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Abstract: ‘Amm [general] expressions are discussed in the linguistic sections of legal theory. In early
periods, discussions on ‘@mm expressions involved their definition, presence, and signification (madlil).
After al-Ghazali, however universals as one of the subjects of classical logic also began occurring in these
discussions. This article discusses whether or not ‘amm expressions denote universal meanings and also
analyzes the theoretical explanations of usulists [legal theorists] in the post-classical era regarding the
relation between universals and ‘@mm expressions. The article argued that al-Ghazali (d. 505/1111) as the
first scholar to argue ‘@mm expressions to denote universals and to attribute them to the language being
assigned (wad ) to mental images (al-sira al-dhiniyya). al-Razi (d. 606/1210) and the later period usulists
argued ‘amm expressions to not denote universal but to instead only have universal meanings among their
individuals. al-Qarafi (d. 684/1285), al-Isfahani (d. 688/1289), and al-Subki (d. 771/1370) continued the
same idea and considered ‘@mm expressions as universal propositions under the influence of Avicenna (d.
428/1037), whereas al-Taftazani (d. 792/1390) had considered them to be both whole (kull) and universal
through the concept of signification (sulih). The usulists are shown to have written commentaries and
glosses on Jam® al-jawami’, synthesized the teachings of both different understandings, and argued ‘amm
expressions to have three different denotations: whole, universal, and universal proposition.
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Although post-classical legal theorists (usulists) discussed within the linguistic
sections of usul al-figh whether the meaning that an utterance (lafz) denotes/
refers to/signifies (dalala) is universal or not, the early usulists had not subjected
universals to their discussions using theoretical statements.” ‘Amm expressions
have two different definitions: the one adopted by the Mu tazilites, and the
other the Ash‘arites adopted; the difference between these definitions is based
on principled assumptions. However, the dominant belief of both scholars is that
‘amm expressions must encompass every individual (i.e., istighrdq). In other word
both sets of scholars believed an ‘G@mm expression covered all its individuals, and
this understanding did not change in the later period of the evolution of theoretical
language. The usulists who'd begun using logical notions in the 6% century AH
began to emphasize the notion of universals and shaped their linguistic debates
around the basis of this concept. These discussions were initiated by al-Ghazali (d.
505/1111), mostly occurred on ‘a@mm expressions (a linguistic aspect of usil al-figh
[principles of Islamic jurisprudence]), and were continued by al-Razi (d. 606/1210)

and other usulists.?

After the classical period, Islamic logicians started defining the concept of
universals as meanings that do not prevent commonality or that exist among
individuals. Originally, the concept was called as ‘agmm, or kulli. When considering
that some of the ‘@mm expressions in usul al-figh are met with the notion of whole
(kull) and called ‘amm, these two notions can be seen to have both linguistic and

semantic similarities.? As the two notions belonging to the two different traditions

1 The traces of the discussion on universals cannot be followed through the notions that emerged in the
later period. Therefore, to say that a relationship between universals and ‘amm expressions had not
been established in the classical period based on the absence of the notion of universals in the early
periods would be a premature judgment. As a matter of fact, al-Suhrawardi assumed that the earlier
usulists had established a relationship between universals and the umum. However, because the subject
of this article is limited to al-Ghazali and does not mention after this period, see Shihab al-din Yahya
b. Habesh al-Suhrawardi, Kitab al-Tangihat fi usul al-figh (Istanbul: Suleymaniye Library, Fatih, 1259),
2a-11a.

2 Abu al-Husayn Muhammad b. Ali al-Basri, Kitdb al-Mu ‘tamad fi usul al-figh, critical ed. Muhammad
Hamidullah (Dimashg: al-Ma‘had al-‘Thm al-Faransi I al-Dirasat al-‘Arabiyya, 1964), I, 203, 204; Abu
al-Ma'ali Rukn al-din ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Abdillah al-Juwayni, al-Burhan fi usil al-figh, critical ed. Salah
b. Muhammad al-'Uwayda (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 1997), 120; Aba Hamid Muhammad b.
Muhammad al-Ghazzali, Mi yar al- ilm, critical ed. Suleiman Dunya (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1960), 75;
‘Ali b. Muhammad ‘Amidi, al-Thkam fi usul al-ahkdam (Beirut: Dar Ibn Hazm, 2008), 323.

3 Abu ‘Abdillah Muhammad Kutb al-din al-Razi, al-Risala fi tahqig al-kulliyat bi usulihi wa kavdidihi, trans.
Omer Tirker (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu Bagkanhgi, 2013), 155; Abu’l-fazl ‘Adud al-din
al-Tji, Sharh Mukhtasar al-Muntaha al-usili, trans. Muhammad Hasan Ismail (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-
Im1yya, 2004), 11, 587.
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became intertwined over time, a debate emerged as to whether they meant the
same thing or not. The main problem at the center of this article is whether or not
‘amm expressions denote universals. In order to reflect the thoughts of the usulists
on this issue, an answer is sought to the following question: Do the expressions
the usulists characterize as ‘gmm denote directly to a universal meaning, or can
an expression that denotes a universal be characterized as ‘amm for them? For
example, is the signification (madlul) of the expression “the men (al-rijal),” which
is an ‘@mm expression, universal or particular (juz')? In other words, when the
utterance of “the men” denotes the universal male nature, does it encompass all
male individuals? All these questions occupied the agenda of usulists in the post-
classical period. In fact, the first interpretations to resolve the confusion occurred
in classical Islamic logic, as will be explained later. However, while this issue was
discussed in logic in terms of universal propositions, it was discussed in usul al-figh

in matters of umum [generality].

The concern of the usulists was whether an ‘amm expression includes its
responsible persons (mukallafun) when it is accepted to denote the universal, for
if it does not, then the ‘amm expression cannot be used as a demonstration (al-
istidlal) in the jurisprudential issue, and likewise its denotation of a universal is
unacceptable. While the problem had not appeared on the agenda of Hanafi legal
scholars until Ibn al-Sa‘ati (d. 694/1295), it occupied the agenda of Ash‘arite
speculative theologians, especially the followers of al-Razi. The relation of ‘Ggmm
expressions to universals as initiated by al-Ghazali was detailed by al-Razi and
his followers after al-Suhrawardi (d. 587/1191) and took on a different level after
al-Qarafi (d. 684/1285) in particular. According to al-Ghazali, ‘amm expressions
denote universals. As an example, the utterance “the men” (al-rajul) signifies the
common male nature and encompasses every male individual. However, al-Razi, al-
Suhrawardi, and al-Qarafi did not consider this to be possible. According to them,
an expression that denotes a universal does not refer to its individuals. In this case,
for example, when the expression “the men” refers to the universal male nature,
it does not actually refer to any individual. Therefore, an ‘@mm expression cannot

possibly denote universals.

Upon elaborating on the problem and detailing its practical consequence
through an example, the subject of debate is whether or not ‘Ggmm expressions
should be universals. For a usulist, an ‘dmm expressions denote individuals (i.e.,

mukallaf [the responsible persons]). For example, when the Shari‘i says, “O people,
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pray,” the people (al-insdn) who are charged (taklif) to pray involves an ‘dmm
expression. If one assumes that this expression denotes universal human nature,
then no problem occurs according to al-Ghazali. This is because, according to him,
expressions that refer to the universal include all its members and can serve as
proof that every human being is responsible for praying. According to al-Razi,
Suhrawardi, and al-Qarafi, however, this is impossible. For rather than human
individuals, universal human nature instead is being charged to pray. Therefore,
individuals cannot be said to be obligated to pray. According to al-Razi and al-
Qarafi, though, only one individual would be responsible, and no need exists for
other individuals to pray when this individual does. But the ‘amm expression
loses its generality (‘umum) in this instance. Therefore, ‘amm expressions cannot
be universal. For this reason, al-Razi said the denotation of universals to involve
unqualified expressions (al-lafz al-mutlaq), whereas ‘amm expressions involve the
common nature among its members. Al-Qarafi maintained the same assumptions
while using more technical notions and directly claimed ‘d@mm expressions to be
particular (juz’) and to be transformed into universality (kulliya) by saying they
have no possible ability to signify the whole and the universal.* Taftazani (d.
792/1390) and some other usulists whom he did not name had taken an opposing
stance on this issue of ‘gmm expressions’ ability to be universal and stated that
‘amm expressions are universal. Meanwhile, the later commentators and glossators
based their ideas on Subki (d. 771/1370) and attempted to harmonize these two
different opinions; they addressed the problem in a hybrid construct, stating ‘Ggmm

expressions to be both universal and nonuniversal.

Various studies have been written on the connection between vocabulary with
universals and other theoretical concepts. For instance, Tuncay Bagoglu’s study
titled Fikih Usuliinde Fahreddin Razi Mektebi (School of Fakhr al-din al-Razi in Usul
al-figh) is one of the studies written in the field of usul al-figh to touches upon
language issues. Basoglu’s study mentioned the terms Qarafi used regarding the
relation between ‘amm expressions and universals and pointed to the relation
between usul and logic.” Imam Rabbani Celik analyzed the relation between ‘dgmm

expressions and universals within the framework of al-Razi’s al-Mahsul and stated

4 Throughout the study, the term universal is used for the notion of kulli ( IS) in terms of classical logic,
the term “whole” is used for the notion of kull (JS) and “universality” for the notion of kulliye (4Js),
such as universal propositions.

5 Tuncay Bagoglu, Fikih Usuliinde Fahreddin Réazi Mektebi, (Istanbul: ISAM, 2014), 184.
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‘amm expressions to signify quiddity (al-mahiyya).® Abdulkadir Eligil’s study on the
relation of ‘amm expressions to universals touched upon many issues regarding the
issue’s connections to language and methodology. He examined the terms universal
and universality in the context of ‘Gmm and analyzed these notions in line with the
works of logic and assignment (wad ), arguing that al-Qarafi had asserted ‘d@mm
expressions to signify universals as well as unqualified expressions, with different
conditions being included in the universals denoted by ‘Ggmm expressions.” Yagoub
Kara’s study on ‘d@mm expressions elaborated on many problems related to these
and reported ‘amm expressions to not denote universals according to al-Qarafi
by focusing on the connections ‘amm expressions have with universals and other
logical notions.® Abdullah Rabi’’s article on the signification of ‘dmm expressions
analyzed the types of denotations in logic, explained the type of denotation ‘d@mm
expressions make regarding their individuals, and tried to clarify the dichotomy
of whole and universality. Rabi” stated the usulists to have had three different
tendencies regarding ‘amm expressions: universality, conditional universals (al-
qadr al-mushtarak bi gayd), and whole and inferred al-Qarafi to have not adopted
universality in the signification of ‘aGmm expressions but to have accepted the
signification of conditional universality.” As will be explained, however, this
claim does not coincide with al-QarafT’s thoughts. These aforementioned studies
made different inferences regarding the evidentiality of ‘amm expressions having
universals, and their conclusions were generally limited to al-Razi and al-Qarafi.
These studies did not linearly examine the relation ‘@mm expressions have with
universals in the context of the history of usul al-figh, nor did they focus on the

interactions with classical logic.

This article traces the story of the relationship between ‘amm expressions
and universals within the history of usul al-figh from diachronic and synchronic
perspectives. The article first summarizes the usulists’ thoughts in order to draw

a general framework for the definition of ‘dmm expressions. In the post-classical

6 Imam Rabbani Celik, Fahreddin er-Razi'nin Usil Diisiincesinde Umim Lafizlarin Mahiyeti -el-Mahsil
Ornegi-” (Master’s Thesis, Marmara University, 2014), 63, 64.

7 Abdulkadir Eligiil, “Islam Hukuk Metodolojisinde Amm ve Mutlak Kavramlar” (Master’s Thesis,
Mardin Artuklu University, 2019), 47, 85

8 Yakup Kara, “Umum-Husus Meselesinin Dil Agisindan Incelenmesi (Karafi Ornegi)" (Doctoral
dissertation, Marmara University, 2019), 95.

9 Abdullah Rabi’ Abdullah Muhammad, “Tahqiq al-kalam fi madlal al-‘amm,» Havhyyat al-Kulliyat
Drirasat al-Islamiyya wa al-‘Arabiyya h al-banina b1 al-Qahir 27 (2009), 80-81.
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period, al-Ghazali endeavored to incorporate logic into the legal theory and
elaborated upon and detailed his arguments on the relationship between ‘dmm
expressions and universals. The article also analyzes the works of Suhrawardi, al-
Razi, and their followers, especially al-Qarafi who would influence the later usulists,
and clarifies the positions of both sides by following the thoughts of al-Taftazani,
who opposed these thinkers. The article then explains the opinions of the authors
who’d addressed the subject in the commentaries and glosses on Jam “ al-jawami .
Amidi lived in the same period as al-Razi and was followed by Ibn al-Hajib, but did
not address this issue. The early Hanafi usulists did not encounter this debate, nor
did it attract the attention of the later Hanafi jurists Sadr al-Shari‘a (d. 747/1346)
or Mulla Khusraw (d. 885/1480). While Molla Fanari (d. 834/1431) and Bihari
(d. 1119/1707) did touch upon this issue, they only repeated the statements of
the Shafi‘i/Ash ari usulists.’® Therefore, these usulists have been excluded from
the scope of the study. Although the article tries to determine the nature of
universals in the context of their relationship with ‘amm expressions, it does not
directly examine the definition of universals. The study is limited to tracing the
transformation of the usulists’ views on the relation between ‘d@mm expressions

and universals in the history of usul al-figh.

1. The Definition of ‘Amm Expressions According to the Speculative
Theologians

The usulists are divided into two groups based on the definitions they adopted
for ‘gmm expressions. The first groups draws on Bagqillani (d. 403/1013), while
the other follow Abu al-Husayn al-Basri (d. 436/1044). Al-Basri’s defined ‘amm
expressions as “The expressions that encompass all the individuals included
in its content;”"' this definition was not accepted by Ash‘arite theologians
until al-Razi. The most significant feature of this definition is the emphasis on
encompassing (istighrdg). A number of post-Razi usulists, including T3j al-Din
al-‘Urmawi (d. 653/1255), al-Qarafi, and Subki, also emphasized encompassing

based on this definition. Among the Ash‘arite usulists, al-Bagillani’s definition

10 Muhammad b. Hamza Molla Fanari, Fusil al-bada’i‘ fi tartib al-shara’1* (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-
‘ilmiyya, 1971), 87-89; Muhib Allah b. ‘Abd al-Shakuar, Kitab Musallem al-Thubut (Egypt: Matabaat
al-Husayniyya, n.d.), 192.

11  Abu al-Husayn Muhammad b. ‘Ali al-Basri, Kitdb al-Mu ‘tamad fi usul al-figh, critical ed. Muhammad
Hamidullah (Dimashq: al-Ma‘had al-‘ilm al-Faransi I al-Dirasat al-‘Arabiyya, 1964), I, 203, 204.
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of ‘gmm expressions, which he defines as expressions that cover two or more
individuals,” was adopted by al-Juwayni (d. 478/1085)."* Meanwhile, al-Ghazali
also adopted al-Bagillant’s definition, but with slight differences, defining ‘amm
expressions as simple expressions that refer to two or more individuals with
one reduplicative (haythiyya).** In the 7 century AH, Amidi (d. 631/1233) and Ibn
al-Hajib (d. 646/1249) offered the outline of a similar explanation.’ Contrary to
Basri’s definition, theirs did not emphasize encompassing. However, al-Juwayni,
al-Ghazali, and al-Amidi all stated the meaning of encompass to be present in the

definition of ‘@mm expressions.*®

2. Al-Ghazali: The Identicalness of “Amm Expressions and Universals

Although al-Razi and later usulists accepted universals among the meanings ‘amm
expressions denote in the language of theoretical logic, al-Ghazali’s thoughts were
the ones that formed the basis of this explanation. As mentioned above, al-Ghazali
followed the outlines of the classical definition of ‘@mm expressions and did not adopt
a different approach. However, the fact that he regarded classical logic as one of the
postulates of the science of legal theory caused him to analyze ‘Gmm expressions in
a different light. By evaluating the problem in the field of language and logic, the
relationship he assumed to exist between the two notions and the claims he put
forward based on this represent the beginning of the adventure of linking ‘amm
expressions with universals in the history of legal theory. However, based on this

connection, he did not include universals in his definition of ‘@mm expressions.'’

Al-Ghazali’s discussion of ‘d@mm expressions divided the levels of existence into
three parts and rejected the externalist existence (al-vujid al-khdriji) of universals,

as he viewed their existence at the levels of mental (al-dhihni) and linguistic

12 Abu Bakr Muhammad b. Abi al-Tayb al-Bagqillani, al-Taqrib wa’l-irshad, Ed. ‘Abd al-Hamid b. ‘Ali Abi
Zanid (Beirut: Muassasa al-Risala, 1998), III, 5.

13  Abu al-Ma‘ali Rugn al-din ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Abdillah al-Juwayni, Kitab al-Talkhis fi usul al-figh, trans.
Abdullah Jawlam al-Nibali, Shubayr Ahmad al-Omari (Beirut: Dar al-Bashair al-Islamiyya, 1996), II, 5.

14  Abu Hamid Muhammad b. Muhammad al-Ghazzali, al-Mustasfa min ‘ilm al-usul, critical ed. Hamza
Zuhair Hafiz (Medina: Jami’a al-Islamiyya, 1992), III, 212.

15  Amidi, al-Thkam, 304; ‘Uthman b. ‘Umar Ibn al-Hajib, Kitab Mukhtasar al-Muntaha al-usuli (Cairo:
Kurdistan al-‘ilmiyya, 1326/1908), 104.

16  al-Juwayni, al-Burhan, 120; al-Ghazali, Mi ‘yaru al- ilm, 75; Amidi, al-Ihkam, 323.

17  al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfa, 111, 212.
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existence. Although he characterized universals without external existence as
‘amm, this ‘@mm is not the ustl al-figh of a concept,’® and while he did evaluate
encompassing in expressions with al based on the ‘Ggmm expressions in al-Mustasfa
and its denotation of genus (jins), he cannot be said to have clearly envisioned a
universal meaning of the term." Still, his work Mi ydr on logic elaborates on the
problem in contrast to his attitudes onlegal theory and connects the comprehension
of the generality (‘umim) of ‘dgmm expressions explicitly to the understanding
of universals. According to al-Ghazali, who addressed the problem in the section
where he analyzes the meanings of universals and particulars, the usulists disagreed
over the nature of ‘amm expressions because they were not knowledgeable about
universal meanings. Under the heading of jurisprudential interest, he explains the

basis of the usulists’ dispute over this issue as follows:

The usulists differ as to whether an utterence that is prefixed with the article al requires
generality (istighrag/ umam)... Some of these usulists think that because the article al
is a singular noun, it does not by itself imply generality, whereas the generality is un-
derstood through the circumstantial evidence (garina)... However, if you think carefully
about the analysis of the meaning of universals, you will realize that they are mistaken
because they do not know that universal expressions require generality without any

circumstantial evidence.?’

As can be seen, al-Ghazali argued utterances with al, being accepted as
‘@mm expressions in the science of usul al-figh, to imply generality based on the
denotation of universals. According to him, the usulists who argue generality
to be realized through circumstantial evidence do not know that the form of
existence in the external exists in the mind and that this image (al-sura) in the
mind constitutes a universal form in the sense that it corresponds to all existences
and possible existents. According to al-Ghazali’s claim, the basis of their mistake
stems from their position on the assignment of expressions. According to the
usulists, expressions are assigned to externalist existence (a ‘ydn), namely to certain
individuals in the external world. For example, the assignment of the utterance
“human” involves human beings as they exist in the external world. Therefore,

according to al-Ghazali, if these usulists had accepted that the expressions are

18  Ibid, III, 213-215.
19 Ibid, 111, 249.
20  al-Ghazali, Mi ‘yar al- ilm, 75.
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assigned to mental images (al-sura al-dhiniyya), they would have been able to accept
‘amm expressions as denoting universals, and thus the meaning of generality
would have been achieved.” Al-Ghazali is understood to have based this view on
three premises: a) Expressions denote mental images, b) universals are mental
forms, and c) universals imply generality.”? From this point of view, he argued
‘amm expressions with the article al to denote a universal mental image and thus
to express generality. Al-Ghazali’s consideration of how ‘amm expressions denote
universals led to the judgment that expressions that denote universals are ‘Ggmm
expressions. He put forth this assumption in line with the premises he discussed
in his work on logic, thus marking a first in the history of legal theory. However,
later usulists did not follow al-Ghazali in their explanations of the relation between

‘amm expressions and universals, instead focusing on al-Razi’s explanations.

3. Al-Razi And His Followers’ Understanding of ‘Amm Expressions
and Universals

Classical logic was very influential on the usul al-figh understanding of Suhrawardji,
al-Razi, and their followers, who were the leading figures of legal theory after al-
Ghazali.?® These usulists raised many issues in the context of the relationship
between language and universals, and universals were central to the discussion
of these issues. For instance, they included universals in issues related to the
universality of meaning, the evidentiality of unqualified expression, command
(amr) and prohibition (nahy) of the quidditty, the universality of narration (al-
rwaya al-kulliya), and the indication of specific reference (takhsis al- ‘Gmm), thereby

providing an understanding and sometimes a justification for issues. One of the

21 Ibid, 75.

22 Ibid, 76-77. According to al-Ghazali’s claim, the generality of the expressions could be easily under-
stood if one were to adopt the view that the expressions are assigned to mental images and not to ex-
ternal existences. However, al-Subki, one of the later usulists, accepted the utterance to be assigned to
beings in the external world, but also considered its assignment to universals to be possible. Although
al-Subki’s position seems to contradict al-Ghazali’s, there is actually no contradiction, because what
Subki means by external existence is a common meaning that exists in the external world and in the
mind, along with the imagination of the external world in the mind of the author of the language. In
other words, he explained the denotations of universals using expressions to be possible by assigning
mental images (See Abu Nasr T4j al-Din ‘Abd al-Wahhab b. ‘Ali al-Subki, Man ‘al-mawani * ‘an Jam *al-
jawam  fi usul al-figh, critical ed. Sa“d b. Ali (Cairo: Cami‘a Umm al-Qura, 1990), 239-240.

23  Basogly, “ Fikih Usuliinde Fahreddiin er-Razi Mektebi , in Islam Diisiincesinin Déniisiim Caginda
Fahreddin er-Razi, Ed. Omer Tiirker-Osman Demir (Istanbul: ISAM, 2013), 243.



NAZARIYAT

issues the scholars dealt with in terms of universals and their related concepts
was ‘amm expressions. The scholars excluding al-Suhrawardi, who defined ‘d@mm
expressions in terms of universals had spoken only in terms of the concept of
universal/quiddity up until al-Qarafi; after al-Qarafi, they began to compare the
whole and universality. In particular, the concept of universality influenced the

later usulists, who came to explain ‘@mm expressions with this notion.?*

3.1. Rejecting ‘Amm Expressions as Denoting Universals

In Ma ‘alim, al-Razi adopted the definition of ‘@mm expressions based on al-
Bagillani-Juwayni,® while in Mahsul, al-Razi followed al-Basri and rejected
the definition of the Ash‘arite scholars.?® However, al-Razi redefined ‘amm
expressions through the concept of reality (al-hagiga [ universal]) and introduced
a third and revised definition that differed from that of the previous usulists.
According to al-Razi, who discussed this definition of ‘Gmm expressions while
explaining the difference between them and unqualified expressions, an ‘dgmm
expression is “an expression that denotes reality with an indefinite majority (al-
kathra),”* with reality and majority being two elements that stand out in this
definition. This expression denotes the reality that is limited by a majority (i.e., by
individuals). Therefore, ‘@mm expressions do not refer directly to universals but
to the qualified reality that can be interpreted as particulars. This is because in
his view, all expressions have a universal meaning. For instance, even particular
proper names denote a nature such ashumanity.?® However, this denotation
does not mean an expression is universal because it does not occur through
correspondence (mutabaqa). Amm expressions are also like this. The meanings
they denote are not universal; they refer to individuals, and these individuals are

united by a common nature (i.e., universal reality [al-hagiqa ma ‘a qayd al-kathra]).

24  Fakhr al-din al-Razi, al-Mahsul fi ‘ilm al-usul al-figh, critical ed. Jabir Fayyad al-‘Alwani (Beirut: Muas-
sasa al-Risila, n.d.), I, 98, 100, 106, 116, 116, 282-284, 314, IV, 270.

25 e pb e ldeliab Geidl J sl Lo pla)l” see Fakhr al-din Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Rézi, al-Ma ‘alim fi
usil al-figh, critical ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjad, Ali Muhammad Mu ‘avvad (Cairo: Dar ‘alam al-
ma ‘rifa, 1994), 84.

26 ‘Ul C’ij e CL‘&*' Lo C:«.;- & el LalUP”, see al-Razi, al-Mahsul, 11, 309-310.

27 “<:bd\ 4 Lme 35S BJ,‘&J\ Ji‘ Fl ol (...) BJ:.Q\ A3 & daad| el Je JIl Lalll W17, see al-Razi, al-
Mahsul, 11, 314. N

28  al-Razi, al-Mahsul, 11, 313, 314. Tabrizi, a follower of al-Razi, defined proper names as follows: “An

expression that denotes reality with indefinite particularity,” see Amin al-din al-Tabrizi, Tankih Mahsul
Ibn al-Khatib, critical ed. Hamza Zuhair Hafiz (Mecca: Cami‘a Umm al-Qura, n.d.), II, 236.
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When al-Razi stated ‘d@mm expressions to denote reality, he did not mean anything
else. He also explained the signification (madlul) of the unqualified expression
which he positions opposite the ‘Gmm expression as reality in terms of being reality
(al-hagiqa min haythu hiya hiya). Thus, he indirectly implies that ‘Gmm expressions
do not denote universals.? As a result and unlike al-Ghazali, al-Razi did not
accept ‘dmm expressions to denote universals; on the contrary, he adopted the
view that the expressions that fulfil this denotation are unqualified expressions.*°

His statements on this issue are as follows:

Know this: Everything has a reality. A meaning [mafhum] that is contrary to this reality
is, of course, a different one. This does not change whether the contradictory meaning
is connected or separate from the essence at issue, whether it be affirmation (ijab) or
negation (salb). Therefore, a human being in terms of being a human being is only a
human being (al-insan min haythu innahti insan). The fact that this human being is one or
not one, many or not many, are meanings separate from the reality of the human being
in terms of being human, even though the meaning of human being is not [ontologi-
cally] separated from particularity [al-vahda]. Once you know what I have said, we can
say that the expression that refers to the reality in terms of being the reality without
referring to any positive or negative meaning is an unqualified expression, and the exp-

ression that denote the reality with the indefinite majority is an ‘amm expression.*

29  al-Razi, al-Mahsul, 11, 314. Although Razi did not directly mention universals in the definition, he is
understood to mean universals through the notion of reality. In fact, the statements of later commen-
tators testify that essence corresponds to universals, and unqualified reality (al-hagiga al-mutlaq) cor-
responds to universals in classical philosophical thought. In addition, quiddity was also used instead
of reality. In fact, Taj al-Din al-‘Urmawi (d. 653/1255) and Siraj al-Din al- ‘Urmawi (d. 682/1283), two
of Razi’s followers, talked about quiddity instead of reality. Tabrizi (d. 621/1224) and al-Qarafi stated
this concept to be directly called universality. In addition, Subki, one of the later usulists, expressed the
denotation of the unqualified expression as unqualified quiddity (al-mahiyya al-mutlag) by stating that
quiddities are divided into three parts. In addition, theologians also expressed the concept of quiddity
in terms of quiddity (i.e., the concept of unqualified quiddity) to mean universal; see Abu ‘Abdillah Taj
al-din Muhammad b. Husayn al-‘Urmawi, Kitab al-Hasil min al-Mahsul, critical ed. ‘Abd al-Salam Mah-
mud Abu Naji (Benghazi: Cami‘a Qaryunus, 1994), II, 502, 503; Abu al-Thana Siraj al-din Mahmud b.
Abi Bakr al- Urmawi, al-Tahsil min al-Mahsul, critical ed. ‘Abd al-Hamid ‘Ali Aba Zanid (Beirut: Muasu
sasa al-Risala, 1988), I, 344; Tabrizi, Tankih Mahsul, 11, 236; Shihab al-din Aba al-‘Abbas Ahmad b.
Idris al-Qarafi, al ‘Iqd al-manzum fi al-khusus wa al- ‘umum, critical ed. Ali Muhammad Mu ‘avvad, ‘Adil
Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjud (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2001), 101; Abu Nasr Taj al-din ‘Abd al-Wah-
hab b. “Ali al-Subki, al-Ibhaj fi Sharh al-Minhaj, critical ed. Ahmad Jamal al-Zamzami, Nur al-Din ‘Abd
al-Jabbar Saghiri (Duba: Dar al-Bukhuth h al-dirasat al-Islamiyya wa 1hya al-turath, 2000), IV, 1227;
al-Subki, Jam ‘al-jawami‘ fi (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2003), 53; Mahmud b. Abd al-Rahman
Shams al-din al-Isfahani, Tasdid al-qawa 1d fi Sharh Tajrid al- ‘aqd 1d (Kuwait: Dar al-diya’, 2013), I, 382;
Sa 'd al-din Mas’ud b. Fakhr al-din al-Taftazani, Sharh al-Maqgasid, critical ed. Abdurrahman Amira (Cairo:
al-Maktaba al-azhariyya I al-turath, 2016), I, 407-409.

30  al-Razi, al-Mahsul, 11, 313-314.

31  al-Razi, al-Mahsul, 11, 313, 314.
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Al-Razi’s argument is clear: An expression that denotes reality does not denote
anything other than its meaning. Therefore, no particulars occur in the subject
of the denotation. Meanwhile, ‘Gmm expressions signify particulars and not
universals, because they require generalities (istighrdg), and generalities can only
be considered in particulars. Al-Ghazali had stated the opposite. According to him,
the meanings referring to the common natures/universals encompass each of the
individuals. Al-Razi also expressed his claim explicitly about the subject metaphoric
expression (majiz). In fact, Ibn Jinni (d. 392/1002) said expression had been
assigned (wudi ‘@) to the genus and should denote all individuals. However, due
to the impossibility of referring to all individuals, he interpreted the expression
as metaphoric. Al-Razi regarded the genus as interchangeable with universals and
claimed that universals do not denote particulars, thus opposing Ibn JinnT’s claim.*?
Al-Razi, had put forward the same defense for expressions containing the article al,
defending the denotation of these expressions as universals, which was in parallel
with al-Ghazali’s thought. The difference is that, while these expressions denoted
a generality according to al-Ghazali, they did not to al-Razi, for universals do not
require the meaning of generality. Although both have a common understanding in
this respect, they also have their own assumptions in terms of the results required

by this understanding.®

Suhrawardi lived in the same period as al-Razi, but whether they had had any
interactions regarding usul al-figh thought is unknown. Suhrawardi included the
relationship between ‘d@mm expressions and universals in the Introduction to his
work similar to but in more detail than al-Razi. As will be discussed later, Suhrawardi
touched upon many of the issues al-Qarafi and other legal theorists had addressed.

However, the later usulists did not refer to him specifically on this issue.

Suhrawardi first presented the concepts of umum and khusus in classical logic
and legal theory and the differences between them. He stated ‘amm in logic to not

be different than ‘amm as a subject of usul al-figh.>* Suhrawardi stated that defining

32 Ibid, I, 337. Al-Razi’s made the following other statements on this issue: “It has become clear that the
expression that denotes quiddity does not entail the generality” and “Now you know that quiddity
itself does not require generality (istighrag).” Also see al-Razi, al-Mahsul, 11, 370, 384: “Elsewhere he
states that quiddity in terms of being quiddity does not entail any number unless the al-lazim al-khariji
are attached to it.”

33  Razi, al-Mahsil, 11, 367, 368, 370.

34  Suhrawardji, al-Tangihat (Fatih, 1259), 9b.
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expressions by denoting universals such as ‘Ggmm would be a mistake in the sense
of the principles of Islamiclegal jurisprudence. For example, an expression referring
toauniversal human being denotes animality (hayvaniyya) and rationality
(natiqiyya). While this is true to multiple particulars, it does not denote them,
unlike umum in the sense of legal theory.®® By approaching the problem from the
perspective of jurisprudence, al-Suhrawardi stated the divine categorization (al-
hukm al-shar ) as charged (taklif) to the unqualified quiddity to not be imputed to
responsible persons (mukallafun); therefore, this expression cannot be used as proof
(dalil).*® Suhrawardi stated umum in legal theory to be related to propositions rather
than expressions and mentioned another difference between the two notions
in terms of commonality (sharika). Although commonality in the definition of
‘amm expressions takes place in universals, commonality for these expressions
differ from the commonality of universals and require a generality. Suhrawardi
stated this difference to also be realized in existence (al-vujud). The umum of
expression that refers to the universal and the umum of the expression that
requires generality are based on the relation of opposites (‘aks).In this case,
the existence of the universal does not require the existence of the particular.
However, the existence of a particular that is mdsadaq, requires the existence of
the universal. However, this is not the case with amm expressions that denote
generalities: While these expressions require the existence of their particulars, the

generality is not understood from their particulars.?’

Drawing attention to the reason for al-Razi’s comparison of ‘d@mm expressions
to unqualified expressions, al-Tilimsani explained thiswith confusion of
meaning, because although the expressions that signify generalities are called
‘amm expressions in legal theory, classical logic calls the expressions that denote
universals ‘dgmm expressions. Meanwhile, the expressions inlegal theory that
denote universals are called unqualified expressions. According to al-Tilimsani,
al-Razi made this comparison to indicate the difference in the conceptualization
of the ‘amm expressions as adopted by the parties of both traditions and thus to
prevent the confusion of meaning that arises due to ignorance of the differences.

In fact, legal theorists consider the umim to be attached to expressions referring

35  Ibid, 18b.
36  Ibid, 10a-11b.
37  Ibid, 9a-10a.
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to generality (e.g., Muslims) and to universal propositions (e.g., every object
is possible), whereas the umum of unqualified expressions denoting universals
is attached to the meanings used in definitions (hadd) in the discipline of logic
e.g. genus, species [naw ], differentia (fasl), and general accident ([al- ‘arad al-
‘amm]) and is not used in universal or demonstrative propositions (al-qadayad al-
burhaniyya). As will be discussed later, Suhrawardi and Tilimsani’s explanation
of ‘amm expressions as a proposition influenced al-Qarafi’s recognition of ‘Ggmm
expressions as universals (kulliya). Tilimsani also mentioned another difference
between the two concepts while discussing the majority in al-Razi’s understanding
of the ‘amm, stating the majority in ‘gmm expressions to also exist in universals.
However, according to him, this majority is not acceptable based on the definition
of universals, whereas with ‘amm expressions, this majority is an essential part

(zati) and a necessary element (mugawwim).?®

While Tabrizi, one of Razi’s followers, did not add a different course to the
discussion by contenting himself with the statements in Mahsul denoting ‘dgmm
expressions,®® T3j al-Din al- ‘Urmawi accepted under Razi’s influence the existence
of auniversal meaning among the individuals of ‘d@mm expressions.* The difference
is that al-‘Urmawi argued this meaning to exist in each individual, whereas Razi
had argued it to exist among an indefinite majority. In this regard, Siraj al-Din al-

‘Urmawi followed Razi,** while Baydawi followed Taj al-Din al-‘Urmawi.*

Al-Qarafi, one of the commentators of Mahsiil, objected to al-Razi’s definition
of ‘amm expressions and thought the assumption of universals being among an
indefinite majority to be inconsistent, for the notion of majority is determinate
becauseit expressesinfinity. The infiniteis distinguished from the finite by negating
finitude from itself and becomes determinate. Therefore, according to al-Qarafi,
al-Razi probably was referring to an indeterminacy determined by not having

an end.*® Al-Qarafi directed another criticism against al-Razi and al-‘Urmawi’s

38  ‘Abdullah b. Muhammad Ibn al-Tilimsani, Sharh al-Ma ‘alim i, critical ed. Ali Muhammad Muavvad
Ahmad, ‘Adil ‘Abd al-Mawjud (Beirut: ‘Alam al-Kutub, 1999), I, 423, 427.

39  Tabrizi, Tankih Mahsul, 11, 235, 236.

40 “Wlida e aals IS gedaaldl e JI) Ladlll 57 T3j al-Din al- Urmawi, al-Hasil min al-Mahsul, 1, 503.

41  Swj al-Din al- Urmawi, al-Tahsil min al-Mahsul, 1, 344.

42  Nasir al-Din Abu Sa‘id ‘Abdullah b. ‘Umar al-Baydawi, Minhdj al-wusul ild ‘ilm al-usul, critical ed.
Shaban Muhammad Ismail (Beirut: Dar al-Ibn Hazm, 2008), 121.

43  Abu al-‘Abbas Shihab al-din Ahmad b. 1dris al-Qarafi, Nafais al-ustl fi sharh al-Mahsiil, critical ed. ‘Adil
Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjud, ‘Al Muhammad Mu ‘avwad (Riyadh: Maktaba al-Nizar Mustafa al-Baz, 1995),
1V, 1755; al-Qarafi, al- Igd al-manzum, 90, 95.
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definitions. Accordingly, to not explain whether ‘Ggmm expressions are a whole or a
universality is ambiguous. Therefore, the meaning of ‘d@mm should be clarified, and
the definition of ‘@mm expressions should be constructed based on this certainty.*
Al-Qarafiincluded many alternative definitions of ‘gmm expressionsin this regard*
and felt providing certainty by explaining ‘d@mm expressions as those “assigned

universally, provided that the judgment of universals exists.”*

3.2. Al-Qarafi: The Acceptance of ‘Amm Expressions as Universal

Propositions

In the same line with al-Razi’s followers, al-Qarafi did not consider the universal
denotation of ‘d@mm expressions tobe possible*”’ and based this claim on ahypothetical
argument. According to the objection, if one accepts that ‘d@mm expressions are
assigned or signified to universals, they must be unqualified expression; if they
are assigned to particulars, they must be proper nouns. The impossibility of both
assignments reveals the existence of a different category of assignment regarding
‘amm expressions, which makes classical logic’s distinction between universals and

particulars problematic. He responded to the objection as follows:

We prefer to assign the notion of umuam (sigha al-umum) to the particular (juz’1). This
[preference] is due to the scholars having defined particulars as an expression in which
commonality is prevented. When we conceive of all the individuals of a human being or
something else in such a way that no individual of this kind is left out and when all the
individuals encompass our mind, to have the mind include any other individual beco-
mes impossible. When having these expressions be dual and plural becomes impossible,
so does accepting their commonality become impossible. In this case, the meaning of
umum is imagined as that which prevents commonality. This is the definition of parti-

culars. Therefore, ‘amm expressions are particulars.*

As is understood, al-Qarafi considers having ‘amm expressions denote
universals to be impossible as these expressions involve particulars. He also argues

these expressions to not denote the whole (kull), similar to al-Suhrawardi. Thus,

44 al-Qarafi, Nafa 1s al-usul, IV, 1755; 1V, 1757; al- Igqd al-manzum, 90, 91.

45  al-Qarafi, al- Igd al-manzim, 45-47.

46 e G ans L Js b g 5854 5 plally”, see Abu al-'Abbas Shihab al-din Ahmad b. Idris al-Qarafi,
Sharh Tankih al-fusil ila ‘ilm al-usul fi ikhtisar al-Mahsil (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 2004), 38.

47  al-Qarafi, Nafa'is al-usil, IV, 1731.

48  al-Qarafi, al- Iqd al- manzam, 110-111.
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al-Qarafi excludes ‘amm expressions from signifying the whole as well as universals
and brings up a new category of denotating that had not been seen before in legal
theory. He defined this category of universality (kulliya) as “the attachment of
judgment (hukm) to each of the individuals of the ‘@mm expression separately in such
away that no individual is left out,”* and this category is interpreted as a universal
proposition in classical logic. He explained it as follows: “ Amm expressions signify
neither the whole nor universals but universality.”*® Repeating this statement in
many usul works, al-Qarafi elaborated at length on the differences between them
by stating the meanings in question to not be subject to the signification (madlil)
of the ‘@mm. Thus, he evaluated ‘@mm expressions under particular expressions
and interpreted the type of this particular denotation as universality. Al-Qarafi
eliminated the aforementioned types of denotation by equating ‘amm with
universality (kulliya [i.e., uniiversal propositions]) and emphasized ‘dmm
expressions to also be divided into particularities (juz’iyya [particular propositions])
based on the distinction of the members of the whole and universal expressions as
parts (juz) and particulars (juz’).>? In this case, he regarded each of the individuals
of an ‘Ggmm expression, which denotes universality, as being separate particular
propositions and formulated the relationship between ‘d@mm expressions and the
individuals on the basis of universality and particularity. According to him, ‘dmm
expressions are made up of more than one particular proposition. This endeavor
by al-Qarafi, who'd introduced a new concept to usil al-figh by basing particularity
on the particular proposition (al-qadiyya al-juz’iyya) in logic, was not only contrary
to the conception of particularity in classical logic, but also a first in legal theory.
As mentioned earlier, however, the bases of his idea and conceptualization can be

found in al-Suhrawardi and al-Tilimsani.

Al-QarafT’s comparisons of the denotation of ‘amm expressions was probably
to avoid the confusion that had arisen due to the linguistic similarity between
the concepts of the universal (kulli) in classical logic and the whole (kull) in
Arabic. He first wanted to identify the meanings of the whole, universals, and
universality and then discussed which of these meanings had been assigned to

‘amm expressions. However, he owed his conceptualization of universality and

49  Ibid, 39.

50 “UJs Y, JS Y als (:j.u.ﬂ d)—sv\." OV”, see al-Qarafi, Nafais al-usul, IV, 1731.
51  al-Qarafi, al- Iqd al-manzum, 34-43.
52  Ibid, 39, 41.
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his attempt to compare it to the expressions of the whole and universals to classical
logic. Although this conceptualization and comparison had not been utilized in the
legal theory literature before him, they had been dealt with in classical logic, albeit
in a different context. In fact, this conceptualization and comparison al-Qarafi

used was based on Avicenna, who explained them in al-Isharat as follows:

Chapter 5 refers to the modality of the realization of affirmative universal propositions.
Know that when we say, “Every c is b,” we do not mean the universality of c or that the
universal c is b. Rather, we mean that b is every individual [kullu wahidin wahidin] that

can be characterized as c¢.53

As can be seen, Avicenna mentioned the three possibilities conceived in the
subject matter (mawdu’) of a universal proposition and stated that universal
propositions refer not to universality and universals but to each individual. Al-Razi
and Tusi (d. 672/1274) argued about what Avicenna had meant by the concept of
universality. While al-Razi understood universality to mean the whole, he did not
mention to which part the universal belongs.>* According to him, Avicenna regarded
the whole and universals to be impossible and instead endorsed the meaning of
each individual, which al-Qarafi later called universality. Tusl, on the other hand,
criticized al-Razi and stated that the concept of universality should be understood
as thelogical universal (al-kulli al-mantigi) and the universal as the mental universal
(al-kulli al- ‘agli). In other words, universal propositions cannot denote both mental
and logical universals. However, having them signify the natural universal (al-kulli
al-tabi 1) is possible on the condition of aspect (haythiyya).>® The chapter in which
Avicenna analyses universal propositions in his al-Shifa " corpus clearly reveals what
he means regarding universality occurs in the text of al-Ishdrat where he directly
states a universal proposition to not refer to the whole and universals, but rather
to each individual. However, under which of the mental, logical, and natural parts

the universal he denied falls is unclear:

53  Abu ‘Alib. Husayn b. Sina, al-Ishardat wa al-tanbihat ma ‘a Sharh Nasgir al-din al-Tusi, critical ed. Suleyman
Dunya (Cairo, Dar al-Ma ‘arif, 1960), I, 325.

54  Muhammad b. ‘Umar Fakhr al-din al-Razi, Sharh al-Isharat wa al-tanbihat (Tehran: Daniggah-1 Tahran,
n.d.), I, 200.

55  Abu Ja‘far Nagir al-din Muhammad b. Muhammad al-Tusi, al-Isharat wa al-tanbihat ma'a Sharh Nasir
al-din al-Tusi, 1, 325, 326; al-Razi, Sharh al-Isharat wa al-tanbihat, I, 200. The definition of the logical
universal is the notion that does not prevent it from commonality; it does not have an external reality.
The natural universal is a notion to which the logical universal is attached; its external existence is
generally accepted by logicians. The mental universal is the whole of the logical and natural universal,
see ‘Ubaydulah b. Fazlhllah al-Khabisi, al-Tahdhib Sharh ‘Ubaydillah b. Fazhllah al-Khabist ‘ala Tahdhib
al-mantiq wa al-kalam (Egypt: Matba ‘a al-Mustafa al-Babi al-Khalabi wa awladihi, 1936), 193-203.
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The meaning of our saying every human being is not whole human beings or universal
human beings. Rather, it is every individual in such a way that no individual is left
out. For judging the whole does not mean judging the individuals. As a matter of fact,
many times a judgment given to the whole is not given to the individuals. Likewise, a
judgment given to the human universal in terms of being universal does not have to be
ajudgment given to the particulars of this universal... Rather, the judgment is attached

to each of the particulars separately.56

While Avicenna’s statements in the Shifd’ do not clarify the notion
of universals in the al-Ishardt, they do reveal that he meant the whole to mean
universality. Therefore, Tusls interpretation is invalid. However, whatever
Avicenna meant, al-Qarafi rejected denoting ‘a@mm expressions as natural
universals®” and borrowed this triple distinction from Avicenna through al-Razi’s
interpretation. The difference is that al-Qarafi did not use the notion of each
individual (kullu wahid) but instead used the notion of universality and in this
way differed from Avicenna and al-Razi. As a result, al-Qarafi used the notion of
universality in the same sense that they had used each individual. This preference
was probably inspired by the term universality in the phrase universal proposition
(al-qadiyya al-kulliya). What distinguished al-Qarafi from both of them was that he
conceptualized the meaning of “each individual” that they had used with regard to
universal propositions under the term of universality, and alongside this notion, he
carried the comparison between the whole and universals over to the denotation of
‘amm expressions. This notion and comparison that al-Qarafi introduced to legal

theory was accepted by the usulists over time.

With this attempt, al-Qarafi equated ‘damm expressions with universal
propositions in classical logic. However, to have ‘d@mm expressions be propositions
is a contradiction, for these expressions do not contain the meaning of
proposition in legal theory. In this case, is universality a new concept that does
not include the meaning of proposition, and is universality the expression of truth

(hagiqa) to which ‘dmm expressions refer? Or is the notion the one in classical logic

56  Abu ‘Ali b. Husayn b. Sina, al-Shifd, critical ed. Said Zayed (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-‘amma li-shu’an al-
Matab:® al-‘amiriyya, 1964), II, 20.

57  al-Qarafi, al- Iqd al-manzum, 34-43. Although al-Qarafi did not explicitly use the notion of a natural
universal, his acceptance of the external existence of the universal in the third and fourth part of the
passage in which he discusses the difference between ‘@mm expressions and universals indicates that
universals, which he does not mention in the denotation of the ‘@mm, is natural. See al-Qarafi, al- Tqd
al-manzum, 113; for similar evaluations, see al-Qarafi, al- Iqd al-manzum, 44-48, 178-179.
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that means universal propositions, and its denotation is metaphoric? A holistic
view of al-Qarafi’s thinking shows that this issue had not been on his agenda. As
can be seen from his statements, he had constructed it as a new concept without
any propositional meaning.>® In fact, his statement of universality as a different
type of denotation apart from the types of correspondence (mutabaqa), inclusion
(tadammun), and implication (iltizam) is a consequence of his acceptance of the
inadequacy of the parts of denotation in classical logic, as well as evidence that
he had adopted universality as a new concept.”® Therefore, no metaphorical
denotation is present. However, although he could not view ‘amm expressions as
propositions due to the language structure, he did view them as propositions in
terms of bringing the sentence in which an ‘amm expression occurs into the
form of a universal proposition.®° Therefore, al-Qarafi transferred the debate
between al-Farabi (d. 339/950) and Avicenna on the difference between possibility
and occurrence (imkdn-vuqu ) to ‘amm expressions and discussed the problem
of indicating a specific reference (takhsis) on this basis.®* Although this issue
appeared on the agenda of the usulists in the following period, the interpretation
of metaphors was generally seen to have been dominant. However, as will be
mentioned later, both understandings agreed that ‘amm expressions are universal
propositions in force (fi quvva). Although the notion of “in force” was analyzed by
the later period’s usulists, al-Qarafi’s above-mentioned inferences imply that he

shared this view.

Al-Qarafi analyzed the distinction between universal and universality, and
accordingly, the first difference between these two notions lies in the difference
between existence and non-existence. This difference had also been discussed by
previous usulists. Another difference is the relationship between them regarding
the whole and its parts. This is because the denotation of an ‘@mm expression is
universality. The individuals within the scope of universality must have a common

universal meaning. This requires universals to be a part of the denotation (i.e.,

58  al-Qarafi, al- Iqd al-manzum, 39, 43,123, 124.

59  Ibid, 113, 114; in another statement, he also emphasizes ‘amm expressions to be assigned for univer-
sality. See Ibid, 543.

60  Because of this, he explicitly states ‘amm expressions to called universal propositions according to
logicians. See Ibid, 569.

61  Ibid, 506, 507, 569, 570.
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universality) of the ‘Gmm expression.’?> As Suhrawardi also mentioned, the third
difference is in the demonstration (istidlal). The difference is that al-Suhrawardi
stated the divine categorization (hukm) that attaches to the quiddity to not attach
to any individual, and therefore he did not consider including an expression
denoting a universal in a jurisprudential syllogism (al-qiyas al-fight) to be possible.
According to al-Qarafi, when a divine categorization is charged upon the universal,
the universal is realized (tahaqquq) in the external world through the realization of
this categorization with a single individual. Consequently, the divine command is
acted upon. But in this case, the ‘d@mm expression does not include its individuals,
and therefore the charge is removed from the other individuals. This invalidates the
obligations of another responsible individual with the categorization in question.®®
For example, when the expression “you” in the command “pray” refers to the
universal human nature who is charged to pray, the charging is removed from other
individuals once a particular person performs this action, because with the particular
human being, the universal human nature exists externally, and the charging of
other individuals to pray gets cancelled. In this case, the ‘Gmm expression cannot
provide proof that the rest of the individuals are charged with an action. However,

the purpose of the divine command is to hold everyone in charge.

However, this argument from al-Qarafi on demonstration is valid for
affirmative (jabi) cases. For negation (salbi) cases, he argues ‘amm expressions to
be able to denote universals, because in this case, the ‘@mm expression includes
each of its individuals and thus can be used in a jurisprudential syllogism. For
example, the pronoun of “you” understood in the verse “do not marry polytheist

men,”%

signifies those who are charged not to engage in marriage and is an ‘dgmm
expression. Assuming that the signification of this expression is the universal
human being, the charge of not marrying is attached to the nature of the universal
human being. The charge can be carried out only if all particulars of the universal
don’t marry. Because the non-existence of the universal is only possible with the
non-existence of all particulars, everyone in this case is charged with not marrying.
Therefore, in negation cases, the ‘dmm expression can denote the universal, but

not in affirmative cases. However, even though al-Qarafi argued for the possibility

62 Ibid, 113.
63  Ihid, 113.
64  al-Baqarah 2/221.

20



Osman Said Evdiizen, The Concurrence Between Expressions and Logic in the History of Legal Theory: Are Amm Expressions Universal?

of ‘@mm expressions referring to universals in negative cases, he did not prefer this
view and based the ‘G@mm’s signification on particulars in both cases. By analyzing
the problem regarding negated universals, al-Qarafi argued the majority (jumhur)

and the Hanafis to differ on this issue:

According to the majority,
the denotation of the ‘amm ==  Through the non-existence of the individuals
expression occurs

According to Hanefi scholars,
the denotation of the ‘amm r— Through the non-existence of the universals
expression occurs

According to al-Qarafi, while the Hanafi scholars had adopted the view that the
generality of an ‘Ggmm expression in negative cases is comprehended through the
negation/non-existence of the universal, other usulists argued this to be understood
through the negation of the individuals. Al-Qarafi discusses the problem in detail

in al- Iqd al-manzim, where he makes the following statements:

There is agreement between us and the Hanafi scholars on the generality (istighrdg) of
the statement “There is no man” (I rajul), but there is disagreement on the derivation
of generality based on negation. This is because [according to them], the negation here
is assigned to the negation (i.e., non-existence) of the universal nature, which is the me-
aning of man. The negation of this nature requires the negation of everyone. For if there
is only one individual, man’s nature is not negated, because a single individual requires

a universal nature. This is the view narrated by the Hanafi scholars.65

This difference between the schools has theoretical and practical consequences.
According to the Hanafi scholars, the generality in these expressions (i.e., ld rajul)
is understood by implication, whereas according to the majority, it is understood
by correspondence. This is because the generality according to the Hanafi scholars
is indirect due to it being provided by the negation/non-existence of the universal
nature instead of the negation of particulars united in a universal nature. Moreover,
no exception (istithnd) is possible in these expressions because these expressions

denote universals, and the exception is a situation related to particulars. However,

65  al-Qarafi, al- Iqd al-manzum, 179-180.
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this idea, which al-Qarafi and the later usulists transmitted,® is not mentioned in
Hanafi scholars’ manuscripts. In fact, al-Qarafi used the expression “narrated from
the Hanafis” without explicitly attributing this narration to a Hanafi usulist.®” This
attribution was probably based on the Hanafis’ adoption of mental images or, as an
example, Aba Hanifa’s statement, “Ia akulu [I will not eat]” no being able to indicate
a specific reference (takhsis) by intention (al-niya), and this is where the practical
implication of the issue arises. As al-Razi stated while quoting Abu Hanifa’s
opinion, the meaning of this expression is universal, and indicating a specific
reference in universals is impossible because the indication is a characteristic of
the ‘amm expression, which denotes generality, whereas universals do not refer to
generality. Although the generality is understood though the non-existence of the
quiddity, this generality is the implicational (i/tizdmi) meaning of the expression.®
The Hanafi scholars saw no indication of the possibility of a specific reference in
a generality understood by means of implication.® Therefore, the fact that Hanafi
scholars did not consider the aforementioned expression to be able to indicate a
specific reference even if no universal is mentioned shows them to have accepted
generality to be realized through implication (i.e., through the non-existence of
the universal). Al-Qarafi’s narrative was probably based on Abu Hanifa’s view,

which al-Razi had presented using theoretical language.

Isfahani (d. 688/1289), one of the commentators of Mahsil, adopted the
same idea as his contemporary al-Qarafi and argued ‘d@mm expressions to denote
universality, to be called universal propositions in classical logic, and to be in
this force (fi quwwa jumla min al-qadaya). However, he did not regard it directly
as a proposition, probably because the language structure does not allow ‘d@mm

expressions to be propositions.” Isfahani explained the reason for not denoting

66  See Subki, al-Ibhaj, II, 106; Badr al-din Muhammad b. Baha al-din al-Zarkashi, al-Bahr al-muhit fi
(Hurghada: Dar al-Safwa, 1992), 111, 115; ‘Ala al-din al-Mardawi, al-Tahbir Sharh al-Tahrir fi usal al-figh,
critical ed. Abd al-Rahman al-Jibrin (Riyadh: Maktaba al-Rushd, n.d.), V, 2429-2430.

67  al-Qarafi, al- Iqd al-manzum, 179-181.

68  Al-Subki also narrated this view from the Hanafis and stated that his father had also adopted this view.
However, although he did not explain the basis of this disagreement, he stated that indication-specific
reference by intention to be based on this problem. See Subki, al-Ibhdj, II, 106.

69  al-Razi, al-Mahsul, 11, 384; al-Qarafi, Sharh Tankih al-fusul, 146. Ibn al-Sa‘ati was the first Hanafi usulist
to speak about the relation between ‘a@mm expressions and universals. However, he did not address
the issue of the non-existence of universals, only stating referring to ‘@mm expressions as universals
to be impossible. See Ahmad b. ‘Ali b. al-Sa“ati, Nihaya al-wusul ila ‘ilm al-usil, critical ed. Sa‘d b. Gharir
al-Sulami (Mecca: Cami‘a Umm al-Qura, 1418/1998), I, 28, 29.

70  Muhammad b. Mahmud al-Isfahani, al-Kashif ‘an al-Mahsil fi 1lm al-usil, critical ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd
al-Mawjud, ‘Ali Muhammad Mu‘awwad (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-1lmiyya, 1998), IV, 213, 214.
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universals by saying, “It does not denote any of its particulars by means of
correspondence, inclusion, and implication, which are the categories of denotation
in classical logic””* and interestingly accused al-Qarafi of defending ‘dmm
expressions as denoting universals without mentioning hisname. Isfahani criticized
al-Qarafi’s definition of umum for having been reconstructed by departing from
al-Razi’s line of thought. According to Isfahani, al-Qarafi had defended denoting
‘amm expressions as universals.” Although Isfahani’s thought on the subject
overlapped with al-QarafT’s, his allegations against him were either due to a lack
of comprehension or a failure to analyze it in detail. When considering al-Qarafi’s
explanations on universals and ‘amm expressions, the validity of these accusations
is unacceptable, and Isfahani’s attitude and his inconsistent criticisms ignoring al-
Qarafi’s repeated statements reveal a possible one-sided tension to have existed

between the two scholars.

Safiyyuddin al-Hindi, one of al-RazT’s followers, emphasized how expressions
that denote universal do not mean generality and fall under the category of
unqualified expressions. In the place where al-Hindi mentions the relationship
between meaning and ‘dmm, he states, “Had any meaning (ma na) been ‘amm,
having universal meanings be ‘amm would be more correct, as in this case, the

expressions that denote universals would also be ‘amm. However, this is not true.””®

Following the accepted explanation after al-Qarafi, Subki argued the what that
‘amm expressions signify to be universality and rejected them as denoting the whole
or universals. In his first two works, he repeated the justification for the reference to
universality, the reasons for this rejection, and also its propositional force, quoting
verbatim from Isfahani’s and al-Qarafi’s manuscripts.”* The difference is that he
criticized al-Raz1’s distinction between ‘@mm and unqualified expressions using the
concept of unqualified quiddity. According to al-Subki, who stated quiddities to
be divided into three parts (i.e., unqualified, mujarrad [intangible], and muqgayyad

[qualified]), al-Razi mentioned only unqualified quiddity and neglected mentioning

71 Ibid, 1V, 211.

72 Ibid, 212.

73  Safiyy al-din Muhammad b. Abdirrahman al-Khindi, Nihdya al-wusil fi dirdya al-usul (Mecca: al-Makta-
ba al-Tijariyya, n.d.), III, 1231-1232.

74  Ebu Nasr T3j al-din Abd al-Vahhab b. Ali al- Subki, Raf “al-Hajib ‘an Mukhtasar Ibn al-Hajib, critical ed.
Ali Muhammed Mu ‘vvad, Adil Ahmed ‘Abd al-Mevjud (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al- ‘ilmiyya, 1999), I1I, 82;
al-Subki, al-Ibhaj, IV, 1196-1200.

23



NAZARIYAT

the other parts when distinguishing between ‘@mm and unqualified expressions.”
Al-Subki’s contemporary Isnawi (d. 772/1370) stated al-Razi to have possessed
the definition that al-Qarafi had put forward through his conceptualization of
the universal and did not find the implication that al-Qarafi had been the first to

formulate this definition to be appropriate.”

The commentaries and glosses written on al-Subki’s Jam * al-jawdmi ‘, which
summarizes the accumulation of al-Razi and his followers in his works, carried the
relation between ‘agmm expressions and universals to a different point, with al-
Taftazani here being the influential name. In order to deal with the subject in a
traceable manner, the article will now first analyze Taftazani and the scholars from

whom he quoted, followed by the explanations from the aforementioned literature.

4. TaftazanT: Returning to the Identicalness of Amm Expressions and
Universals

Contrary to al-Razi and his followers, Ash arite theologians such as ‘Amudi,
Ibn al-Hajib, and ‘Tji did not discuss the relation of ‘@mm expressions to universals.
Moreover, they did not directly include the notion of universals in their ‘Ggmm
definitions. However, Ibn al-Hajib used the notion of meaning (amr) instead of
universal and said, “The meaning common to it (amr al-isharakat fihi).””” According
to him, the individuals share a meaning common to the ‘@mm expression. In this
respect, Ibn al-Hajib’s definition is no different from al-Razi and his followers’
definition of ‘gmm. However, while al-Razi and his followers expressed the
existence of universal meaning in the individuals of the ‘Gmm, Ibn al-Hajib and his

commentators did not include this expression until al-Taftazani.

In a manner unprecedented in his previous U~ul al-figh manuscripts, al-

Taftazani defined the signification (~ulah) of ‘d@mm expressions toward their

75  al-Subki, al-Ibhaj, IV, 1227. This criticism of al-Subki, who regarded the classification as inadequate
for failing to mention the intangible and the qualified quiddities, is open to objection. Firstly, al-Razi’s
characterization of the denotation of ‘@mm expressions as the indefinite majority common to universal
quiddity implies that he had mentioned the second part (i.e., qualified quiddity), because quiddity is
qualified (quyyida) by particulars (i.e., kathra) in this case. Secondly, al-Razi’s aim was to establish the
meanings to which the expressions refer through the notion of quiddity, not to explain the parts of
quiddities.

76  Abu Muhammad Jamal al-din ‘Abdurrahim b. al-Hasan al-Isnawi, Nihaya al-sul fi Sharh Minhaj al-wusul
(Mecca: al-Maktaba al-Tijariyya, n.d.), II, 320, 321

77  Ibn al-Hajib, Mukhtasar al-Muntahda, 104.
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individuals as both the whole and universal in his gloss al-Talwih, and only
universals in his later gloss on al-Mukhtasar.”® He stated the following in al-
Talwih: “Because we say that by the notion of ‘signification,’ the author meant the
universal to its particulars and ‘the whole’ to its parts.”” As can be understood
from these statements, he interpreted the signification of ‘amm expressions as
the whole and universals. However, he reported that a similar interpretation in al-
Talwih had been raised as an objection in the gloss on al-Mukhtasar. He answered
the objection by rejecting the meaning of the whole and considering only the

denotation of the universal as possible:

The two objections below are raised. If every individual signified by the ‘amm expressi-
ons is interpreted as a particular [juz’iyyat] of its meaning, then the expressions “men”
(rijal) and “the Muslims” (al-mushmun) that signifies the whole of its parts (juz) are exc-
luded from the definition of ‘amm expressions. If the parts of its meaning are meant,
then expressions which have particulars but not parts (e.g., al-rajul [the men] and there
is 1a rajul [no man]) are excluded from the definition of ‘amm expressions. Therefore,
“signification” should be interpreted as more general than the whole and universals...
The answer can be given as follows: What is meant by signification is that it signifies
only the particulars of the universal. The generality of expressions such as Muslims
and men is in terms of the communities [jama ‘Gt] they cover and not in terms of the

individuals.®°

As can be seen from the objection, a group of scholars was seen to defend the
denotation of ‘gmm expressions to the whole and universals. They claimed ‘agmm
expressions to be divided into two parts, singular (mufrad) and plural (majmi), with
the singular denoting universals and the plural denoting the whole. Taftazani, who
defended this view in al-Talwih, did not consider any meaning other than universals
without distinction in al-Mukhtasar. Thus, he considered ‘Gmm expressions to
consist of plural expressions such as men and Muslims to mean the whole in al-
Talwih and universals in the gloss on al-Mukhtasar. Nevertheless, the meaning that
al-Taftazani attributed to the notion of the whole is incompatible with al-Qarafi’s
conception, and al-Taftazani was probably unaware of the narrative on ‘amm

expressions. As a matter of fact, while al-Qarafi had distinguished between the

78  Sa‘'d al-din Mas ud b. Fakhr al-din al-Taftazani, Hashiya (in Sharh Mukhtasar al-Muntaha al-usuli) (Bei-
rut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘ilmiyya), II, 578, 579.

79  Ibid, 1, 57.

80  al-Taftazani, Hashiya, 11, 578-579.
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whole and universality, al-Taftazani understood universality through the whole.
His final view of ‘amm expressions as universals is contrary to post-classical usulists
and incompatible with his contemporaries, al-Subki and al-Isnawi. In addition, this
generality (umum) that he'd constructed through universals requires covering all
individuals not individually but through communities (jama ‘at). This is different

from al-Qarafi’s idea of universality, which refers to each individual individually.

In conclusion, two different ideas were found regarding the conceptualization
of ‘Gmm expressions by al-Taftazani and some of the usulists whose views he
quoted. The first is the interpretation of the ‘@mm as universal, which al- Taftazani
defended. The second is the acceptance of both the whole and universals, which was
voiced by some usulists whom he did not name and which he himself had initially
agreed with. The later usulists who wrote commentaries and glosses on Jam ‘ al-
jawdami “ acted on the second view and synthesized it with the understanding of

al-Razi’s school, which rejected denoting ‘dmm expressions through universals.

5. The Synthesized Approach: The Aspects of Conception and
Judgment (Jiha al-Tasawwur wa al-Hidkm)

While taking al-Razi and his followers’ explanations on the relation between the
‘amm expressions and the universal as a basis, the usulists who wrote commentaries
and glosses on Jam " al-jawami‘ did not ignore al-Taftazani’s comments and
quotations in this context. Zarkashi (d. 794/1392), one of the commentators of
Jam * al-Jawami , completely quoted al-Subki’s statements in his commentary on
al-Tashnif. Although he elaborated on the problem in al-Bahru al-muhit, he did not
go beyond al-Qarafi’s or Isfahani’s explanations.®* Another commentary on Jam
al-Jawami ‘, Mahalli’s (d. 864/1459) al-Badr al-tdli ‘, is the work with the greatest
number of glosses among the commentaries. Mahalli followed the accumulation
of tradition in terms of the relation between universals and ‘Gmm expressions
and interpreted the universal that is negated from the denotation of an ‘dmm
expression as a quiddity in terms of being quidity. This expression corresponds to
the natural universal in classical logic. In other words, ‘@mm expressions cannot

denote natural universals. Mahalli also restricted ‘dmm expressions form being

81  Badr al-Din Muhammad b. Baha'ir al-Zarkashi, Tashnif al-masami ‘ fi Sharh Jam ‘al-jawdami ', critical ed.
Sayyid ‘Abd al-'Aziz, ‘Abdullah Rabi’ (Egypt: Maktaba Qurtuba, 2006), II, 84-87; Zarkashi, al-Bahr al-

muhit, 111, 25: Zarkashf's statements are as in the following; “_Le Js WY\ US| 4l o Bl iRl J e
sl e de du Y Sl yadll Lo Jidl R «Ls 7, see Zarkashi, al-Bahr al-muhit, 111, 25.
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able to denote universality with the conditions being in terms of judgment (min
haythu hukm) and composition (fi al-tarkib).?? In a sense, the condition for denoting
universality according to him involves being the subject of judgment and being
included in the expression. Although he did not explain the reason for introducing
these restrictions, they can be regarded as the beginning of the two-way distinction
in denoting ‘Ggmm expressions, as will be explained later. As a matter of fact, the
later usulists considered referring to universals to be possible in ‘amm expressions

by envisaging two aspects (jiha).

Gharani (d. 893/1488) criticised Mahalli’'s statements about universals.
According to Ghurani, interpreting universals as “quiddities in terms of being
quiddity” is a serious mistake. For particularity (juziyya) and universality (kulliya)®
are external or mental accidents (al- ‘awarid al-khariji va al-khihni) attached to
quiddity. Quiddity cannot be characterized by either of these, and therefore the
universal here should be explained as the logical universal that does not exclude
the mere conception from commonality, which is the terminology of the logicians.
Therefore, according to his interpretation, ‘dmm expressions do not denote
logical universals. Ghurani explained the impossibility of this denotation by
presenting reasons similar to Suhrawardi’s demonstration. According to Ghiurani,
demonstration is only possible in universality because divine categorizations are
related to the responsible individuals whose reality is present in the external world.
On the other hand, universals relate to mental individuals with no external reality.

What exists in the external world is necessarily particular and cannot be universal .2

After this period, al-Ghuarani and most of the later usul glossators followed al-
Qaraff’s teachings regarding the denotation of ‘amm expressions. However, they
were also influenced by al-Taftazani’s explanations on the subject, who defended
the opposite view. As a result, they exhibited a synthesized approach by endorsing
both opinions. The first usulist to interpret two different ideas in the same context
was Ghurani. After quoting Taftazani regarding the problem of whether ‘dmm
expressions are the whole or universals, Ghurani stated this problem to be difficult

to solve; according to him, however, Taftazani did not answer it.% Meanwhile,

82  Jalal al-din al-Mahalli, al-Badr al-tali * fi hal Jam * al-jawami * (Dimashq: Muassasa al-Risala nashirun,
2005), I, 338-339.
83  Adifferent meaningis used here than the one used in the article. What is meant is the logical universal.

84  Ahmad b. Uthman al-Gharani, al-Durar al-lavami* fi Sharh Jam * al-jawami, critical ed. Ilyas Kaplan
(Istanbul: Maktaba al-Irshad, 2007), 292.

85  Ghurani’s claim that al-Taftazani does not answer the problem is not true. As a matter of fact, as mentioned,
al-Taftazani believes that the problem can be solved when the signification’s is interpreted as universal.
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Ghurani argued the problem to be answerable by understanding both the whole
and the universal meanings from the signification (sulih).®® According to him,
what the ‘@mm signifies in this case is the universal and the whole. However, his
assumption contradicts his first statements about ‘gmm expressions not denoting
the whole or universals. However, he did not indicate the presence of any conflict
and probably had distinguished between the meaning (ma nd) and the denotation

of ‘@mm expressions.

Zakariyya al-Ansari (d. 926/1520) was aware that accepting the views
put forward by al-Taftazani in the same context with al-Qarafi’s views led to
inconsistency. He had interpreted the seemingly opposing views of the two
thoughts by making a distinction in the specific case of ‘gmm expressions in order to
resolve the inconsistency and thus stated that the hybrid acceptance did not cause
a contradiction. He justified this distinction by assuming two different aspects
regarding what ‘amm expressions denote. Amm expressions have two aspects:
conception and judgment. In the aspectln terms of judgment (jtha al-hukm), he
regards the denotation of universality as possible while regarding the denotation
of the whole and the universal to be impossible; in terms of conception (jiha al-
tasawwur), he regards the denotation of the whole and the universal to be possible.?”
Thus, Ansari harmonized the teachings of both al-Qarafi and al-Taftazani in such
a way that no contradiction was present between them. This idea influenced the
later scholars as well, and from then on, the two mentioned aspects were explicitly

respected in the denotation of ‘d@mm expressions.

‘Amm Expressions

—> Aspect of Conception The Whole and the Universal

—> Aspect of Judgment Neither the Whole nor the Universal: Universality

‘Abbadi (d. 994/1586) maintained the aspects of conception and judgment
in the denotation of ‘d@mm expressions as laid down by al-Ansari.?® However, he

considered the whole and universals to be impossible in terms of judgment and took

86  Ghurani, al-Durar al-lavami ‘, 290.

87  Zakariyya b. Muhammad al-Ansari, Hashiya al-Shaykh al-Islam Zakartyya al-Ansari, ed. ‘Abd al-Hafiz b.
Tahir Hilal al-Jazairi (Riyadh: Maktaba al-Rushd, 2007), 11, 262, 274.

88  Shihab al-din Ahmad b. Qasim al-‘Abbadi, al-Ayat al-bayynat ‘ala Sharh Jam ‘ al-jawami’ (Beirut: Dar
al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2012), II, 353.
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the denotation of universality as the basis while considering the whole in terms of
conception.®® In addition, this distinction was not due to the contradiction. In fact,
heeither did notrealize or ignored such a contradiction. What distinguished ‘Abbadi
was that he was the first to claim the universality denotation to be a metaphor.
Although he himself did not prefer this view, when he mentions the existence
of such a view, he explains the argument for this view by stating universality to
be an attribute of the proposition (vasf al-qadiyya).’® In other words, predicating
(haml) universality to ‘Gmm expressions is impossible because this assumption
requires ‘d@mm expressions to be propositions. In spite of this, propositions exist
within ‘@mm expressions and their subject matter (mawdu ‘). Aware of the problem,
‘Abbadi stated this denotation to be a metaphor. However, this was not his view,
as he considered thinking of a meaning of universality to be possible in which
the proposition’s meaning was removed. He pointed out that this meaning does
not cause any problems and rejected the metaphorical denotation. He based his
though on al-Qarafi’s conceptualized meaning and stated ‘@mm expressions to be
“in force” (fi quwwa), even if they are not propositions.’® However the later usulists
followed ‘Abbadi’s interpretation of metaphors, which he considered problematic.
Therefore, ‘amm expressions in their last period in the history of legal theory were

metaphorically accepted as universal propositions.

Al-Razi and the later usulists who accepted the existence of universals in ‘amm
expressions but not in their denotation did not discuss the priority of denoting
universals. 'Abbadi discussed the problem for the first time and argued two
different approaches to exist to this issue. The first is based on ‘@gmm expressions
being denoted to individuals without prioritizing a universal meaning. In
contrast, the second is based on universals before denoting individuals. "Abbadi
considered this view as the tahqig of the first view and claimed that, in parallel
with the classical logicians’ acceptance of universal propositions, usulists such
as al-Qarafi, Isfahani, al-Subki, and Ibn al-Humam had adopted the first view.
Therefore, ‘agmm expressions that are united in universal meaning and universal
propositions primarily (ibtidden) denote individuals without reference to their

universal meaning. In this case, the signification (madlul) of universal propositions

89  Ibid, 343, 353-358.
90  Ibid, 353.
91  Ibid, 353.
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and ‘gmm expressions is the individuals themselves without them preceding the
universals. ‘Abbadi discussed the second idea using the arguments of al-Dawwani
(d. 908/1502), the commentator of Tahdhib, and emphasized universals as being
denoted primarily and individuals being denoted secondarily (b1 al- ‘arad) through
the universal meaning. For example, the expression “human beings” primarily
denotes the nature of the universal human being and refers to all individuals
through this nature. According to this view, what an ‘a@mm expression denotes
is the universal quiddity shared by individuals. In contrast and according to the
first view, the individuals are the ones in the universal quiddity. "'Abbadi analyzed
the tahgiq of denotation and argued the statements of the usulists who defend the
first view to be interpretable in this way, especially with al-Qarafi’s definition of
the ‘amm being close to this tahqiq. Despite all these analyses, he also emphasized
how this analysis does not make sense to the usulists. According to him, ‘Iji and al-

Taftazani had also disregarded this analysis.”

‘Abbadi touched upon the definition of universals being negated by the
denotation of the ‘@mm and criticises criticized al-Gurani. Based on Mahalli’s
interpretation of quiddity, he also stated the universal that is negated by the
denotation of the ‘amm is the unqualified quiddity.*® He also claimed that al-
Ghirani had negated the idea of universals and individuals. He based his criticisms

on the following arguments:

Now you know that what the usulists mean by the universal in their statement, “[‘amm
expressions] do not denote universal,” is the quiddity in terms of being quiddity wit-
hout the conception of individuals, as the commentator Mahalli had said. As for them
to exclude the quiddity imagined in individuals from the signification of the ‘amm exp-
ression makes no sense. First of all, you know that this is the tahqiq in the sense of
universality. Secondly, the essence of this statement is that the judgment is only for
individuals, as is understood from the implication of the usulists’ statements. Thirdly,
to reject the universal is inconsistent, which means by saying individuals, ‘amm exp-
ressions refer to the quiddity imagined with individuals (al-mahiyya b1 al nazar 1la al-

afrad), because the universal in this context already refers to individuals.94

‘Abbadi’s comments based some of his criticisms on al-Dawwani’s thoughts of

tahgiq on universality and show that he had read al-Ghuran’s criticism as detached

92  Ibid, 357, 358-359.

93  In this context, he also included different expressions: What is meant by the negated universal is that
the judgment is related to nature (tabi a). See Ibid, III, 16.

94  Ibid, 11, 359.
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from its theoretical origin. For al-Ghurani’s aim was to show that accidents
(‘awarnd) such as universality or particularity do not attach to the quiddity in
terms of being quiddity, and he did not claim that the universal, which he rejected
from denotation of ‘Gmm expressions, attached to individuals. Therefore, ‘Abbadi
addressing his arguments in a different context is inconsistent. In addition to these
criticisms, he also accused al-Ghurani of confusing the terminology of legal theory
and logic, as he considered legal theory to be able to have a different meaning for

universals or that it has a metaphorical narrative.”

Table 1.
‘Amm Expressions in the History of Legal Theory

The Logical Expression of the

Usulists . Its reflection on Usul al-figh
Denotation ’

Ghazzali ‘Amm expressions are universal.  They cover all individuals (istighraq)
‘Amm expressions are not

Al-Razi universal. Its individuals are They cover all individuals (istighrdg)
united in a universal nature.
‘Amm expressions are neither
the whole nor universal; the . .

Al-Qarafi, Y They become universal propositions

are particular expressions.
Its individuals are united in a
universal nature.

Isfahani, Subki (kulliya, istighraq)

Taftazani Amm expressions are the whole They cover all individuals (istighrdq)

and universal

- . They are neither the whole nor
. . ‘Amm expressions are the . . .
Ansari, Bannani, . . universal in terms of judgment.
o whole and universal in terms of . .
Attar . They become a universal proposition
conception L
(kulltya, istighragq)

As can be seen in Table 1, Bannani (d. 1198/1783) followed Ansari’s view and
took two aspects as the basis for what ‘Ggmm expressions denote. The first is the
aspect of judgment, and the second is the aspect of the vocable (lafz/aspect of
conception]). According to him, ‘@mm expressions cannot denote either the whole

or the universal aspects of judgment. Universality is required, whereas both the

95  Ibid, 359.
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whole and the universal have been assigned to the aspect of the vocable.”® He also
accepted ‘Abbadi’s narrative on metaphor, which he considered weak, and accepted
that ‘amm expressions should be interpreted as a universal proposition. However,

this acceptance requires what ‘amm expressions denote to be metaphorical:

The meaning of universality is the universal proposition. In other words, the ‘amm
expression constitutes the proposition together with the predicate with which the ju-
dgment is realized. Therefore, the author’s statement contains metaphor, because uni-
versality is the signification of the proposition and not the subject of the signification

of the ‘amm expression.”’

Thus, Bannani interpreted the notion of universality al-Qarafi had
conceptualized as a proposition and remained ignorant of this conceptual change

in legal theory.

‘Attar (d. 1250/1834) also observed two aspects regarding the denotation of
‘amm expressions. According to him, the first aspect is to encompass (tanawul/
aspect of conception), and the second is judgment. Accordingly, while universals
and the whole are referred to in terms of encompassing, universality is referred to
in terms of judgment.?® ‘Attar also did not consider al-Qarafi’s conceptualization of
universality to be a new concept and stated having ‘gmm expressions be universal

propositions to be metaphorically possible.

6. Conclusion

When discussing universals in the language and interpretation sections of legal
theory, the similarity of ‘@mm expressions with these notions, both semantically
and linguistically, attracted the attention of the usulists because the meaning that
both concepts denote alludes to the content of individuals. In parallel with this,

universals are expressed under the notion of ‘@mm in classical logic. Before coming

96  Abdurrahman b. Ca‘'d Allah al-Bannani, Hashiya al- ‘Allama al-Bannani ‘ala Sharh al-Jalal Shams al-din
Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Mahalli ‘ala Matn Jam * al-Jawami * (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, n.d.), I, 399; Bannani
also explained the aspect of “vocable” as the aspect of essence (zdt) and conception. See: Bannani,
Hashiya, 1, 404.

97  Bannani, Hashiya, I, 405.

98  Hasanb. Muhammad al-‘Attar, Hashiya al- ‘Attar ‘ala Jam ‘al-Jawdami ' (Beirut: Dar al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya,
n.d.) I, 506; ‘Attar also expresses it as the istighraq of the all and the universal instead of tanavul, see
‘Attar, Hashiya, 1, 506.
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to the legal theorists, logicians also felt the need to demonstrate that universals
are different from the whole and from universal propositions. While the Asharite/
theologian usulists included this issue after classical logic had begun to influence
legal theory, the agenda of the Hanafi scholars came much later, just before the 8*
century AH with Ibn al-Sa‘ati.

Al-Ghazali was the first scholar in the history of legal theory to study the
relationship between ‘Gmm expressions and universals as the subject of his study.
He criticized a group of usulists who'd argued that expressions with al among the
‘amm expressions could only denote generality by circumstantial evidence and
accused them of ignoring universals. According to al-Ghazali, an expression that
denotes a universal meaning expresses generality without the evidence. The main
reason why these usulists were wrong about generality was that they had assumed
expressions to be assigned to external things instead of mental images. If they had
adopted a mental image, they would have considered the possibility of expressions
denoting universals and therefore would be able to say that they express generality.
Although al-Ghazili’s explanations formed the beginning of the relationship
between ‘gmm expressions and universals in the history of legal theory, al-Razi and
later usulists did not follow his explanations on this issue. For the first time, al-Razi
explained ‘agmm expressions by centering on universals and was the first to state
that, contrary to al-Ghazali, ‘amm expressions do not denote universals and that
the expressions that correspond to this denotation are unqualified expressions.
According to al-Razi, even if a universal meaning existed among the individuals
of the ‘amm, this meaning would not be the subject of its denotation. Al-Qarafi
compared ‘dmm expressions to universals as well as to the whole and to universal
propositions under the influence of al- Raziin legal theory and Avicenna in classical
logic before him. According to al-Qarafi, ‘dmm expressions are particular and have
the status of universal propositions. Using the concept of universality instead
of universal proposition, al-Qarafi abstracted this concept from the meaning of
proposition and developed it as a novel concept. These ideas influenced many

usulists, especially Isfahani and al-Subki.

In the later period, al-Taftazani opposed this view and stated ‘@mm expressions
to denote both the whole and universals through the concept of signification (sultih).
Ansari, Bannani, and ‘Attar, who'd written glosses on Jam ‘al-jawami ', treated both
al-Qarafi’s and Tafazani’s opinions to a synthesized approach and stated both views

to not be contradictory. They considered two aspects (i.e., conception and judgment)
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in ‘amm expressions, and thus considered this expression to have no ability to
denote the whole or universals while considering these expressions to be universal
propositions in the aspect of judgment, whereas they accepted these expressions as

both the whole and universals with regard to the aspect of conception.
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