

Compared to al-Amidi’s Muntaha, there is a different emphasis here in the
presentation of the linguistic fundamentals. Ibn al-Hagib uses the Tripartition
not in its second, but rather in its first function: The classifications ism/fi'l/harf
on the one hand and mutabaqa/tadammun/iltizam on the other are con-
sidered, as they are in Fahr ad-din’s Sarh al-ISarat, as two sides of the simple
linguistic expression that behave parallel to one other.

On the other hand, Ibn al-Hagib’s assignment of congruence and contain-
ment to the literal manner of signification and of implication to the non-literal
manner is taken over from al-Amidi.

2.1.1.2 Al-Baydawi’s Minhag al-wusul ila ‘ilm al-usal

This work, which according to Ibn Haldiin came about as an extract from the
Mahsul commentaries at-Tahstl min al-Mahsul by Sirag ad-din al-Urmawi and
al-Hasil min al-Mahsul ft usul al-figh by Tag ad-din al-Urmawi, begins, after its

Ibn al-Hagib wrote an introduction to scientific theory and logic, which is in part strongly
oriented toward the wording of the Mahsiil, cf. e.g. Ibn al-Hagib, Muhtasar al-muntaha,
p- 209.

89 Ibn al-Hagib, Muntaha al-wusil, p. 16, last line.

go  Id., Muhtasar al-muntaha, pp. 220—221.
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introductory section, with a brief introduction to linguistic theory. It lists the
Tripartition of Signification in its second chapter entitled “The Categories of
the Linguistic Expression” (agsam al-lafz):

On the categorization (tagsim) of linguistic expressions (alfaz): If the lin-
guistic expression signifies the entirety (tamam) of that which is named
by it (musammahu), that is congruence; [if it signifies] a part of it, that is
containment; [if it signifies] that which is mentally adhered to it [i.e. what
is named by the linguistic expression], that is implication.

If a part of the linguistic expression signifies a part of the meaning,
then it is compound (murakkab); if not, then it is simple (mufrad).

The simple [linguistic expression] is either such that it does not pos-
sess its meaning independently—and this is the particle (harf); or it pos-
sesses it independently—and these are the verb ( fi7) [...] [and] the name
(ism).9!

In this presentation—as in al-Amidi’s Muntaha and in contrast to Ibn al-
Hagib's Muhtasar—we find the second function, according to which the Tripar-
tition is used as a structuring principle, subsuming under it the classifications
that follow it (such as mufrad/murakkab, ism/fi'l/harf, and kulli/guz). This is
followed by the grammatical-theoretical classification and a brief outline of
the classification from the perspective of logic and legal theory, in which a dis-
tinction is made between polyonymy, heteronymy, Aristotelian synonymy, and
homonymy as well as between the legal-theoretical technical terms mugmal,
zahir, mwawwal, etc.92

2.1.2 Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi: Fundamental Questions about Signification
from the Perspective of Communication Theory
The well-received scholar Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi, also cited by Ibn Haldin,
deals intensively with the Tripartition of Signification in several of his writ-
ings on legal theory—in his Nafa’is al-usil fi sarh al-Mahsul, the commentary
on this complex of topics alone comprises 59 pages in the Beirut edition, link-
ing topics from various disciplines.?3 A brief sampling of these topics can then
also be found in his other works, such as his Sarh Tangih al-fusil fi ihtisar al-
Mahsul fi l-usil, a commentary on his own work intended as an aid for those

91  Al-Baydawi, Minhag, p. 56, lines 12-15.

92 Ibid., line 14-p. 57, line 4; on the grammatical-theoretical classification in Fahr ad-din, see
Chapter 3, Section 1 and for the logical and legal-theoretical one, see Chapter 3, Section 2.

93 Al-Qarafi, Nafa’is al-usil, vol. 1, pp. 253—312.
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struggling to comprehend his Tanqih.%* The Tangih is a work that is in turn an
extract, namely of the Mahsil commentaries of the two Urmawrs, i.e. Sirag ad-
din al-UrmawT’s at-Tahsil min al-Mahsul and Tag ad-din al-UrmawT’s al-Hasil
min al-Mahsul fi usul al-figh.%>

After a chapter on logic modeled in terms of structure and references,
though not in terms of length, on the Mustasfa’s introduction to logic,%® the
Sarh Tanqgih al-fusul contains an extensive passage on the Tripartition of Signi-
fication, beginning as follows:

On signification and its categories.

[§1] Singification of the linguistic expression (dalalatu l-lafz) is when
the listener (sami‘) understands from the speech (kalam) of the speaker
(mutakallim) the complete named thing (kamal al-musamma) or a part
of it or what follows from it.

Ibn Sina states that there are two views (madhaban) on this:

1. The first of the two is this one [already mentioned above].

2. According to the second, it [L.e. signification] is such that the linguistic
expression, whenever it is uttered (ida utliqa), signifies.%

Sihab ad-din introduces the commentary on Fahr ad-din’s discussion of the
Tripartition with a reference to Ibn Sina and the fundamental question of the
bearer of the signification. The question, as posed by Sihab ad-din, focuses on
the process of signification including its actors: Does the linguistic expression
exist as such or do the human actors of the communication process stand at the
center of the signification process? What does it mean to say “the signification
of a linguistic expression” (dalalatu l-lafz)?
The passage in Ibn Sina’s Kitab as-Sifa’ referred to here reads:

This [ie. the fact that Ibn Sind considers a certain addition to the defini-
tion of the simple linguistic expression to be superfluous] is because a lin-
guistic expression does not per se signify anything (anna l-lafza bi-nafsihi
la yadullu [-battata). If this were not so, then every linguistic expression

94  Id., Sarh Tangih al-fusil, p. 10, lines 4-11.

95 Ibn Haldan, al-Muqgaddima, vol. 3, p. 22, lines 14-16.

96  Al-Qarafi, Sarh Tangih, pp. 11—20.

97 Ibid., p. 25, lines 22—25. On this discussion, see also al-Isfahani, al-Kasif ‘an al-Mahsul,
vol. 2, p. 3 as well as Badr ad-din Muhammad az-Zarkasi, al-Bahr al-Muhit fisul al-figh,
ed. by ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Abd Allah ‘Ani (Kuwait: Wizarat al-awqaf wa-§-8wan al-Islamiyya,
1992), vol. 2, pp. 36 ff.
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would have an incontrovertible claim to the meaning. Instead, it [i.e. the
linguistic expression] signifies only by the will of the speaker (al-lafiz), just
as the speaker can use it [Le. the linguistic expression] to signify a partic-
ular meaning, like how [he uses the expression] ‘ayn for a spring (yanbu
al-m@), such that this is its signification; and how he may thereafter use
it to signify another meaning, such as [the expression] ‘ayn for dinar, such
that this is its signification.

In the same way, if he [i.e. the speaker], in using it [ie. the linguistic
expression], were to rid it of its signification, it would not signify at all.

In the opinion of many theorists, this [ie. the non-signifying sound)]
is not a linguistic expression,; for a letter (harf) or a sound (sawt)—as I
think—is, according to the agreement of the opinion of many logicians
(bi-hasabi t-ta‘aruf), not a linguistic expression if it does not contain a
signification (aw yastamilu ‘ala dalalatin).%®

In this passage, Ibn Sina makes a small digression in order to justify why, in
the definition of the simple linguistic expression, the addition of “a group of
theorists” ( farig min ahl an-nazar), according to whom the parts of the simple
linguistic expression “signify nothing of the whole meaning (mana l-kulli),”®®
is unnecessary. The background concerns the question of whether a linguistic
expression signifies per se. Ibn Sina is of the opinion that it is not the linguistic
expression that signifies, but the speaker, who signifies something by means
of the linguistic expression in a concrete communication process. Contrary to
al-Farabr'’s view, for whom a non-signifying sound cannot be a linguistic expres-
sion,'190 for Ibn Sina a linguistic expression remains a linguistic expression even
if the speaker has deprived it of any meaning or if it is merely a string of let-
ters, such as the nonsense word sangangatayn.®® According to Ibn Sina, in
order to be considered a linguistic expression, the following criterion must be
met: “Something is alinguistic expression precisely because it consists of letters
that are articulated individually by sounds (huwa lafzun li-annaht muattalafun
min hurifin muqatta‘atin ‘an aswatin). The fact that this is the case, however,
does not additionally require them to signify or not signify."'°2 This discussion
became relevant, for example, in the context of the question of the adequate

98 Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal 1.5, p. 25, line 15—p. 26, line 2.
99 Ibid,, line 12.

100 See Abi Nasr al-Farabi, “Sarh al-‘Ibara,” p- 15, line 13.

101 Ibn Sina, Kitab asv-gg[d’, al-Mantiq, al-1bara, p. 9, lines 6-8.

102 Ibid, p.10, lines 3—4.
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translation of pww) (sawt or lafz) in the Aristotelian definition of the name and
the question of the justification of the word ‘convention’ (tawatw’) in it.103

Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi identifies the thesis that signification arises in the
process of communication as a view of unspecified “later” scholars. While Ibn
Sina—just like the A$arite position in connection with the question of the
status of divine speech, in particular the meaning of the commandment!%4—
focuses on the speaker, according to Sihab ad-din’s presentation of the first
thesis, the speaker’s speech and the listener’s understanding stand at the center
of the signification process:

Later [scholars] (al-muta‘ahhirina) favored the first definition, and they
conclude the correctness of what they advocated from the fact that the
linguistic expression is as follows: Whenever (ida) it circulates between
the two interlocutors (dara bayna l-mutahatibayni) and understanding
(fahm) occurs by means of it in the listener, then it is said, ‘this is a signi-
fying linguistic expression’ (wa-huwa lafzun dallun). And if (wa-in) it does
not occur: ‘It is not signifying’ (laysa bi-dallin).10

This alludes, for example, to Abu 1-Barakat al-Bagdadi, who in his Kitab al-
Mu‘tabar fi l-hikma, in the introduction to the Tripartition of Signification,

103 On the question of the translation of ¢wvy in the Aristotelian definition of the name,
see al-Farabi, “Sarh al-‘Ibara,” p- 15, line 7—p. 16, line 7; Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ifd’, al-Mantig,
al-Tbara, p. 8, line 13—p. 10, line 5, see also Zimmermann’s “Einleitung” (introduction) to
Al-Farabi’s Commentary, p. Ixxiv.

According to Ibn Sina, the expression fa-l-ismu huwa lafzatun dallatun bi-tawatu’ is
tautological, since a linguistic expression always signifies on the basis of convention (Ibn
Sina, Kitab a§—§‘ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-1bara, p. 8, lines 13-14). Al-Farabi, on the other hand,
tries to justify the word ‘convention’ in this Arabic translation of Aristotle’s definition by
arguing that, according to Aristotle, there can also be linguistic expressions that do not
signify based on convention: “But we see that Aristotle says in the Kitab al-Hayawan that
many of the birds and the rest of the animals sometimes make a sound that can be com-
posed of letters (gad tusawwitu bi-asya@’in murakkabatin min hurifin). And if the linguistic
expression (lafz) is composed of letters, then these animals emit something that is a lin-
guistic expression, even if they are letters that we do not know. [...] These [sounds] are
linguistic expressions, although they do not [come about] by convention. I think that he
[i.e. Aristotle] made the expression ‘on the basis of convention’ a condition only because of
the linguistic expressions heard from these animals,” al-Farabi, Sarh al-Tbara, p-18,line 22—
p- 19, line 7.

104 Anoverview of one of the theological dimensions of the debate can be found e.g. in Bagil-
lani, see id., at-Tagrib, vol. 2, pp. 10-16, pp. 25-27, and pp. 88-92, as well as in Amidi, see
id., al-Ihkam, vol. 2, pp. 160 ff,; cf. Vishanoff, The Formation of Islamic Hermeneutics, p. 165,
and Weiss, The Search, pp. 64 1f.

105 Al-Qarafi, Nafa’is al-usul, vol. 1, p. 253, lines 14-16.
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takes both the communication situation in which the process of signification
is embedded as well as the interlocutors involved in it into account:

Every linguistic expression that circulates between people in their discus-
sions and in their dialogues ( fi mufawadatihim wa-muhawaratihim) has
[a] a meaning in the mind of its speaker ( fi diini ga’iliht), who signifies it
[i.e. the meaning| by means of it [i.e. by means of the linguistic expression),
and [b] something that is understood in the mind of its hearer—who
derives it [i.e. the meaning] from it [i.e. from the linguistic expression].106

The process of signification is thus initiated by the speaker with a linguistic
expression, which—according to Aristotle’s De Interpretatione 16a3-8—is a
sign for the meaning present in the mind and which conveys this meaning to
the listener such that it sets in in his thinking.

In addition, the “later” scholars here, alongside Ibn Sina and al-Bagdadi, may
primarily refer to grammarians and language theorists such as ‘Abd al-Qahir
al-Gurgani, who emphasize the relevance of the syntactic composition of the
word for the decipherment of the lexical meaning and for the transmission of
information.!%7 This is opposed—according to al-Qarafi—by the position that
“signification is a property (sifa) of the linguistic expression”°8—and not, as
in the first position, a property of the listener (sifa li-s-sami‘).1%9 According to
this second view, signification is like carpentry: The linguistic expression is just
as much an actor as the carpenter who acts on the wood; the wood, in turn, is
compared to the listener:

[...] Signification [is] like tailoring (héyata), carpentry, and goldsmithing
(siyaga) and like carpentry (nigara) in relation to wood, goldsmithing in
relation to jewelery (faly), and tailoring in relation to the dress; and just
as the carpenter or the goldsmith is the actor ( fa), so it is with signific-
ation in relation to the listener, because he [i.e. the listener] is the place
(mawdi) where the linguistic expression acts (ta’tiru l-lafzi), because the
linguistic expression is the actor (wa-l-lafz huwa fa'il)."°

106 Al-Bagdadi, Kitab al-Mu'‘tabar, vol. 1, p. 56, lines 6—7.

107 Cf. Antonella Ghersetti, “Word’ in the Linguistic Thinking of Jurjani,” in The Word in
Arabic, ed. by Giuliano Lancioni and Lidia Bettini (Leiden [et al.]: Brill, 2011), p. 97 and
pp- 101-102.

108 Al-Qarafi, Sarh Tangih, p. 26, line 5.

109 Id, Nafa’is al-usil, vol. 1, p. 253, last line.

110 Ibid, p. 254, lines 3—5.
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According to this view, signification is something that is brought about by
the linguistic expression and produces understanding in the listener. Through
Sihab ad-din’s answer to the question of what “signification of the linguistic
expression” (dalalatu [-lafz) is, the question of the relationship between the
linguistic expression and the listener comes into focus:

According to the first position, it is the speaker who produces understanding
in the listener by means of the linguistic expression; according to the second
position, the ability of signification is inherent to the linguistic expression,
while the listener has the ability to understand.!!! In the first position, ‘signi-
fication’ is synonymous with ‘understanding, while in the second position it
is synonymous with the ability of the linguistic expression; the first position
thus refers to the actually existing understanding, the second to the potentially
existing signification of the linguistic expression, in which the relationship of
imposition takes the foreground and the intention of the speaker is negligible.

Sihab ad-din then formulates a reificatory middle position from these two,
according to which “signification of the linguistic expression” (dalalatu l-lafz)
means “getting the listener to understand/creating understanding (ifham)”:112

Know that the discussion of the two schools of thought is superfluous
by [saying]: The signification of the linguistic expression is getting the
listener to understand/producing understanding (ifham). [...] Getting
one to understand is thus a property of the linguistic expression (sifatu
l-lafz). Understanding ( fahm) is its effect (atar)—and this is a property
of the listener (sifatu s-sami‘). In this way, there is an amalgamation of the
fundamentals (gawa‘id) mentioned by both sides, such that the ambigu-
ities (iskalat) are eliminated.!'®

Sihab ad-din agrees with the second position to the effect that signification is a
property of the linguistic expression; however, he understands signification—
in a modification of the first position—as getting one to understand, as the
production of understanding in the listener. Understanding is therefore the res-
ult of signification and a property of the listener, whereas the signification itself
is the process of bringing about understanding. According to this synthesis, the
role of the speaker and his intention are considered irrelevant for the significa-
tion process; instead, it concentrates on the linguistic expression as a code that
is decoded by the speaker.

111 Ibid, p. 254, lines 6—9.
112 Ibid,, line 16.
113 Ibid, lines 18—21.
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After clarifying what is meant by signification, Sihab ad-din continues in his
Sarh at-Tangih with the enumeration of the Tripartition of Signification already
outlined at the beginning:

It [Le. signification] has three types:

[1.] Signification by congruence; this means that the listener (sami‘) un-
derstands the entirey of what is named (kamal al-musamma) from the
speech (kalam) of the speaker (mutakallim).

[2.] Signification by containment; this means that the listener under-
stands a part of what is named from the speech of the speaker.

[3.] Signification by implication; this means that the listener understands
the obvious implication of what is named (lazim al-musamma al-bayyin)
from the speech of the speaker.'#

Sihab ad-din’s discussion of the Tripartition of Signification thus goes beyond
the basic subdivision of linguistic expressions and is embedded in fundamental
contexts of linguistic and communication theory. At the same time, Sihab ad-
din al-Qarafr’s treatment of the Tripartition of Signification allows us to observe
a modification in the approach to the process of signification as such: The dis-
cussion of the Tripartition in its previously canonized form was based purely
on the relationship of imposition between linguistic expression and meaning,
i.e. apparently on “what the vocable means in and of itself (that is, through
wad)";15 the context-based communication relationship between listener and
speaker was generally ignored—at least in the context of the Tripartition of
Signification. Both perspectives are now merged by al-Qarafi and made useful
for the explanation of the signification process.

2.1.3 Cursory Overview of the Further Reception

The following is a cursory overview of the post-Razian usi! al-figh works that
enumerate or discuss the Tripartition and that are considered important in the
tradition of the four Sunni schools of law and in the Si‘ite tradition.!6

114 Al-Qarafi, Sarh Tangih, p. 26, lines 15-19.

115 Gleave, Islam and Literalism, p. 33.

116 The discussions of the Tripartition in connection with the types of implication relation-
ships and in particular with the argumentum e contrario are excluded from this overview.
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2.1.3.1 Usul al-figh Texts in the Hanafite Tradition'"
The Hanafite Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn as-Sa‘ati (d. 694/1295) refers to the Tripartition
of Signification in his work the Kitab al-Badi’, which is based on both Amidi’s
IThkam and Bazdaw’s usil al-figh work and thus combines two different tra-
ditions. He refers to it not in the function of a structuring principle, but by
juxtaposing it with the threefold classification of linguistic expressions.!'8
Furthermore, the Tripartition of Signification is discussed in the Takrir by
Ibn al-Humam (d. 861/1457) and in the commentary on it, the Tagrir by Ibn
Amir al-Hagg (d. 879/1474),""° as well as in Nizam ad-din al-Ansari al-Laknawi’s
(d. 1225/1810) commentary on Muhibb Allah al-BiharT's (d. 119/1707) Musal-
lam at-tubut.)2% On the other hand, there is no discussion in Abu l-Barakat
an-Nasaft’s (d. 710/1310) Manar al-anwar, in al-Mahbub?'s (d. 747/1346) Tawdih,
or in al-BuharT’s (d. 730/1329) Kasf al-asrar.}?!

2.1.3.2 Usul al-figh Texts in the Hanbalite Tradition

Ibn Qudama al-Magqdisi (d. 620/1223) devotes himself in his work the Rawdat
an-nagir wa-gunnat al-munagir fi usul al-figh to the Tripartition of Significa-
tion—this passage is obviously closely modeled on al-Gazali’s Mustasfa and is
not in the tradition of Fahr ad-din ar-Raz1’s Mahsil.1?2 In addition, an enumer-
ation of the Tripartition—in a much later work belonging to the commentary

117 With regard to the works that stand outside the line of tradition dealt with so far, I ori-
ent myself using the list that is given for this tradition in Wilhelm Heffening and Joseph
Schacht, “Hanafiyya,” E1%

118 Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn as-Saati, Kitab al-Badr, ed. by Mustafa Mahmuad al-Azhari and
Muhammad Husayn ad-Dimyati (Riyad/Cairo: Dar Ibn al-Qayyim/Darn Ibn ‘Affan, 2014
[1435]), vol. 1, pp. 152-153. On the significance of Ibn as-Sa‘ati, see Norman Calder “Usal al-
Fikh,” E1%: “Towards the end of the 7th/13th century, Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn al-Sa‘ati (d. 694/
1295), author of the famous Madjma“ al-bahrayn, a work of fura’, combined, in his K.
al-Badr, the Hanafi (jurists’) tradition with the tradition derived from al-Amidi, thereby
ensuring considerable convergence of the two traditions in the subsequent period.”

119 Muhammad b. Muhammad b. Amir al-Hagg, at-Taqrir wa-t-tahbir, ed. by ‘Abd Allah Mah-
mad Muhammad ‘Umar (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 1999 [1419]), vol. 1, pp. 130 ff.

120 Al-Laknawl, Fawatih ar-rahamait, vol. 1, p. 143.

121 Cf Abul-Barakat an-Nasafi, Matn al-Manar fiusul al-figh, ed. by Ahmad ‘Abd al-Malik ‘Abd
ar-Rahman as-Sa‘di (Damascus: Dar Sa‘d ad-din, 2010); Sa‘d ad-din at-Taftazani, §ar[z at-
Talwih ‘ala t-Tawdih, ed. s.n. (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-ilmiyya, 1996); ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Buharf,
Kasf al-asrar, ed. by Ahmad Hulasi and Mustafa Darwis (Istanbul, 1890-1891 [1308]).

122 Cf ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad b. Qudama al-Maqdisi, Rawdat an-nagir wa-gunnat al-munagir f
usul al-figh, ed. by ‘Abd al-Karim b. ‘Ali b. Muhammad an-Namla (Riyad: Maktabat ar-rusd,
1993 [1413]), vol. 1, pp. 94-95, cf. al-Gazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, pp. 92-93. On the relation of
this work to al-Gazal’s Mustasfa, see the editors’ introduction to Ibn as-Sa‘ati, Kitab al-
Badr, vol.1, p. 32.
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tradition of Ibn al-Hagib’s Muhtasar and al-Baydawi’s Minhag—is found in
Ibn al-Lahham’s (d. 803/1401) al-Muhtasar fi usil al-figh ‘ala madhab al-imam
Ahmad ibn Hanbal123

2.1.3.3 Usul al-figh Texts in the Malikite Tradition

In addition to the aforementioned Malikite scholars Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi and
Ibn al-Hagib, a discussion of the Tripartition of Signification is undertaken in
the Taqrib al-wusial ila ilm al-usal by Abu 1-Qasim Ibn Guzayy (d. 741/1340).
Here the engagement with Fahr ad-din’s account is not only obvious from
the wording, but is also explicitly mentioned.’>* To my knowledge, there is
no mention in the Miftah al-wusil by Sarif at-Tilimsani (d. 771/1370) or in
as-Satibt’s (d. 790/1388) al-Muwafaqat.’>s The passages on the philosophy of
language in the work the Sarh Maragi as-suid by Muhammad al-Amin a$-
Sinqiti (d.1373/1973), which also derive, inter alia, from an intensive explicit and
implicit engagement with Ibn al-Hagib’s Mufitasar and Fahr ad-din’s Mahsil,
deserve a separate study which should work out, among other things, the adapt-
ations and further developments as well as the critical points of friction.126

2.1.3.4 Usil al-figh Texts in the Safi'ite Tradition

In addition to the aforementioned usil al-figh works of al-Amidi and al-
Baydawl and their commentaries, a very detailed discussion of the Triparti-
tion of Signification can be found in Badr ad-Din Muhammad az-Zarkast's

123 Cf.Ibnal-Lahham, al-Muhtasar fiusil al-figh ‘ald madhab al-imam Ahmad ibn Hanbal, ed.
by Muhammad Hasan Isma‘l (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2000 [1421]), p. 26.

At the same time, it is not mentioned in the following texts that are considered
important in the Hanbalite school of law: Al ibn Taymiyya, al-Muswadda fi usil al-figh;
Muhammad b. Qayyim al-Gawziyya, Ilam al-Muwaqqi‘in ‘an rabb al-‘alamin, ed. by Abi
‘Ubayda Al Salman (Dammam: Dar Ibn al-Gawzi, 2002 [1423]).

124 Cf. Aba l-Qasim Ibn Guzayy, Taqrib al-wusil ila ilm al-usiil, ed. by Muhammad al-Muhtar
b. Sayh Muhammad al-Amin a$-Sanqiti (Medina, 2002 [1423]), pp. 106-107. Ibn Rugd
(d. 595/1198) does not deal with the Tripartition in his Mustasfa commentary—he skips
the logic section in its entirety, cf. Ziad Bou Akl, Averroés: Le philosophe et la Loi: Edi-
tion, Traduction et Commentaire de [Abrégé du Mustasfa (Boston: De Gruyter, 2015), p. 122,
lines 14-17.

125 Cf Muhammad ibn Ahmad at-Tilimsani, Miftah al-wusil ila bina’ al-fura‘ ‘ala [-usil (Beirut
[et al.]: Mw’assasat ar-rayyan, 1998 [1419]); Abti Ishaq Ibrahim b. Masa a3-Satibi, al-Muwa-

faqat, ed. by Abii ‘Ubayda Al Salman, with a foreword by ‘Allama Bakr b. ‘Abdallah Abi
Zayd (Hubar: Dar Ibn ‘Affan, 1997).

126 Muhammad al-Amin aé—ginqiﬁ, Sarh Maragqi as-suad: al-musamma Natr al-wurad
(Mecca: Dar ‘alam al-fawa’id, 2005 [1426]), cf. for example p. 76, where he refers to the
dalalat al-iqtida’ as dalalat al-iltizam, or pp. 99f., where he discusses the question of why
indeterminate generic names (asma’ al-agnas al-munakkara) were imposed.
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(d. 794/1392) al-Bahr al-Muhit fi usil al-figh.}2” An enumeration, presented at
this point with the assumption that the concept is self-explanatory to readers,
can be found in Tag ad-din as-Subk?’s (d. 771/1369) Gam* al-gawami* fi usul al-
figh128

2.1.3.5 Usil al-figh Texts in the Si‘ite Tradition

As Devin Stewart has shown, (Twelver) Si‘ite usiil al-figh scholarship is char-
acterized by the same line of tradition that was formative for the Safi‘ite tradi-
tion—namely, above all, the one which developed on the basis of Ibn al-Hagib’s
Muhtasar and al-I§T's commentary on it—so that “for a lengthy period the
standard usul al-figh works studied in the Shiite curriculum were al-‘Allamah
al-Hill's Tahdhib al-wusul, followed by the Mukhtasar of Ibn al-Hajib and al-
Sharh al-Adudi*2° The latter remained a favorite subject of Si‘ite commentary
for centuries.!3° The Tripartition of Signification is not only dealt with in Ibn
al-Hagib and al-1g1, but also in Hill's Tahdib al-wusal13!

These works were superseded by Hasan b. Zayd ad-din al-Amilt’s Ma‘alim
ad-din, by Mirza Abu 1-Qasim al-Qummi’s (1231/1816) Qawanin al-usul, and
by Mulla Kazim al-Hurasant’s Kifayat al-usul'3?—as far as I know, none of
these three deals with the Tripartition.!33 In some important Si‘ite works of
the 19th and 20th centuries, on the other hand—in the line of tradition of al-
Hilli—the Tripartition of Signification is treated, such as in Muhammad ibn ‘Al
Mugahid’s (1242/1826?) Mafatih al-usiil and Fadil Ardakants (1305/1887) Gayat
al-mas’al, as well as in the work the Bada’i‘ al-afkar by Mirza Habib Allah Rasti
(d. 1312/1894), in Diya’ ad-din al-Traql’s (d. 1361/1942) Magalat al-usul, and in
Husayn Tabataba’1 Buragirdi’s (d. 1380/1961) Nihayat al-usul.'3*

127 Az-Zarkasi, al-Bahr al-Muhit, vol. 2, pp. 37ff.

128 Tag ad-din as-Subki, Gam* al-gawami* fi usil al-figh, ed. by ‘Abd al-Mun‘im Halil Ibrahim
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2003 [1424]), p. 22, lines 8f. The Tripartition is also dis-
cussed in contemporary textbooks, see, for example, Wahba az-Zuhayli, al-Usal al-figh
al-islami (Damascus: Dar al-fikr, 1986), vol. 1, p. 360.

129 Stewart, Islamic Legal Orthodoxy, p. 97.

130 Ibid, pp. 98-99.

131 Gamal ad-din al-Hilli, Tahdib al-wusil ila lm al-wusil, ed. by Muhammad Husayn al-
Kasmirl (London: Mu’assasat al-Imam ‘Aly, 2001 [1421]), p. 65.

132  Stewart, Islamic Legal Orthodoxy, pp. 97-98.

133 Cf. al-Hasan b. Zayn ad-din b. a$-Sahid at-Tani, Maalim ad-din f l-usul (Tehran: Lith. 1890,
reprint, ca. 1970); Muhammad Kazim Ibn Husayn al-Hurasani, al-Kifaya f bayan al-imarat
wa-l-usul (Tehran, 1906).

134 Cf.Muhammad b. ‘Ali Mugahid, Mafatih al-usil, ed. s.n. (Qom: Muw’assasat Al al-Bayt, s.d.),
p. 5; Fadil Ardakani, Gayat al-mas’il, ed. s.n. (Qom: Mu’assasat Al al-Bayt, s.d.), pp. 331ff;
Mirza Habib Allah Rasti, Bada’i‘ al-afkar, ed. s.n. (Qom: Mu’assasat Al al-Bayt, 1896 [1313]),
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This cursory overview gives a first impression of the fact that the Tripartition
of Signification has achieved canonical status in the commentary traditions of
all Sunni schools of law treating this subject as well as in Siite works of the
same lineage. In a next step, which cannot be undertaken in the present work,
it would be necessary to work out whether and how the chapters on language
philosophy of the modern and contemporary works of the various schools of
law have developed and differentiated over time and whether a fundamental
change in approach can be recognized.

2.2 The Transmission and Modification of iltizam as a Generic Term for

Legal-Theoretical Types of Implication
Now that we have seen how the treatment of the Tripartition of Significa-
tion in the post-Razian usu! al-figh compendia’s general introductory chapters
on linguistic theory came to achieve canonical status in a particular line of
tradition, we will now examine whether and how Fahr ad-din’s concept of
iltizam was received and handed down as a generic term for certain legal-
theoretical types of implication. The focus here is on the discussion of the
historical development of its reception and modification, i.e. I aim to exam-
ine the group of concrete, hermeneutical discussion points in which the it-
izam debate is located and has been used as well as the extent to which
approaches specific to individual legal schools can be recognized in within
it.

2.2.1 Iltizam and Legal-Theoretical Types of Implication: From the
Safiite to the Hanafite Paradigm

Fahr ad-din associated the iltizam category with several gradations and sub-
divisions of legal-theoretical types of implication: (1.) dalalat al-igtida’, (2.)
dalalat al-isara, (3.) mafhum al-muwafaqa, and (4.) mafhum al-muhalafat3s
Subsequent Safi‘ite and Malikite scholars, who referred directly or indirectly to
the Mahsul, adopted this classification in increments and formed something
new from it over time, as will be shown below.

The Safi‘ite ‘Abdallah b. ‘Umar al-Baydawi summarizes the distinction be-
tween explicit and implicit types of signification along with their subtypes in
his Minhag as follows:

pp- 1881f,; Diya’ ad-din al-Iraqi, Magalat al-usil, ed. s.n. (Qom: Magma“ al-fikr al-islami,
1993-1994 [1414]), pp. 121ff.; Hosayn Tabataba’l Boragerdi (1380/1961), Nihayat al-usul, ed.
s.n. (Qom: Nasr tafakkur, 1994 [1415]), pp. 290 ff.

135 See Chapter 4, Section 1.
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[Divine] speech (al-hitab) signifies the legal judgement (hukm) either

[1.] in an explicit way (bi-mantiqiht), so that it is traced back to the legal
(Sar) [speech/way of speaking], then to that of the conventional usage
(‘urfr), then to the linguistic/lexicographical (fugawr), then to the figurat-
ive (magazt) [speech/way of speaking];

[2.] or in an implicit way (bi-mafhumihi). This is either [2.1] that [mean-
ing]| which adheres to the [meaning of the] simple [linguistic expression]
which is dependent on it in a rational or legal way—such as [...] ‘Freed is
your slave by me’; this is called ‘requirement’ (igtida’); or

[2.2.1] it is [that meaning] which [adheres to] [the meaning of the] com-
pound [linguistic expression] and agrees with it; this is fahwa al-hitab, just
like the prohibition against verbal abuse signifies the prohibition against
beating, and

[2.2.2] [this includes dalalat al-i$ara] just like the permission of sexual
intercourse (Jawaz al-mubasara) into the morning signifies the permis-
sion to fast in a state of great ritual impurity (gunuban); or

[2.2.3] [the implied meaning] is the opposite (muhalafa)—just like the
legal ruling implies the negation of what is omitted from what is men-
tioned—this is called dalil al-hitab.'3%

Here al-Baydaw1 uses the distinction between mantig—all types of significa-
tion that are based on a primary or secondary imposition!*”—and mafhim, to
summarize the corresponding section on legal-theoretical implication in the
Mahsul. Consequently, it is under mafhum that we find here, after the subdi-
vision into those meanings that are implied by the meanings of the simple
or compound linguistic expressions, the types of implication that Fahr ad-
din subsumed under the concept of iltizam: namely (1.) dalalat al-igtida’, (2.)
dalalat al-isara, (3.) mafhum al-muwdfaqa, and (4.) mafhum al-muhalafa. Al-
Baydawi, like Fahr ad-din, does not count tail or ima’ wa-isara.

However, he adopts neither the further differentiations of the categorization
scheme (condition/consequence/intention/positive-negative implication) nor
—for the time being—the reference to the Tripartition of Signification. In this
classification, implications are subsumed under the generic term mafhim, not
iltizam. The reference to the Tripartition is established a few lines later, as will
be shown in Chapter 4, Section 2.2.2—namely in connection with the argu-
mentum e contrario.'38

136 Al-Baydawi, Minhag, p. 68, lines 11-16.
137 See Chapter 3, Section 2, e.g. pp. 162ff.
138 See Chapter 4, Section 2.2.2, p. 219.
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FIGURE 22 The Legal-Theoretical Types of Signification in al-BaydawT's Minhag al-wusul

dalala
4/\;
mantiq mafham
mufrad murakkab
iqtida’ fahwa al-hitab dalalat al-isara dalil al-hitab
(= mafhum al-muwafaqa) (= mafhum al-muhalafa)

In the works on legal theory of the Safi‘ite Sayf ad-din al-Amidj, the approach in
the Mahsul is not adopted;'®? instead, we find al-Gazall's classification, presen-
ted in a somewhat more systematic fashion and with different terminology.
This classification will be briefly presented below because it will become rel-
evant in the subsequent history of reception with regard to the question I am
focusing on here. Al-Amidi assigns implications to those types of signification
that are not based on the arrangement and form of the linguistic expressions,
as they in some way transcend what is explicitly articulated:

The second part: About signification by the non-arranged (gayr al-man-
gum). This is that which does not signify by its plain (external) form and
imposition (bi-sarih sigatihi wa-wad‘ihi). This is either such that what is
signified
[1.] is intended (magsud) by the speaker or [2.] is not intended (gayr mag
sud).
[ad1] If it is intended, then it is either such that
[11] the credibility of the speaker (sidq al-mutakallim) or the correct-
ness of what is said depends on it [i.e. on the implied signified thing],
or
[1.2] is does not dependent on it.
[ad 11] If it [Le. if the speaker’s credibility or the correctness of what is
said] depends on it [L.e. the implied meaning], then this signification of
the linguistic expression is called dalalat al-iqtida’.
[ad1.2] And if it [L.e. if the speaker’s credibility or the correctness of what
is said] does not depend on it [L.e. the implied meaning], then it is either
such that

139  Yunis Ali makes it seem as if al-Amidi incorporates the three-fold classification of mutab-
aqa, tadammun, and iltizam into the mantuq/mafhum classification. But this is a back-
projection through the later history of reception, which is why Yunis Ali does not cite any
textual evidence for this statement, cf. Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, pp.180-181.
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[1.2.1] that which is implied (mafham) [lit.: that which is under-
stood’] lies within the realm to which the linguistic expression ex-
tends in the manner of articulated speech (nutq) or
[1.2.2] it does not.
[ad 1.2.1] If it is the first, then the signification is called dalalat at-
tanbih wa-l-ima’.
[ad 1.2.2] If it is the second, then the signification is called dalalat
al-mafhum.
[ad 2] If the signification is not intended by the speaker, then this signi-
fication of the linguistic expression is called dalalat al-isara.**°

Like al-Gazali, al-Amidi here describes those meanings that are not signified
by the linguistic expressions themselves, i.e. not by the word form (siga) itself,
but instead by something that transcends the mere arrangement (mangiam) of
the words. The meaning is implied between the lines and is not carried by the
linguistic expressions themselves.*! Like al-Gazali and Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, he
then makes a distinction between intended and unintended meaning, whereby
the unintended meaning is a kind of secondary meaning that results from
the main meaning of the statement.*? Al-Amidi considers the type dalalat
at-tanbth wa-l-ima@’ or ta'lil to be a special case amongst the types of implica-
tion, because here the implied meaning still lies to a certain extent within the
realm of articulated speech; for this reason, this type of implication was not
even treated by Fahr ad-din under the category of implication, and al-Amidi
refers the reader to the section on giyas for a detailed discussion.1#3

The classification of the legal-theoretical types of implication as elaborated
in Fahr ad-din ar-Razi’'s Mahsil seems not to have been of much value to al-
Amidr’s Ihkam: The focus is rather on the question of whether the implication
is intended or not. The question of whether the implied meaning is also a con-
dition for maintaining the credibility of the speaker or the accuracy of the state-
ment is also mentioned. On the other hand, the counterpart to this—namely
the implied meaning as a consequence of the statement and the question of
whether the meaning of a word or a sentence is implied—is not considered.

140 Al-Amidi, al-Thkam, vol. 3, p- 81, lines 1-12; see also al-Amidi, Muntaha, p- 165, lines 6-10; cf.
Weiss, The Search, p. 474; for a detailed discussion and paraphrase of the legal-theoretical
types of implication in al-Amidi’s Ihkam, see Weiss, The Search, pp. 473-493.

141 Cf ibid, p. 473.

142 On the distinction between intended and unintended meaning, see ibid., p. 474.

143 Al-Amidi, al-Thkam, vol. 3, p- 82, line 14. Elsewhere, al-Amid1 explains that all five types of
implication in the dichotomy mantig/gayr mantiq belong to the realm of gayr mantiyg,
cf. al-Amidi, Muntahad, p. 264, lines 1-2.
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The dichotomous relationship between explicit and implied types of signi-
fication remains intact in spite of it all, and all kinds previously categorized as
types of implication are still regarded as such.

FIGURE 23 The Legal-Theoretical Types of Signification in al-Amidr’s Ihkam

dalala

4/\

mangum signification, which is not determined by
the arrangement of words or not by the word forms
gayr al-mangum = la bi-sarih sigatiht

intended (magsad) not intended (gayr magsid)
condition not a condition dalalat al-isara
(for the credibility of the speaker

or the correctness of the statement)

dalalat al-igtida®

in the realm of articulated speech (nutq) dalalat al-mafham
tanbih wa-ima@’ mafhim al-muwafaqa mafhum al-muhalafa

Al-AmidT’s classification in turn influenced subsequent generations of scholars
from various schools of law. In his Muftasar al-Muntaha, Ibn al-Hagib adopts
al-AmidT’s classification, albeit with significant modifications:

The explicitly spoken and the implied (al-mantiiq wa-l-mafhim):
[1.] The signification is explicitly spoken (mantiiq); this [i.e. what is expli-
citly spoken] is that which the linguistic expression signifies in the realm
of articulated speech (nutq).
[2.] That which is implied (mafham) [lit.: ‘that which is understood’] is in
contrast to it, i.e. it is not in the realm of articulated speech (mahall an-
nutq).
[ad 1] The first [ie. al-mantuq] is
[11] sarth (‘plain’)—it is that for which the linguistic expression has
been imposed;
[1.2] gayr as-sarih (‘not plain’) stands in contrast to this; it is that which
adheres (ma yalzamu ‘anhit) to that [‘for which the linguistic expression
has been imposed'].
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[ad 1.2] If it [i.e. the adhering meaning]
[1.2.1] is intended and upon it the
[1.2.1.1] credibility (sidq) [of the speaker] or the correctness [of what
is said] in rational or legal terms is dependent, then it is the dalalat
iqtida’ [...]; if
[1.2.1.2] it is not dependent on it, [...] then it is tanbith wa-ima’ |...].
If it [i.e. the adhering meaning]
[12.2] is not intended, then it is the dalalat i$ara |...].
[ad 2] The implied (mafhim) is mafhiim muwdafaqa and mafhim muha-
lafa. 144

Ibn al-Hagib adopts al-Amidr’s subdivision into those significations that are and
are not based on the plain word form. However, he does not classify the latter
as a genuine type of implication, but instead as a type of explicit speech.> This
means that the following subtypes dalalat iqtida@, tanbth wa-ima’, and dalalat
i$§ara—which are again differentiated according to Amidr’s criteria—do not
belong to the mafhum category, but instead still belong to the mantiq category.
It is only mafhim al-muwafaga and mafhim al-muhalafa that are subsumed
under the mafhiim category.

FIGURE 24 Legal-Theoretical Types of Signification in Ibn al-Hagib’s Muhtasar al-

Muntaha
dalala
dalalat al-mantiq dalalat al-mafham
sarth gayr sarih mafham al-muwafaga  mafhum al-muhalafa
intended not intended
condition not a condition dalalat al-isara

dalalat al-igtida®  tanbith wa-ima

144 Ibnal-Hagib, Muhtasar al-Muntaha, pp. 924—934, cf. Ibn al-Hagib, Kitab Muntaha, pp. 147
148 and al-Amidi, Muntaha, p. 165, lines 6-10.

145 Gleave's presentation of Ibn al-Hagib’s classification assigns the not plain (gayr as-sarth)
signification to mafhim. Although one is easily inclined to understand this in accordance
with al-AmidT’s classification, this presentation is not accurate on closer examination, cf.
Gleave, Islam and Literalism, p. 53.
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Ibn al-Hagib thus considerably restricts the realm of genuine types of implica-
tion while expanding the realm of explicit signification. One can therefore by
no means claim that Ibn al-Hagib has simply reproduced al-Amidr’s scheme.
Instead, this represents a significant paradigm shift.!#6 Before going into the
question of which assumptions underlie this shift, another aspect of this de-
bate should be mentioned: In his commentary on Ibn al-Hagib’s Mufitasar, the
Safi‘ite ‘Adud ad-din al-Igi (d. 756/1355) links this classification with the Tripar-
tition of Signification:

I say:

[1.] The explicitly spoken (mantiq) is divided into
[11] sarih (‘plain’) and
[1.2] gayr as-sarth (‘not plain’);
[ad 11] sarih is that for which the linguistic expression has been im-
posed, such that it signifies it by congruence (mutabaga) or by con-
tainment (tadammun).
[ad1.2] Gayr as-sarih stands in contrast to this and is not that for which
the linguistic expression has been imposed, but instead what adheres
to that for which it has been imposed, such that it signifies it by implic-
ation (iltizam).
Gayr as-sarih is divided into [1.2.1] dalalat al-igtida’ and [1.2.2] ima’ and
[12.3] iSara, because it is either intended by the speaker or not.14?

In his commentary, ‘Adud ad-din al-I§i adopts Ibn al-Hagib’s classification
and links it to the Tripartition of Signification: The significations by congru-
ence (mutabaqga), containment (tadammun), and implication (iltizam) are now
explicitly situated in the mantiiq category. Iltizam is no longer an umbrella term
for legal-theoretical types of implication in general, but only for dalalat al-

146  Yunis Ali recognizes that mantuq is used “in a very broad sense,” but firstly finds this
incomprehensible and secondly attributes it to al—Guwaan, see Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic
Pragmatics, pp. 185-186. His assertion that Ibn al-Hagib follows al-Guwayni in this clas-
sification with the broad understanding of mantiiq is not substantiated; apparently it
stems from the fact that Ibn al-Hagib’s and al-Guwayn7's understanding of mafhim are
equivalent inasmuch as they only include mafhum muwafaqa and mafhum muhalafa
(cf. al-Guwayni, al-Burhan, vol. 1, pp. 165-166); but such a reference to al-Guwayni falls
short.

147 ‘Adud ad-din al-Ig], Sarh Muhtasar al-Muntaha, ed. by Fadi Nasif and Tariq Yahya (Beirut:
Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2000 [1421]), p. 254, lines 1—4. On the significance of this work,
see for example Stewart, Islamic Legal Orthodoxy, pp. 97 ff.,; van Ess, Die Trdume der Schul-
weisheit, pp. 64f.
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iqtida’, dalalat al-isara, and al-tanbith wa-l-tm@’; Fahr ad-din had not counted
the latter as iltizam.'*8 The two types of implication mafhum al-muhafaga and
mafhiam al-muhalafa—in contrast to Fahr ad-din’s original classification—fall
outside the Tripartition of Signification. This arrangement, as will be shown,
is particularly relevant with regard to the legitimization or delegitimization of
the argumentum e contrario.*

FIGURE 25 Legal-Theoretical Types of Signification in al-1gT's Sark Muhtasar al-Muntaha
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dalalat al-mantiiq dalalat al-mafham
4/\
sarth gayr sarth mafham al-muwafaqa  mafhum al-muhalafa
mutabaga tadammun iltizc&m
intended not intended
condition not a condition dalalat al-isara
dalalat al-igtida® tanb[/% wa-im@’

The Hanafite Akmal ad-din Muhammad b. Mahmud al-Babarti (d. 786/1384)
defends this classification against Safi‘ite objections in his meta-commentary
ar-Rudiid wa-n-nuqud: Sarh Muhtasar Ibn al-Hagib, which is based on IsfahanT’s
Bayan al-Muhtasar.’° To this end, he cites the objection—raised by the Safi‘ite
scholar ‘Ala’ ad-din al-Qunawi (d. 729/1329)1%'—according to whom gayr sarih
cannot be categorized as explicitly spoken (mantiq):

148  See also Tag ad-din as-Subki, Raf* al-hagib ‘an Muhtasar Ibn al-Hagib, ed. by ‘Ali Muham-
mad Mu‘awwad and ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawgid (Beirut: ‘Alam al-kutub, 1999), vol. 3,
p- 485.

149 See Chapter 4, Section 2.2.2.

150 Cf.the editor’s introduction in Sams ad-din al-Isfahani, Bayan al-Muhtasar: Sarh Muhtasar
Ibn al-Hagib, ed. by Muhammad Mazhar Baga (Mecca: Gami‘at Umm al-Qura, 1986
[1406]), p. 25; in a weakened formulation, cf. the editor’s introduction to Akmal ad-din
Muhammad b. Mahmiid al-Babarti’s ar-Rudid wa-n-nuqid: Sarh Muhtasar Ibn al-Hagib,
vol. 1, ed. by Salih b. ‘Awn al-‘Umari (Riyad: Maktabat ar-Rusd Nasiran, 2005), p. 63 On the
person of al-BabartT himself, see also the introduction to al-Babarti, ar-Rudud wa-n-nuqud,
vol. 1, pp. 371f.

151 For more detail on his person, see Livnat Holtzmann, “The Dhimmi’s Question on Pre-
determination and the Ulama’s Six Responses: The Dynamics of Composing Polemical
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Sayh ‘Ala> ad-din al-Qinawi doubted that gayr sarih belongs to mantiiq
[...]; for he said: “The first is sarih; it is that for which the linguistic expres-
sion has been imposed. Gayr sarih stands in contrast to it.” [...] The fact
that he says “‘gayr sarih stands in contrast to it” indicates that it must be
a category other than mantugq. Accordingly, the signification of the lin-
guistic expression is divided into three parts: [1.] mantiq, which is sarih,
and [2.] mafhum, which is the opposite of mantig, and [3.] gayr sarih,
which is the opposite of each one of the two [i.e. mantiiq and mafhum].
There is no difference (wa-la tafriqa) between the parts of gayr sarih
(namely igtid@’, tanbih, and isara) and mafhim (namely [deriving] beat-
ing from verbally abusing)—with regard to the fact that the signification
of the linguistic expression is such that something external to the [mean-
ing] for which the linguistic expression has been imposed is signified.!5?

Based on the assumption that the category of mantug is more or less equival-
ent with that of sarth—in which signification is plainly and explicitly borne
by the linguistic expression itself, this objection to Ibn al-Hagib’s classification
criticizes its further dichotomization of mantigq into sarih and gayr sarih. The
category that is opposed to sarih cannot be a subcategory of mantiig: firstly,
because it must be contrary to the category of mantiiq, and secondly, because it
fulfills the same conditions as the category of mafhiim, i.e. the opposite of man-
tug; for here something is signified that is external with relation to the original
meaning. On the basis of these premises, it can then be argued that gayr sarih
should be equated with mafhum, such that all four or five types of implication
are subsumed under it, just as al-Amidi had done.’?3>—However, the assump-
tion that these types of signification should actually be regarded as types of
implication and that they belong to the category in which the meanings are
not taken from the linguistic expressions themselves is Safi‘ite and is obviously
not shared by Ibn al-Hagib. In the dichotomous—and also Safi‘ite—distinction
between mantiq and mafhum, the former category is assigned a greater epi-
stemological significance than the latter.54 The Safi‘ite schema is contrasted
with the Hanafite schema, in which this dichotomy does not exist. Instead, it

Didactic Poems in Mamluk Cairo and Damascus,” Mamluk Studies Review, vol. 16 (2012):
pp- 36-37. )

152 Akmal ad-din Muhammad b. Mahmud al-Babarti, ar-Rudud wa-n-nuqud: Sarh Muhtasar
Ibn al-Hagib, vol. 2, ed. by Tarhib b. Rabi‘an ad-Dawsari (Riyad: Maktabat ar-Rusd Nasiran,
2005), p. 355, lines 12—20.

153 And as Gleave also (incorrectly) attributes it to Ibn al-Hagib, see Gleave, Islam and Liter-
alism, p. 53.

154 Cf. al-Amidi, Muntahd, p. 149, line 7.
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differentiates between %barat an-nass (corresponding in the broadest sense to
the mantiiq category in the Safi‘ite tradition), isarat an-nass (corresponding
to dalalat al-isara), dalalat an-nass (corresponding to mafhum al-muwafaqa),
and igtida’ an-nass (corresponding to dalalat al-iqtid@) in hierarchical grada-
tion.!%5 In the Hanafite explanation of these hermeneutical techniques, there
is a tendency to see certain meanings as immediately understood by all those
who are proficient in Arabic. Consequently, rules for deriving certain meanings
and epistemological concerns raised by Safi‘ite scholars become superfluous:
With regard to mafhim al-muwafaqa or dalalat an-nass, the Hanafite Nizam
ad-din al-Ansari al-Laknawi, for example, writes that here the meaning or the
legal ruling “can be understood intuitively (badihi) by those who have mastered
the language (li-l- arif bi-l-luga),”>® while “the one who considers this to be an
analogy claims that the signification for it [Le. for the meaning or for the legal
ruling] does not occur in a linguistic way (lugatan) or according to linguistic
usage (‘urfan), but instead that the legal ruling (fukm) follows from the exist-
ence of the lla."57

On the one hand, there is a tendency to locate certain meanings more in
the broad semantic realm, where they can be understood with an “ordinary
linguistic competence”® and considered legitimate and capable of producing
certain knowledge in the hermeneutical process. On the other hand, there is a
tendency to understand certain meanings as being derived in some respect and
as having a lower epistemological status. In legal hermeneutical practice, the
former means an expansion of the scope of exegesis, while the latter reduces
it.159 To put it cautiously, the former could be called the Hanafite hermeneutical
paradigm and the latter the Safi‘ite paradigm.

The Malikite Ibn al-Hagib proposed in his Muhtasar al-Muntaha an ap-
proach that merges two different schemata together and in which a large part
of what was subordinated under the category mafhiim in the Safi‘ite schema is
integrated into the category mantigq. It thus corresponds more to the Hanafite

155 See, for example, ‘Ali ibn Muhammad al-Bazdawi (together with al-Buhari's comment-
ary), Kasf al-asrar, ed. by Ahmad Hultsi and Mustafa Darwis (Istanbul, 1890 [1308]), vol. 1,
p. 67; Ibn as-Sa‘ati, Kitab al-Badr, vol. 3, pp. n3ff; see also the entry dalala in Sarif al-
Gurgani, Kitab at-Ta‘rifat, p. 46; cf. Ramié, Language and the Interpretation of Islamic Law,
P. 4, pp- 640 (on the Hanafite classification) and pp. 41-64 (on the Safiite classification);
Yunis Ali, Medieval Islamic Pragmatics, p. 159.

156 Al-Laknawli, Fawatih ar-rahamat, vol. 1, p. 446, lines 22—23.

157 Ibid, p. 447, lines 21-22.

158 Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, p. 50, cf. Rami¢, Language and the Interpretation of
Islamic Law, p.18.

159 Cf. Weiss, The Search, p. 481.
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paradigm—even if Ibn al-Hagib’s classification, in the expanded version of al-
181, proved to be very influential to the Safi‘ite usil al-figh tradition. Therefore
the Hanafite Nizam ad-din al-Ansari al-Laknawi (1225/1810) cites this schema
as the Safi‘ite schema:

[§1] As for the Safi‘ite school of law (as-safityya), it divides signification
(dalala) into

[1.] mantig (‘that which is explicitly spoken’)—it is that in which the lin-
guistic expression signifies the presence (tubiit) of the mentioned legal
ruling (Aukm) in the manner of congruence (mutabaqa), containment
(tadammun), or implication (iltizam); and into

[2.] mafhum (‘that which is understood/implied’) on the contrary, i.e. that
the signification does not occur in the way of being named (madkar), but
in the way of being concealed (maskut).

[§ 2] Consequently, mantiqg and mafhiim are two parts of the signification
(gisma d-dalala) [...].

[§3] Mantugq is [either]

[11] plain (sarih), it is that which is signified by congruence or contain-
ment, or it is the opposite of this

[1.2] not plain (gayr sarih), i.e. that which is not signified by congruence
or containment, such that it is signified by implication (iltizam).
Accordingly, implication belongs to [1.] the explicitly spoken (mantig).
[§ 4] Some from the Safi‘ite school of law, including the author of the Min-
hag [i.e. al-Baydawr], categorize it [ie. implication (iltizam)] [however]
under [2.] mafhiim.16°

Nizam ad-din al-Angari al-Laknawi cites this schema, introduced by Ibn al-
Hagib and expanded by al-Igi, as the Safi‘ite scheme in order to, anachron-
istically, refer to al-Baydawi's Minhag al-wusul ila ilm al-usul (in which, as
already shown, Fahr ad-din’s classification is still predominant).16! Al-BaydawT’s
Minhag and Ibn al-Hagib’s Muhtasar generated two parallel commentary tra-
ditions, whereby in some cases the same author even wrote a commentary
on each of the works.!62 This led to divergent approaches with regard to the
classification problem at hand, since, roughly speaking, only each individual

160 Al-Laknawi, Fawatih ar-rahamaut, vol. 1, p. 449, lines 19—24.

161 See pp. 203f.

162 See, for example, Sams ad-din al-Isfahani, Bayan al-Muhtasar; id., Sarh al-Minhag li-
[-Baydawi fi ‘ilm al-usil, ed. by ‘Abd al-Karim b. ‘Ali b. Muhammad an-Namla (Riyad:
Maktabat ar-rusd, 1999 [14.20]); Tag ad-din as-Subki, Raf* al-hagib ‘an Muhtasar Ibn al-
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work’s approach was described in its respective commentary. In Subki’s Minhag
commentary, the two approaches are then finally harmonized in favor of the
one advocated by Ibn al-Hagib, which then becomes established as the Safi‘ite
approach.163

Both Safi‘ite classifications—the old one, i.e. that of al-Baydawi, which is
rejected in the end, as well as the new one—are contested by Nizam ad-din. The
old one could not be correct anyway because all three types of signification, i.e.
congruence (mutabaga), containment (tadammun), and implication (iltizam),
must belong under mantiiq. The new one is to be criticized on the grounds
that it classifies dalalat al-igtida’ under al-mantiiq al-gayr as-sarth. According
to Nizam ad-din, this is instead a plain, congruent signification.!'® The Hanafite
paradigm seen here can again can be considered, in Zysow’s words, as a kind of
“optimism as to the workings of language”.165

‘Adud ad-din al-I§T’s classification, which combines Ibn al-Hagib’s legal-theor-
etical classification with the Tripartition of Signification, orients itself within
the Safi‘ite system of signification towards the Hanafite paradigm. It also cor-
responds to the logical classification scheme developed in the commentar-
ies on Nagm ad-din al-Katib1's (d. 657/1276) ar-Risala a$-Samsiyya and was
ultimately canonized by Sarif al-Gurgani’s (d. 816/1413) lexicon the Kitab at-
Ta‘rifat.}%6 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi had previously distinguished between the con-
gruent type of signification based on imposition and the type of signification
based on reasoning, which includes containment and implication. The former
corresponds to the ‘meaning’ (al-mana) of a linguistic expression, the latter
to the ‘meaning of the meaning’ (ma‘na [-mana), which must first be derived
through thought. As has already been explained, the correct classification of
this distinction was the subject of intense debate in the subsequent logical tra-
dition, resulting in a not insignificant modification:'6? While [a] some scholars
shared Fahr ad-din ar-Razi’s assumption that only the congruent manner of sig-
nification is to be called dalala wad‘iyya, [b] others regarded both congruence
and containment as daldla wadiyya. In the end, through e.g. the Samsiyya com-
mentaries of Qutb ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtani (d. 766/1365) and Sarif al-Gurgani,

Hagib; id. and Taqi ad-din as-Subki, Ibhag fi Sarh al-Minhag, ed. by Saban Muhammad
Isma‘l (Cairo: Maktabat al-Kulliyat al-Azhariyah, 1981 [1401]).

163  As-Subki, Ibhag fi Sarh al-Minhag, vol. 1, p. 368, lines 3—4.

164 See al-Laknawi, Fawatih ar-rahamit, vol. 1, p. 449, line 31-p. 450, line 2.

165 Zysow, The Economy of Certainty, p.109.

166 See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1.

167 This debate is also occasionally carried over into the usal al-figh works, see for example
as-Subki, Ibhdgﬁgarh al-Minhag, vol. 1, pp. 203f.
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position [c] prevailed, whereby all three manners of signification are assigned
to dalala wadyya and whereby dalala ‘aqliyya, which had previously been
regarded as a catch-all for transferred meanings, receives a different defini-
tion.!68 The understanding that iltizam signifies the ‘meaning of the meaning’
did not change as a result, for the new categorization still considers the mean-
ing of the meaning to be mediately based on the relationship of imposition. Just
as, in the writings on logic, the classification scheme in which all three man-
ners of signification are subsumed under “signification by imposition” (dalala
wadyya) came to prevail, in the legal-theoretical classification of signification,
all three manners of signification came to be subsumed under the category
dalalat al-mantiig—and with the same justification, namely that everything
that is signified by means of these three manners of signification is immedi-
ately or mediately based on what is explicitly spoken.16°

2.2.2 Not a Manner of Signification: Questioning the Legitimacy of the
Argumentum e Contrario on the Basis of the Tripartition of
Signification

From schema outlined here, in which a majority of the manners of signification

defined from a legal-theoretical perspective are subsumed under the category

dalalat al-mantiq, we can quite easily argue as follows: There are only the
three manners of signification (, all three of which belong to the category man-
tuq); the argumentum e contrario (mafhim al-muhalafa), which is the opposite
of mantiyg, is not one of them; therefore, it is not valid. Because mafham al-
muwafaqa has a different name (namely dalalat an-nass) in the Hanafite legal-
theoretical system of signification and is therefore not assigned to the category
of mafhum but instead also to the three manners of signification, this argument
for illegitimacy would only apply to the argumentum e contrario and would not
affect the admissibility of mafhum al-muwafaga. The situation would be dif-
ferent in the Safi‘ite system of signification, where this argument would affect
both types of mafhum signification.

In the Musallam at-tubiit of the Hanafite scholar Muhibb Allah al-Bihari

(d. 1m9/1707), the following quite concise formulation is also found among the

arguments against the argumentum e contrario: “Fourthly: [signification by the

168 See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1, pp. 134 1f.

169 It should be noted here that, within this comparison with the logical classification of sig-
nification, there are some incongruencies in Igi’s legal-theoretical classification of signi-
fication that can be explained by the fact that the latter is based on Ibn al-Hagib’s schema,
which in turn corresponds to the tradition of position [b]. Meanwhile the logical signific-
ation schema originates from the tradition of position [c].
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argumentum e contrario] is not one of the three manners of signification (wa-
rabi‘an laysat bi-ihda d-dalalat at-talat).”""° Nizam ad-din al-Ansari al-Laknawi
(d. 1225/1810) comments on this as follows: “[The fact that the argumentum
e contrario s not valid] is concluded fourthly from the fact that if the argu-
mentum e contrario [were valid], it would have to be one of them, namely con-
gruence, containment, and implication. ‘It [i.e. signification by the argumentum
e contrario] is not one of the three manners of signification’”;'"! therefore it is
invalid.

In this terminology, this argument in these two Hanafite texts goes back to
the Safi‘ite Tag ad-din al-Urmawi, who reformulated Fahr ad-din’s argument in
his commentary on the Mahsul, as already shown in Chapter 4, Section 1.1.2,
p-186. In Fahr ad-din and Abui I-Husayn al-Basr, the argument reads as follows:

[Antecedent] If the argumentum e contrario (or a subtype of it) were valid, the
legal ruling of the mentioned circumstance would signify the legal ruling of the
unmentioned circumstance either

[a] by the wording (bi-lafziht) of the statement or

[b] by its meaning (bi-ma‘nahu)

[Consequent] However, it does not signify it in either of these ways; therefore,
it is necessary that it does not signify it [i.e. the legal ruling of the unmentioned
circumstance] at all.

Tag ad-din al-Urmawi on the other hand replaces [a] wording and [b] meaning
with

[a] by congruence (bi-l-mutabaqa)

[b] or by implication (bi-l-iltizam).

He comes to the same conclusion as Fahr ad-din before him, namely that the
statement does not signify in either of these ways what it does not mention, and
therefore does not signify it at all. Unlike Tag ad-din al-Urmawi in his Mahsil
commentary, al-Baydaw1 in his Minhag al-wusul ila ilm al-usil, awork based on
the Mahsiul commentaries of the two Urmawis, advocates for the implication
thesis:

Itissaid: If it were to signify it [i.e. if the legal ruling of the original case were
to signify the negation of the legal ruling on the circumstance qualified by

170  Muhibb Allah ibn ‘Abd a$-Sakar al-Bihari, Musallam at-tubit, Ms. Maktabat Gami‘at al-
Malik Sa‘ad 8144, fol. 93V, last line or the quotation in al-Laknawi, Fawatih ar-rahamat,
vol. 1, p. 454, line 10.

171 Ibid,, lines g—-10.
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the other unmentioned attribute], then it would signify [it] either by con-
gruence (mutabaqatan) or by implication (iltizaman). We say that it [Le.
the legal ruling on the original case] signifies by implication, since it has
been established that the sequence (tartib) signifes causation (Uliyya),
whereby the elimination of the cause (‘illa) in turn necessitates the elim-
ination of the thing caused by it.1"2

The fact that the circumstance is qualified by a certain attribute must be for a
good reason and cannot be superfluous; therefore, the proponents of this form
of argumentum e contrario assume that the presence of the attribute in this
circumstance elicits the legal ruling. If the circumstance were to occur without
this specific attribute, this legal ruling would in turn be omitted.

In his commentary on Baydawt’s Minhdg al-wusil ila ilm al-usiil, Sams ad-
din al-Isfahani (d. 749/1348) quotes the counter-thesis and ultimately justifies
BaydawT’s position, according to which implication is to be assumed in this
case. This reasoning deserves closer consideration; al-Isfahan firstly cites the
opposing position—advocated by Fahr ad-din, among others:

[§1] It is said:
“[§11] If attaching (taliq) the legal ruling (al-hukm) to one of two
essential attributes would signify the negation of that which is omit-
ted from the legal ruling, then it [i.e. the legal ruling of the initial case]
signifies [the negation of the legal ruling on that circumstance, which is
qualified by the other, unmentioned attribute]
either in the way
[a] of congruence (mutabaqatan),
[b] of inclusion (tadammunan),
[c] or of implication (iltizaman).
[§1.2] But what adheres (lazim) [i.e. here: the consequent of this condi-
tional sentence] is false, so that to which it adheres (malzam) [i.e. the
antecedent of this conditional sentence] is also [ false].
[§1.3] As concerns the entailment (mulazama) [ie. here: the condi-
tional sentence in question], it is clear that the linguistic significa-
tion based on imposition (ad-dalala al-lafziyya bi-l-wad‘iyya)'”® can be
divided into these three [manners of signification].

172 Al-Baydawi, Minhag, p. 69, lines 6-8.
173 The editor indicates a different placement of the diacritics, such that the edition reads
wasfiyya instead of wad%yya; it must however read wad%yya. The translation of lafziyya as
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[§1.4] As concerns the falseness of what adheres (lazim) [i.e. here: the
consequent of this conditional sentence), [it, the consequent, is false],
since it is evident that congruence and inclusion do not apply [i.e. the
argumentum e contrario does not occur by means of these two manners
of signification]; for the negation of the legal ruling of that [attribute]
which is excluded from what is mentioned is not equivalent to the
existence of the mentioned legal ruling or its part.
[§1.5] The [manner of ] implication [also does] not [apply], because
the condition for implication is that the mind (dihn) turns from the
named thing (al-musamma) to the thing signified by implication (ila [
madlali l-iltizami). Here [i.e. in the case of the argumentum e contrario]
the mind does not turn to it, for whoever conceptualizes what is signi-
fied by congruence by his saying “zakat is [to be paid] for free-grazing
sheep” (fi sa’imati -ganami zakatun) does not think whatsoever about
stall-fed [sheep] (matifa) or the fact that the obligation of zakat does
not exist for them.”
[§ 2] The author [of the Minhag, i.e. al-Baydawt| responds [to this argu-
ment against the argumentum e contrario] that it [ie. the legal ruling of
the original case] indeed signifies [the negation of the legal ruling for the
unmentioned attribute] in the manner of implication (iltizaman), since it
has been established that the resulting of the legal ruling from the attrib-
ute (wasf) indicates the causality (‘illiyya) of the attribute with regard to
the legal ruling. The absence of the cause (illa) necessitates the absense
of that which is caused by it with certainty (!).
[§3] As for his words “here the mind does not turn to it,” this is ruled
out and is rejected. For amongst the Usalis, it is sufficient for the sig-
nification of implication that certainty about that which is adhered to
(gazm bi-l-malziim) is obtained by conceptualizing simultaneously both
the adhering thing and that which is adhered to; [implication to the Usulis]
is not dependent on the mind turning (involuntarily) from that which is
adhered to that which adheres.'”

The type of argumentum e contrario called mafhium as-sifa refers to the situ-
ation in which a statement qualified by a certain attribute entails a certain legal

174

“linguistic” emerges from the classification itself, as has been worked out and justified in
Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1, p. 136.

Sams ad-din al-Isfahani, Sark al-Minhag, vol. 1, p. 292, line 10-p. 293, line 5; see also Gamal
ad-din al-Isnawi, Nihayat as-sil, vol. 2, p. 215, lines 3ff.
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ruling where this qualification has the purpose of excluding from this legal rul-
ing all other circumstances not specified by this attribute.

[ad §1.1] The opponent of the argumentum e contrario, or at least this type
of it, who is quoted here by Sams ad-din al-Isfahani argues that the original
case would have to signify the negation of the legal ruling on the unmentioned
attribute in one of the three manners of signification—otherwise there is no
signification occurring.'”> Linking this type of signification with the three man-
ners of signification in the form of a conditional—“if such a signification is
present, then it is one of the three manners of signification”—is [ad §1.3] obvi-
ous, it is said, since ultimately all spoken or written linguistic significations can
be traced back to one of these three manners. The quoted scholar here uses the
terminology that—as shown in Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1—became established
in the later logical tradition, and classifies each of the three manners of signi-
fication as a “linguistic signification based on imposition” (ad-dalala l-lafziyya
bi-l-wad‘tyya).\76

The opponent then goes on to show that none of the three manners of sig-
nification is connected with the argumentum e contrario: [ad §1.4] That which
is not mentioned cannot be signified by either of the first two manners of sig-
nification because there is obviously no relationship of imposition: there are
no linguistic expressions directly designating the negation of the legal ruling
or any parts of it. In other words, the commandment to perform a certain act is
not tantamount to saying that the opposite of this act or another unmentioned
act should not be performed.

[ad §1.5] Implication is also excluded because the condition for the iltizam
manner of signification is not fulfilled, namely that “the mind (dihn) turns from
what is named (al-musamma) to that which is signified by implication (ia /-
madluli l-iltizami).”

[ad §1.2] The consequent, according to which the negation is signified in
one of these three ways, is false according to the quoted position; therefore the
antecedent proposition, according to which the negation is signified, cannot
be true either. This argument corresponds to a modus tollendo tollens: if p, then
g; not g, therefore not p.17"

175 See Chapter 4, Section 1.1.2, pp. 197 ff,, especially p. 202 and p. 205. Cf. Gamal ad-din Ibn al-
Hagib, Muhtasar al-Muntaha, vol. 2, pp. 668 1f; cf. al-Babarti, ar-Rudud wa-n-nuqid, vol. 2,
pp- 58 ff; al-181, Sarh Muhtasar al-Muntaha, pp. 170-172 and pp. 256 ff, and as-Subki, Ibhdg

fiSarh al-Minhag, vol. 1, pp. 374-376.
176  See Chapter 2, Section 3.2.1, pp. 121ff.
177  Cf. Kneale, The Development of Logic, p. 163 and pp. 219—220; see Chapter 4, Section 1.1.2.
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[ad §2] Isfahani next presents al-Baydawl’s reasoning as an answer to this
objection: This type of argumentum e contrario indeed represents a case of
implication because the specific attribute is regarded as the cause of the legal
ruling; if this cause ceases to exist, the legal ruling also ceases to exist.

[ad § 3] The objection that the condition for the iltizam manner of signific-
ation is not fulfilled because the mind does not turn to the negation of legal
judgement is refuted by means of an internal differentiation of this manner of
signification: It is true that in this case there is no mental or essential implica-
tion (luzim dihni), so the argumentation claims; but we do not actually need
this in legal methodology. Instead, it is entirely sufficient to obtain an external
implication (luziim harigt). In another work, Sams ad-din al-Isfahani discusses
this differentiation in more detail:

[§1] The Usulis did not make mental implication (luziam dihni) a condi-
tion for the signification of implication (dalalat al-iltizam), but instead
used the term [implication (iltizam)] for ‘that which adheres to what
is named’ (lazim al-musamma)—regardless of whether what adheres is
external (harig) or essential (dihni).

[§2] The logicians did make mental implication (luziim dihni) a condi-
tion, i.e. that an external meaning is in the state that the conceptualiz-
ation of it follows the conceptualization of what is named. Otherwise,
no understanding occurs, because understanding only occurs if the lin-
guistic expression has been imposed for that meaning or [f] the concep-
tualization of it [ie. the conceptualization of the meaning for which the
linguistic expression has not been imposed] follows the conceptualization
of what is named.!”8

The distinction between luzim dihni and luzam harigi recurs, as has already
been noted,'”® in the description of different relationships of necessity in the
logical texts. External implication is as follows: “Things are necessary accord-
ing to implication (luzam), without one of them being necessary for the other
according to substance (gawhar) or nature (tabi'a)—these are the externally
adhering things (lawazim hariga).”'8° Extrinsic attributes in this case adhere
to the quiddity as a quiddity or to the realized quiddity; despite the simultan-
eity of occurrence, the necessity is not grounded in the substance or nature

178  Sams ad-din al-Isfahani, Bayan al-Muhtasar, vol. 1, p. 155, lines 10-15.
179 For a detailed discussion of this topic, see Chapter 2, Section 3.2.3, pp. 142f.
180 Ibn Sina, Kitab asv—gfd’, Kitab al-Burhan, 11.5, p. 150, lines 6—7.
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of the thing; no certain knowledge (im yaqini) is generated in this type of
implication.!8!

Fahr ad-din coined the term luziam dihni in reference to Ibn Sina’s descrip-
tion of this implication as a type of signification in which the mind (dikn) turns
from the primary, congruent meaning to the implied meaning: “this [ primary]
meaning is accompanied by another (wa-yakinu dalika [-ma‘na yashabuhi
ma‘nan ahar), such that the mind also turns to this second meaning ( fa-
yantaqilu d-dihnu aydan ila dalika [-ma‘na t-tani),"'82—i.e., we are dealing in
this case with a relationship of necessity that is established in the essence,
even if the linguistic expressions themselves have not been imposed for the
meaning. A frequently cited example to illustrate this type of implication is
that the meaning of the word ‘rational’ (natig) is “‘a thing that is endowed with
reason’ (Say’ lahui nutq) and ‘a thing that has a soul endowed with reason.” The
word does not say anything about “whether this thing is a substance or not a
substance; however, adhering [to it] (illa annahii yalzamu) is the fact that this
thing can be nothing other than a substance, a body, and sentient.”83 Another
example is that “evenness/being even” (zawgiyya) adheres to the conceptualiz-
ation of the number “four”

The intent to refute the argument that the argumentum e contrario is not
a type of implication by illustrating the distinction between these two types
of implication (essential and external) goes back to Sihab ad-din al-Qarafi:
According to al-Qarafi, a distinction must be made between [a] implication
(muldazama) that generates certain knowledge, and [b] that which does not
generate certain knowledge, but instead merely presumption (zann). The first
is like evenness in relation to four and the second is like “impurity (ragasa)
in relation to the cup of the barber (ka’s al-haggam).”8* It is the second type
of implication to which the type of argumentum e contrario in question bel-
ongs.185

Lowering the requirements with regard to certainty of knowledge might
seem logical in view of the fact that the epistemological requirements in jur-
isprudence and legal hermeneutics are generally not as strict as in theology
or logic.'8¢ And Fahr ad-din cited such an argument by the proponents of

181  Ibid, line 7; see Chapter 2, Section 3.2.3.

182  Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Masrigiyyin, p. 15, lines 1—2.

183 Ibn Sina, Kitab a§—§ﬁ’, al-llahiyyat, v.6, p. 233, lines 1—4.

184  Al-Qarafl, Nafa’is al-usul, vol. 2, p. 218, line 14.

185 Cf. ibid., lines 10—14.

186  Cf. for example van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre, p. 382: “[I]n legal ictihad, convincing probab-
ility was sufficient, in kalam one strived for unquestionable certainty.”
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the argumentum e contrario with regard to “signification by meaning” that
distinguishes two epistemological statuses (namely gat%tyya and zanniyya).187
However, he rejects it because, due to the methodological weakness of this
form of inference and all the other objections to the argumentum e contrario, it
does not lead to any gain in knowledge.1®® His remarks in § 4 of the Mahsul as
presented in Chapter 1 also directly related to this question: Here Fahr ad-din
had worked out, among other things, that implication is understood to mean
only mental or essential implication, and not external implication.18?

It can be noted that both the proponents and opponents of the argumentum
e contrario refer to the Tripartition of Signification and its associated concepts
and distinctions in their arguments. Moreover, Fahr ad-din’s argument devel-
ops into a standard argument of the Hanafite scholars against the Safi‘ites’
arguments in favor of the argumentum e contrario. The debate about it shows
the general and practical relevance that has been attributed to the Tripartition
of Signification. Furthermore, the detailed foray through the commentaries has
given us insight into the productive transformation and further development
of the content of his Mahsil190

3 Summary

The manner of signification of implication given the technical term dalalat al-
iltizam—after being established in the theory of the logical writings—under-
goes an extension of its application and receives a practical relevance in Fahr
ad-din ar-Razi’s legal methodology. It comes to function as a generic term
for the classical Safi‘ite view of the types of implication (1.) dalalat al-igtida,
(2.) dalalat al-isara, (3.) mafhum al-muwafaqa, and (4.) mafhiam al-muhalafa,
which are set in relation to one another in a new way from a systematic point of
view. This happens quite independently of whether Fahr ad-din himself rejects
the respective manner of signification as implication (as in the case of mafhum
al-muwafaqa) or whether he considers it illegitimate as a method of making law

187  Falr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsul, vol. 2, p. 139, line 13—p. 140, line 6.

188  Ibid,, p. 140, lines 7-10.

189 Fahr ad-din ar-Razi, al-Mahsil, vol. 1, p. 220, lines 41f,; see Chapter 1, Section 3.2, p. 50 and
Chapter 2, Section 3.2.3, p. 142.

190 See in detail (in relation to philosophical commentaries), Asad Q. Ahmed, “Post-Classical
Philosophical Commentaries/Glosses: Innovations in the Margins,” Oriens, vol. 41, no. 3-4
(2013): pp. 317-348.
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(as in the case of mafhim al-muhalafa); it is sufficient if certain scholars in the
usul al-figh debates had voted in favor of implication using sound arguments.
Thus, the dalalat al-iltizam becomes a comprehensive hermeneutical toolbox
that sorts and unifies competing approaches according to their similarities.

By making iltizam, among other things, the generic term for legal-theoretical
types of implication, it replaces mafhum, which had previously held this role
in the mantiq/mafhium dichotomy. This hermeneutical toolbox is not adop-
ted in this form, but is developed further in very interesting ways: Al-Baydawi,
for example, adopts Fahr ad-din’s systematization of implication relationships
to a certain extent in his Minhag, but retains mafhiim as a generic term for
it. The mantiiq/mafhium dichotomy thus continues to be handed down. But in
Ibn al-Hagib’s Muhtasar al-Muntaha a paradigm shift takes place that has not
yet been recognized as such. Instead, scholars and commentators of the past
and present have either instated a strange classification (such as the Safi‘ite
scholar ‘Al ad-din al-Qunawi, d. 729/1329, or the Islamic scholar Yunis Ali);
adopted the changed classification tacitly (such as the Safiite ‘Adud ad-din
al-181, d. 756 /1355) or loudly (Hanafite Akmal ad-din Muhammad b. Mahmud al-
Babarti, d. 786/1384); or perceived no change at all in comparison to al-Amidr’s
schema. Ibn al-Hagib does label the types of implication “not plain” (gayr as-
sarih) in order to signal, like al-Amid, that the implied meanings and legal
rulings are not signified by the plain word form itself (la bi-sarih sigatiht) or
by the establishments between word and meaning. But unlike al-Amidi, who
equated this category with mafhim and included all relationships of implic-
ation under it, for the Malikite Ibn al-Hagib, gayr as-sarih is now an area of
mantug, i.e. explicit speech, and no longer counts as a genuine type of implic-
ation.

Ibn al-Hagib empties out the toolbox and reorganizes it: The dichotomy of
“explicitly spoken” (mantiiq = sarih) vs. “implied” (mafhum = gayr as-sarih)
shifts its center of gravity and becomes “explicitly spoken” (mantiiq = sarih
and gayr as-sarih) vs. “implied” (mafhiim = almost empty), whereby the latter
only includes the two implication types mafhium al-muwafaga and mafham al-
muhalafa because the others have been shifted into the mantiq realm. Even if
this synthesis finally prevails in the Safi‘ite school of law, it must be recognized
that it is an accomplishment of synthesis that did not previously correspond
to the Safi‘ite approach—one should not be deceived by the decidedly Safi‘ite
terminology. This change is not merely a quibble; rather, in the Safi‘ite-Malikite
legal methodology, the distinction between mantiq and mafhiim came to as-
sign greater epistemological significance to the former category than to the
latter. Shifting types of implication into the realm of ‘explicit speech’ means—
even if an internal differentiation is made—first of all a valorization of implic-
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ations in the process of law-making. As has been shown, this approach, which
Ibn al-Hagib makes effective here by including more in the realm of explicit
speech than the Safi‘ites were previously inclined to do, could be described
as a Hanafite hermeneutical paradigm. This is characterized by the fact that
meanings, which Safi‘ite scholars tend to arrive at by means of fixed rules of
deduction, are situated in a broad semantic area that can still be accessed
with ordinary linguistic competence. These different approaches entail dif-
ferent epistemological evaluations and a greater or lesser scope for exegesis.
The fact that such different approaches can be crystallized, allowing us to call
them Safi‘ite or Hanafite, shows that, despite a Malikite scholar’s work becom-
ing style-forming for Safi‘ite legal hermeneutics by incorporating fundamental
Hanafite principles into the Safi‘ite-Malikite approach, there are still certain
legal school-specific approaches and positions in the usu! al-figh literature.19!
Moreover, this again points to the insignificance of Ibn Haldan’s topos of the
theologically vs. the legally orientated usul al-figh.

In the commentary literature on the Muhtasar al-Muntahd, namely with
‘Adud ad-din al-Ig1, Ibn al-Hagib’s new classification is finally harmonized with
the Tripartition of Signification. While the congruent manner of signification
(dalalat al-mutabaqga) and that of containment (dalalat at-tadammun) are
labeled as sarih, the signification of implication (dalalat al-iltizam) is con-
sidered gayr sarih; all three manners of signification remain in the realm of
explicit speech (mantiq). This classification is identical to the approach that
developed at the same time in the tradition of logic, in which, based on Qutb
ad-din ar-Razi at-Tahtant’s (d. 766/1365) and Sarif al-Gurgant’s commentaries
on Katib1's ar-Risala as-$amsiyya, the position prevails according to which each
of the three manners of signification (i.e. mutabaqa, tadammun, and iltizam) is
regarded as a signification based on the imposition between word and mean-
ing, dalala wad‘iyya. Thus no longer, as in Fahr ad-din, is only the first significa-
tion accorded this status, with containment and implication being regarded as
derived significations based on reasoning (dalala ‘aqliyya).

However, 11’'s harmonization leads to a decoupling of the two types of
implication mafhum al-muwafaqa and mafhum al-muhalafa from the man-
ner of signification of implication (iltizam). In contrast to Fahr ad-din, iltizam
thus only summarizes part of the types of implication—on this basis, Hanafite

191 Tamreferring to the question posed by Jackson: “Is there, in fact, such a thing as Maliki usi/
that is as distinct from Hanbali or Hanafl usul/ as Maliki fura® is from Hanbali or Hanafi
Sfura“?” Sherman A. Jackson, “Fiction and Formalism: Towards a Functional Analysis of
Usil al-Figh,” in Studies in Islamic Legal Theory, ed. by Bernard G. Weiss (Leiden [et al.]:
Brill, 2002), pp. 179-180.
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scholars who reject the argumentum e contrario can easily argue against it:
There are only the three types of signification in the linguistic system (namely
mutabaqa, tadammun, and iltizam, all three of which belong to the mantigq cat-
egory); the argumentum e contrario (mafhum al-muhalafa, which is opposite
to mantuq) is not one of them; thus, it is not valid. Since the other implic-
ation, mafhum al-muwafaqa, is named and situated differently in the Hanafi
system of signification, it is not affected by this argument. As has been shown,
this argument against the validity of the argumentum e contrario is Tag ad-din
al-UrmawT’s modification of an argument of Fahr ad-din and Abii 1-Husayn al-
Basr1 against the argumentum e contrario—thus completing the circle.



Summary and Outlook: Fahr ad-din’s
Interdisciplinary Hermeneutical Toolkit

The aim of this work was to contribute to research into the influence that the
Avicennian philosophy of language and logic had on Islamic compendia of
legal theory. On the one hand, the study focused textually on the usil al-figh
compendium by Fahr ad-din ar-Razi as well as on subsequent works and works
that were influenced by it—compendia, abridged versions, and commentaries;
on the other hand, the focus of the content was on the analysis of the Tri-
partition of Signification into congruence (mutabaga), containment (tadam-
mun), and implication (iltizam) and on the reconstruction of its historical
development—prompted by the observation that this is a classification that
would become an integral part of the introductory chapters of post-Avicennian
works on logic, legal theory, and rhetoric.

The origin of this classification can be located in the discipline of logic.
Based on the synthesizing presentation of this classification of signification in
Fahr ad-din’s Mahsul, the first task was to trace the development of the clas-
sification in the logical writings of al-Farabi and Ibn Sina and to sift out the
functions that this classification assumed in the various logical writings. In a
second step, the development of this classification in the writings of Fahr ad-
din ar-Razi was traced, whereby the presentation in the Mahsu/was analyzed in
particular. Finally, the function assigned to the classification, especially implic-
ation (iltizam), in the legal theory of Fahr ad-din and subsequent scholars was
analyzed.

[1] It turns out that the Tripartition was preceded by a dichotomy: In a
passage based on De Int. 11 of his guide the “Book of Circumstances that Lead
to Errors” (Kitab al-Amkina al-Muglita), al-Farabi distinguishes between two
different types of implication in order to explain the extent to which predic-
ates that apply to a thing independently of each other may also be stated in
conjunction with each other. These two types of implication are called luzaim
by al-Farabi and are not yet terminologically differentiated from one another.
Based on various logical and ontological themes—for example, Ibn Sina uses
these two types of implication to answer the question of whether the specific
difference in turn belongs to a genus, which would result in the aporia of the
infinite regress of the specific difference—Ibn Sina consolidates the discussion
of the two manners of signification in the Madhal treatises of his works. While
in earlier works we still encounter the dichotomy—albeit now terminologically
differentiated—1Ibn Sina finally makes a distinction in Madhal 1.8 of his Kitab
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as-Sifa’, between a primary, secondary, and extrinsic type of signification using
the terms dalalat mutabaqa, dalalat tadammun, and dalalat luzim. Among
other things, he is thus able to show the difference between the signification
of whatness/quiddity (mahiyya) and howness (ayyiyya) and to assign different
significations to the various predicables, thus making a significant contribu-
tion to the theory of definition. In Ibn Sina’s later writings—especially in the
Isarat wa-t-tanbihat—an ever higher degree of systematization can be seen in
the presentation of the three manners of signification, which is accompanied,
among other things, by the fact that they are no longer offered as solutions in
the context of specific problems, but are instead combined with other topics at
the beginning of the logic treatises to form a package of linguistic fundament-
als. Last but not least, the enormous amount of commentary literature gener-
ated by the I$arat—a process in which Fahr ad-din ar-Razi played a decisive
role—Iled to the classification of signification becoming increasingly general-
ized and finally embedded in the foundations of what logicians had to learn
from the start of their careers.

[2.] The degree of systematization and abstraction outlined by Ibn Sina
reaches a climax in Fahr ad-din ar-Razr’s logical writings: Whereas Ibn Sina
had e.g. previously attempted to grasp the relationships between predicables
by classifying the manners of signification, Fahr ad-din extends these three
manners of signification to all linguistic expressions. In addition, he sets the
Tripartition, whose position in the language system he regards as fundemental,
on parallel with the three-part classification of linguistic expressions into ism,
i, and harf. All linguistic expressions can be categorized as either name (ism),
verb (fi?), or particle (harf), and their significations as either congruence
(mutabaqa), containment (tadammun), or implication (iltizam).

In addition, the classification of signification in the Mahsul, Ma‘alim, and
Mulahhas serves as a starting point for further classifications that character-
ize the linguistic expression from different points of view. The line of tradition
of the relevant passage of the Mahsiul—the focus of this work—which I have
labelled the “logical sub-classification,” is particularly noteworthy. For this work
isnot a logical one, but a work on legal theory that contains no introduction or
references to logic that it declares as such. The passage shows that Fahr ad-din
directly engages with Ibn Sina’s logic and philosophy of language—and here in
particular with the genre of Madhal, a genre of logical propaedeutics—in the
context of his theory of law. As we have seen, the structure of the logical sub-
classification (with the differentiation criteria of simpleness vs. compound-
ness, particularity vs. universality, and up to the various predicables) is made
useful for other language-related content, for example for the differentiation of
name (ism), verb ( fi), and particle (harf) and the further sub-classification of
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the name. On the one hand, the (simple, universal) generic name of the gram-
marians is set as a parallel to the genus of the logicians; on the other hand, the
paronym (ism mustaqq), i.e. the simple, universal derived name, is compared
with the specific difference in the function of the attribute. The discussion of
the scope of signification of the specific difference originating from the logical
writings is transferred to the discussion of the derived name, such that the
stand-alone paronymous name signifies the substance or the generic name by
the manner of implication.

These structural principles can also be found in the logical and legal-the-
oretical sub-classification, in which Fahr ad-din combines logical and legal-
theoretical concepts in order to classify the semantic unambiguity/ambiguity
of linguistic expressions—for example, polyonymy, heteronymy, Aristotelian
synonymy, and homonymy from Cat. 1 which are linked with the legal-theoret-
ical technical terms mugmal, zahir, muawwal, hagiqa, and magaz. The same
applies to the distinction between constative and performative sentence types;
here, too, the structural principles are applied, and here, too, there is a linking
of logical, grammatical-theoretical, and legal-theoretical topics.

[3.] Also based on the structural principles outlined in the logical sub-
classification, Fahr ad-din groups the classical Safi‘ite relationships of implica-
tion (1.) dalalat al-iqtida’, (2.) dalalat al-iSara, (3.) mafhum al-muwafaqga, and
(4.) mafhum al-muhalafa, using iltizam as a generic term—this instead of
mafhim, which previously held this role in the mantiq/mafhim dichotomy.
Through this new grouping, Fahr ad-din can work out patterns and princi-
ples—and is thus able to explain the modes of action of the various relation-
ships of implication and structure them in relation to one another. What is
remarkable about this regrouping is that Fahr ad-din classifies relationships
as iltizam even when he himself does not regard the relevant singification rela-
tionship to be one of implication (but instead, for example, analogy) or ques-
tions its methodological legitimacy in other writings.

By aligning the hermeneutical toolkit of the various disciplines (legal theory,
logic, grammar theory) with a structural guideline based on the classification
of the manners of signification, Fahr ad-din creates a general hermeneutical
toolbox that—in the disciplines where this applies—attempts to end the state
of the “multitude of simultaneous yet independent inquiries into the hermen-
eutic structure underlying each discipline.”! This concerns the field of reflec-
tions on language and methodological investigations concerning language. On
the one hand, he thus standardizes the propaedeutic linguistic knowledge of

1 Schwarb: “Capturing the Meaning of God’s Speech,” pp. 111-112.
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the various disciplines, and on the other, he transforms the classification of the
three manners of signification, which occupies a prominent position in this
interdisciplinary toolbox, into a theory of signification that can be derived both
empirically and purely rationally. This theory of signification, with its basic
assumptions, its specific terminology, and the various remarks and limitations
that Fahr ad-din adds to it, has been the subject of discussion, commentary, and
explanation for centuries. The fruitfulness of these debates has been pointed
out at various points in this work. It is expressed (with regard to the post-Razian
usul al-figh compendia and commentaries), for example, in the authoritative
paradigm shift of the Malikite Ibn al-Hagib: His re-systematization of the legal-
theoretical types of implication according to the Hanafite paradigm was to
develop into the Safi‘ite legal-theoretical classification par excellence. Another
discipline in which an intensive examination of Fahr ad-din’s theory of signific-
ation has also taken place has so far been largely ignored and must be the focus
of a separate work: This is the ilm al-balaga and the key work of that discipline,
namely Sirag ad-din as-Sakkaki’'s Miftah al-‘ulium.

This study has made clear the natural and uncontroversial way in which
Avicennian logic and philosophy of language were received and adapted in the
Islamic sciences using the example of usul al-figh.
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