
Lesson 2

A Brief History of Uṣūl al-Fiqh



Disclaimer

•A more detailed version of this PowerPoint has been covered
in the beginning of our course on Ḥanafī Uṣūl al-Ḥadīth
•However, some extra details are covered in this one too



Fiqh During the Time of the Ṣaḥābah

• ʿUmar RA during his lifetime preferred to keep the ṣaḥābah in Madīnah in order to consult with them on issues of
jurisprudence

• However, he did allow some travel as the number of cities conquered during his time was a lot more, for example,
upon creating the city of Kūfah in 17 AH, he sent ʿAbdullah ibn Masʿūd to teach them, informing the people [Faḍā’il
al-Ṣaḥābah li Aḥmad ibn Ḥanbal, pg.841]:

يسفن ىلع دوعسم نب الله دبعب مكترثآ دقو

• After the demise of ʿUmar RA in 23 AH, the ṣaḥābah began to spread to the various Islāmic lands spreading their
knowledge, leading to an increase in differences of opinion amongst the ṣaḥābah. Dr. Muṣṭafa Bashīr al-Ṭarāblusī
writes [Manhaj al-Baḥth wa’l-Fatwā, pg.24]:

 دحاو ناكم في مهدوجو لىإ كلذ في ببسلا دوعيو دعب اميف عستا ثم مهدهع نم لىولأا ةترفلا في اقيض ناك هنأ ديب مهنع الله يضر ةباحصلا ينب ةيداهتجلاا ماكحلأا في فلاتخا دجو
 نع ليحرلm ةباحصلا ضعب أدبف رملأا فلتخا رمع ةافوب هنأ ديب ةترفلا كلت في ديقعتلا نع اهدعبو ةايلحا ةطاسب اذه ىلع دز اروسيم مهتملك عامتجا لعج امم رملأا لوأ ةنيدلما وهو

مله انطوم ىرخلأا نادلبلا ضعب اوذتخاو كلذ نم مهعنم دق رمع ناك نأ دعب ةنيدلما
 م{راشتسلا ةلوهسب مهعجم عيطتسي دعي لم ةفيللخاف ىوتفلا في مهنيب فلاتخا دوجو كلذ عبتتساو هيلع ةضورعلما لئاسلما في هداهتجا بسح بياحص لك تيفي نأ كلذ ةجيتن نم ناك
 هملع هيلإ ىهانت امم مهفي ابمو ملعي ابم تيفي لكف ةنسلا ىلع مهعلاطاو مهظفح في دحاو ىوتسم ىلع اونوكي لم م�أ امك ةحورطلما ةلأسلما في دحّوم يأرب جورلخاو لئاسلما نم ديج اميف

داهتجلاا في مهفلاتخا لىإ تدّأ ةقباسلا لماوعلا لىإ فاضي رخآ لاماع ةيرخلأا هذه تناك اهيلإ اورجاه تيلا تائيبلا فلاتخا هلك كلذ لىإ انفضأ اذإف هيدي ينب تيلا صوصنلا نم

• Ṣalāḥ Abu’l Ḥāj writes [Al-Madkhal al-Mufaṣṣal, pg.80]:

م{راشتسلا ةرونلما ةنيدلما في مهئاقبإ ىلع اصيرح هنع الله يضر باطلخا نب رمع ناكو



• During the time of ʿUmar RA, a lot of lands were conquered which also led to an increase in Masā’il and thus
greater application of ‘fiqh’ and thus a greater difference in opinion

Ibn Abī Ḥātim records [Al-Jarḥ wa’l-Taʿdīl, 1:29]:



• The ṣaḥābah would differ over the reasoning/cause ( ةلع ) behind a
specific ruling given by the Prophet ṣallallahu ʿalayhi wasallam, e.g.,
did the Prophet ṣallallahu ʿalayhi wasallam prohibit the action
because of this reason or was it because of another reason? This
would then lead to differences in the rulings extrapolated from this
specific ruling given by the Prophet ṣallallahu ʿalayhi wasallam. Al-
Sarakhsī writes in Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī [3:64]:



Fiqh During the Time of the Tābiʿūn



Key Differences Between Ahl al-Maʿānī/Ahl al-Ra’y and Ahl al-Ḥadīth/Ahl al-Lafẓ

• Although there are evidences of these two approaches during the time of the ṣaḥābah,
they became more prevalent during the time-period of Ibrāhīm al-Nakhaʿī and Saʿīd ibn
al-Musayyab

The Ahl al-Ḥadīth/Ahl al-Lafẓ had the following approach:

1) They considered jurisprudential authority to lie only in the aḥādīth, this meant that if 
one was not a scholar of ḥadīth, then he had no authority to issue fatāwā

2) They assessed these aḥādīth using their own methodology and principles, placing 
significant attention to the chain of narration

Some Ahl al-Ḥadīth would assess aḥādīth in a similar fashion but placed great significance 
on the practice of the community, such as Imām Mālik (d.179 AH) who assessed the 
aḥādīth he had acquired by considering the communal practice of the people of Madīnah. 
This means that if a ḥadīth contradicted the practice of the people of Madīnah, it would be 
considered a defect in the authenticity of the ḥadīth. 



In fact, this may be the reason as to why the أطولما is titled as this; ‘the trodden path’. Ahmed el Shamsy writes 
[pg.34]:

Dr. Anas Sarmīnī states [Al-Qaṭʿī wa’l-Ẓannī, pg.40]:

ةنيدلما في اهيلع لمعلا أطاوت تيلا ثيداحلأا في هعجم أطولما هباتك ةيمستب هدارم نأ تاحجرم نم اذهو

This is whilst the loyal Ahl al-Ḥadīth considered authority to lie only in the aḥādīth of the Prophet ṣallallahu 
ʿalayhi wasallam and that communal practice should play no role in one’s assessment of aḥādīth.

3) If the ḥadīth did not provide a ruling, the Ahl al-Ḥadīth would prefer to remain silent on the issue

When Asab ibn Furāt asked Imām Mālik (d.179 AH) too many questions, he responded [Tartīb al-Madārik, 3:292]:

قارعلT كيلعف اذه تدرأ نإ اذك ناك اذك ناك اذإ ةلسلس تنب ةلسلس

Al-Shaʿbī said [Al-Muwāfaqāt, 5:476]:

"تيأرأ نم ليإ ضغبأ ةملك امنويّتيارلأا" لاق ؟ورمع Tأ f مه نم تلق يراد ةسانك نم ليإ ضغبأ وله تىح دجسلما ليإ موقلا ءلاؤه ضغّب دقل اللهو



The Ahl al-Ra’y, on the other hand, had the following qualities:

1) They extrapolated jurisprudential authority to analogical deduction (qiyas) as they extracted rulings for new masā’il 
that had not yet occurred. This was whilst the Ahl al-Ḥadīth would prefer to remain silent on these issues.

This supposed ‘eagerness’ from the Ahl al-Ra’y to extrapolate rulings to new masā’il and the process of polemical juristic 
debates (munāẓarah) that would be used to extrapolate rulings from evidential texts to new masā’il is what perturbed 
the Ahl al-Ḥadīth. Whilst the Ahl al-Ḥadīth would engage in the sombre practice of memorising and practising aḥādīth in 
what was known as mudhākarah, the Ahl al-Ra’y would be engaged in the loud and confrontational practice of 
munāẓarah (polemical juristic debates)

For example, Ibn Abi’l ʿAwām records [pg.108] that once Sufyān ibn ʿUyaynah visited Imām Abū Ḥanīfah whilst he was 
surrounded by his students, the former asked Imām Abū Ḥanīfah:

؟دجسلما في توصلا عفر نع مهاهنت لاأ

Imām Abū Ḥanīfah replied:

اذC لاإ نوهقفتي لا م>إف مهعد

At times, the Ahl al-Ra’y would deduce legal strategems (ḥiyal) to create ease in a matter. The Ahl al-Ḥadīth, of course, 
found this to be repugnant.

In the previous slide, we saw Imām Mālik and Al-Shāʿbī’s disdain at too many questions, compare this with what Ibrāhīm 
al-Nakhaʿī said about Ḥammād ibn Sulaymān, the teacher of Abū Ḥanīfah. Al-Dhahabī records [Siyar, 5:243]:



Similarly, consider the following story from Aḥmad al-Naqīb’s [Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī]:



• Another concept that the Ahl al-Ḥadīth found quite repulsive about these constant extrapolations is how 
constantly it would lead to the Ahl al-Ra’y changing their position on masā’il. Melchert writes [pg.12]:

• However, Ibn Abi’l ʿAwām (d.335 AH) narrates from Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ:

 ةفينح بيأ نعبتك هنأ نيبرخأ سانلا ضعب نإ" هل تلقف "مهنم عرولا لهأ سلاج نكلو ديدش" لاق "؟ةفينح بيأ لوق في رظنأ نأ ىرت"بييرلخا دواد نب الله دبعل تلق
"هملع عستا نم لوقلا نع عجري انمإو هقفلا ىلع اعلطم ناك ةفينح hأ نإف اذهكنلوهي لا" لاق "اهنم يرثك نع عجرف دعب هيقل ثم ةيرثك لئاسم

• This is not to mention that, at times, Abū Ḥanīfah may have done this to develop the minds of his
students. A story clearly demonstrates this and shows how Abū Ḥanīfah wanted his students to develop a
deeper understanding of the different ways of interpreting the Qur’ān and Sunnah. Ibn Abi’l ʿAwām
(d.335 AH) narrates from Imām Muḥammad (d.189 AH) that he said [Faḍā’il Abī Ḥanīfah, pg.112]:

 اوقونتو جاجلحT اهوديأ ةلأسماولمعف هباحصأ نم ينمدقتلما ءاهقفلا ةماعو اورمع نب دسأو رفزو فسوي وبأ مهيفو اعيجم هباحصأ عمتجاف دادغب لىإ لحم دق ةفينح وبأ ناك
 !ةفينح Tأ f ةقللحا يحاون نم هب اوحاصف مهدنع ام يرغب مwاجأف ةلأسلما كلت اهنع لئس ةلأسم لوأ ناك ةفينح وبأ مدق املف مدقي ام لوأ ةفينح Tأ لأسن اولاقو اهيموقت في
 هلوق لىإ مهدر تىح جاجلحT مهبلغف مهرظانف !اوتاه لاق ةجبح لب لاق ؟ةجح يرغب مأ ةجبح لاق لوقلا اذكه سيل اولاق ؟نولوقت اذام !اقفر اقفر مله لاقف ةبرغلا كتدلب
 لوقلا اذه حص دق كلذ نوكيلا اولاق ؟أطخ لوقلا اذه نأو باوصلا وه مكلوق نأ معزي نميف نولوقت امف لاق معن اولاق ؟نلآا متفرعأ مله لاقف مهنم أطلخا نأ اونعذأو
 اذه لاقف ثل� لوق فيباوصلاو أطخ لولأاو أطخ لوقلا اذه نأ معزي نميف نولوقت امف لاق انعم ناك باوصلاو انتملظ !ةفينح Tأ f اولاقف لوقلا نع مهدر تىح مهرظانف
 اذكو اذك ةلعل هب مكتبجأ يذلا لولأا لوقلا وه باوصلا لاق انملّع !ةفينح Tأ f اولاقو اونعذأف هيلإ مهدر تىح هيلع مهرظ�و اثل� لاوق عترخاو اوعمتساف لاق نوكي لا ام
هاوس ام اوضفراو هوذخف باوصلا اذهو بهذمو هقفلا في هجو اهنم لكلو ءانحلأا ةثلاثلا هذه نم جرتخ لا ةلأسلما هذهو



2) They assessed the aḥādīth with a different set of principles to that of the Ahl al-Ḥadīth, these principles
were – according to the Ahl al-Ḥadīth – more rationalistic in its nature. The Ahl al-Ra’y paid a greater focus
in their criticism on the text of the aḥādīth as their criteria for an authentic ḥadīth was different from the
Ahl al-Ḥadīth and included concepts such as only authenticating aḥādīth that fit with the prevalent logic
and coherence of law. This was whilst the Ahl al-Ḥadīth would not question the authenticity of any ḥadīth
that had an authentic chain of narration as they were not interested in forming a prevalent logic of law. Sh.
Sohail Ḥanīf writes [pg.60]:

A prime example showing the difference between the two camps is the following narration in Al-Muwaṭṭa’
[pg.338 Maknaz]:



• In the letter Al-Layth ibn Saʿd (d.175 AH), he expressed his concern over the ra’y of Al-Rabīʿah () as
recorded in the Tārīkh Ibn Maʿīn [2:317]:

• You’ll notice this approach of Ahl al-Maʿānī and Ahl al-Lafẓ within your own teachers, and honestly, in all
walks of life



• The reasoning behind this difference in approach in that the Ahl al-Ra’y
viewed legal rulings as part of an interconnected system of law bound together
by corresponding legal meanings. If a narration were to seemingly break this
system of law (these legal meanings and general principles), the system of law
would be given preference and the narration would be treated as an anomaly
despite its narrators being deemed as reliable. It is also why the Ḥanafīs are the
most meticulous and careful when deciding the ʿillah behind a case as the
resultant qiyās must fit with the prevalent ‘logic of the law’. Sh. Sohail Hanīf
writes [pg.65]:



• Dr. Hassaan Shahawy writes [pg.15]:



• These legal meanings/general principles of Sharīʿah/ ةماعلاةسيقلأا are arrived at
after performing ءارقتسا of the ruling on a particular set of Masā’il. ءارقتسا provides
definitive knowledge ( يعطق ). Dr. Anas Sarmīnī writes [pg.60]:

ةيعطق ماتلا ءارقتسلاا ةللاد نأ ىلع )نويلوصلأاو ةفسلافلا( عيملجا قفتاو
Due to this difference in approach, the Ahl al-Ḥadīth felt that the Ahl al-Ra’y
were callously rejecting authentic aḥādīth. Al-Awzāʿī (d.157 AH) said [Ta’wīl
Mukhtalaf al-Ḥadīth, pg.62]:

هيرغ لىإ هفلاخيف بينلا نع ثيدلحا هئييج هنأ هيلع مقنن نكلو ىري انلك ىأر هنأ ةفينح بيأ ىلع مقنن لا
When Imām al-Shāfiʿī came, he restricted سايق to صالخاسايق . This created the
impression in the minds of later scholars that Abū Ḥanīfah was rejecting ḥadīth
due to سايق , whereas this is in fact a back-projection. Abū Ḥanīfah did not reject
the ḥadīth due to صالخاسايق , but rather, ماعلاسايق also known as legal
meanings/general principles of Sharīʿah which are established through multiple
aḥādīth and Qur’ānic verses.



Accordingly, the ḥanafīs in particular, paid attention to the text (matan) of the
narration a lot more than the muḥaddithūn. Shaykh Zāhid al-Kawtharī writes
[Maqālāt, pg.55]:

 مهتيانع ردق ثيدلحا تنم في بارطضلاl نونعي لاف ةنسلا ةهج نم ثيدلحا دقن ىلع بلاغلا في اورصتقا ينثدلمحا نأ عقاولاو
lدقن هوجو اسماقت ناقيرفلاو طابنتسلااو هقفلا لهأ هب موقي ايلخاد ادقنيرهيزدلوغ باحصأ هيمّسي يذلا دقنلاو دنسلا بارطض 

ثيدلحا
• Dr. Hamzah Bakrī writes [Naqd al-Matan fī Ghayr Aḥādīth al-Aḥkām, pg.250]:

مهيرغ نم رثكأ ماكحلأا ثيداحأ في نوتلما دقن في نوعسوتي ةيفنلحا
• The ḥanafī approach has a great focus on the text of the narration, this makes

sense considering their consideration of the logic of the law
• Of course, this does mean that the ḥanafī approach can become a door to

modernist abuse. We have touched upon this in other courses and in our deep
dive into ḥanafī uṣūl al-ḥadīth



• The issue with the modernists is that they will use the ḥanafī approach in
looking at the text (matan) of a narration for narrations outside of the
parameters of fiqh. Also, when the ḥanafīs look at the text (matan) of a
narration, it is in order to determine whether لمع will be made upon it or not,
not whether it is حيحص or not. The modernists conflate between the two, they
look at the text (matan) of a narration and determine that it is not حيحص
• For example, Shaykh Muḥammad al-Ghazālī, the Egyptian, looks at the text of

the ḥadīth wherein Mūsā ʿalayh al-salām took out the eye of the angel of death,
he felt it contradicts the principles of Sharīʿah and used this to deny it being

حيحص . The fuqahā’ did not do this as stated by Dr. Moataz al-Khaṭīb (though
critiqued by Dr. Bakrī), they would asses the text of a ḥadīth related to LEGAL
RULINGS and then would conclude that it is not worthy of being acted upon
( لمع ). This is not to mention that the basis of the critique of the modernists is
affected by modernity and secularism, which was not the case with the fuqahā’



3) Much like Imām Mālik (d.179 AH), the Ahl al-Ra’y also assessed aḥādīth based upon communal
practice of the ṣaḥābah and tābiʿūn in Kūfah. This was whilst the Ahl al-Ḥadīth considered
authority to lie only in the aḥādīth of the Prophet ṣallallahu ʿalayhi wasallam and that communal
practice should play no role in one’s assessment of aḥādīth. Ahmed el Shamsy writes [The
Canonization, pg.47]:

Again, this idea of communal practice is connected to what Dr. Anas Sarmīnī has discussed about the
methodology of the Ahl al-Ra’y preferring to base their methodology upon the highest epistemological
foundation. A communal practice indicated to them that the ruling was indisputably established ( يعطق

توبثلا ) and, therefore, a singular narration could not refute it.



Ibrāhīm al-Nakhaʿī (d.96 AH) states [Al-Jāmiʿ li Masā’il al-
Mudawwanah, 3:117]:

 لا مMلأ كلذو ينقفرلما لىإ اهؤرقأ Cأو كلذك تأضوتل ينعوكلا لىإ نوؤضوتي مهنع الله يضر ةباحصلا تيأر ول
 ةبير وذ لاإ دحأ مb كلذ نظي لاو هلوسر عابتا ىلع الله قلخ صرحأو ملعلا بUرأ مهو ننسلا كرت في نومهتي

هنيد في
Similarly, on the issue of performing 2 rakʿah ṣalāh before Maghrib, 
Ibrāhīm al-Nakhaʿī said [Ṭabqāt Ibn Saʿd, 6:9]

 ينتعكرلا ىلص لاو رصّق مهنم ادحأ ملعن لا ردب لهأ نم نوعبسو ةرجشلا باحصأ نم ةئام ثلاث ةفوكلا طبه
برغلما لبق ينتللا

One can clearly see how Al-Nakhaʿī gives preference to communal 
practice and how it gives him epistemological confidence of the ruling 
being indisputably established ( توبثلا يعطق )



• Significant factors point to Ibrāhīm al-Nakhaʿī as being one of the first scholars to apply some or all of the
methodologies of the Ahl al-Ra’y described above. His student Ḥammād ibn Sulaymān (d.120 AH) and his
student Abū Ḥanīfah (d.150 AH) firmly applied all of the methodologies of the Ahl al-Ra’y described
above. Accordingly, Kūfah became synonymous with the term Ahl al-Ra’y. Al-Dhahabī narrates [4:522]
from Ismāʿīl ibn Abī Khālid:

مهراصبx ميهاربإ اومر ةياور مهدنع هيف سيل ءيش مهءاج اذإف ثيدلحا نوركاذتي دجسلما في نوعمتيج ىحضلا وبأو ميهاربإو بيعشلا ناك

• Al-Dhahabī records from Al-Aʿmash [4:528]:

ميهاربإ نم هعمسي لم ثيدلح درأ ادحأ تيأر ام

• Ibn ʿAbd al-Barr (d.463 AH) has written a book titled Jāmiʿ Bayān Akdh al-ʿIlm:



• Ibn ʿAbd al-Barr (d.463 AH) records from Ḥammād ibn Abī Sulaymān [Jāmiʿ, 2:96]:

ميهاربإ نم اسايق رضحأ تيأر ام

• Ibn ʿAbd al-Barr (d.463 AH) records from Ibrāhim al-Nakhaʿī [Jāmiʿ, 2:112]:

ءيش ةئام هيلع سيقأو ثيدلحا عسملأ نيإ...ءيشل^ ءيشلا سيقنو ءيشل^ ءيشلا فرعن انكلو هظفنح هنع لأسن ءيش لك ام

• It should be noted that the differences in approach between the Ahl al-Ra’y and Ahl al-Ḥadīth were nothing to do with the 
Ahl al-Ra’y not having many aḥādīth and the Ahl al-Ḥadīth having many, rather, it was all to do with a difference in 
approach. Dr. Haytham ibn Fahad al-Rūmī writes [Fiqh Tārīkh al-Fiqh, pg.151]:



Imām al-Shāfiʿī as the Most Important Ahl al-Hadīth Scholar
• Imām al-Shāfiʿī was born in 150 AH and hin Gazzah

• He became an orphan at a young age is mother took him to Makkah

• In Makkah, he studied under Muslim ibn Khālid al-Zanjī. When he reached approximately 14 years of age, he
travelled to Madīnah and studied under Imām Mālik (d.179 AH)

• Imām al-Bayhaqī (d.458 AH) records [Manāqib, pg.102]:



• He then returned to Makkah and studied under Sufyān ibn ʿUyaynah. After spending some time with Sufyān ibn ʿUyaynah,
he travelled to Yemen. However, whilst in Yemen, he was falsely accused of joining a rebellion against the Abbasids. Thus,
he was arrested and brought to Iraq in 184 AH. When brought into the court, Imām Muḥammad (d.189 AH), the judge of
Raqqah at the time, spoke to Hārūn al-Rashīd to allow a concession for Imām al-Shāfiʿī as he was a man of knowledge and
had not joined the rebellion.

Ibn al-ʿAmmād al-Ḥanbalī quips after mentioning this story [Shadharāt al-Dhahab, 2:412]:

ةرفغلم^ هل اوعديو نسلحا نب دملمح اذه فرعي نأ ةمايقلا موي لىإ يعفاش لك ىلع بجيف

• Imām al-Shāfiʿī then began to study under Imām Muḥammad. However, he was not merely a student who would accept
everything that his teacher had to offer, rather, he would debate and challenge Imām Muḥammad on various issues.

• Of course, having recently studied under the late Imām Mālik, Imām al-Shāfiʿī was essentially a Mālikī debating on behalf of
the developing Mālikī Madhhab. Hacing already studied under Imām Mālik many years prior to Imām al-Shāfiʿī, Imām
Muḥammad (d.189 AH) was aware of the positions of his former teacher Imā. Mālik and hence was able to respond to the
challenges of Imām al-Shāfiʿī. Ahmed el-Shamsy writes [pg.46]:

• Imām Muḥammad had written a book in refutation of the positions of his teacher, Imām Mālik, titled Al-Ḥujjaj ʿAlā Ahl al-
Madīnah ( ةنيدلمالهأىلعةجلحا ). Accordingly, when Imām al-Shāfiʿī (d.204 AH) came to study under Imām Muḥammad, Imām
Muḥammad knew that Imām al-Shāfiʿī was a disciple of Mālik



• Imām Muḥammad had written a book in refutation of the positions of his teacher, Imām
Mālik, titled Al-Ḥujjah ʿAlā Ahl al-Madīnah ( ةنيدلمالهأىلعةجلحا ). Accordingly, when Imām al-
Shāfiʿī (d.204 AH) came to study under Imām Muḥammad, Imām Muḥammad knew that
Imām al-Shāfiʿī follows the positions of Imām Mālik, hence he asked him [Ibn Abī Ḥātim,
Manāqib al-Shāfiʿī, pg.161]:

؟هيف رظنت ةنيدلما لهأ ىلع 7اتك تعضو
• Imām al-Shāfiʿī would say [Tārīkh Baghdād, 2:567]:

نسلحا نب دمّمح هقفلا في يلع سانّلا نّمأ
• These interesting series of debates and discussions on fiqh between Imām Muḥammad

and his student Imām al-Shāfiʿī led to Imām al-Shāfiʿī developing his ideas further and
questioning some of the principles he had understood from Imām Māʿik

• While he did not fully agree with Imām Muḥammad on many of his positions either, the
ʿIrāqī debates’ had certainly led the 34-year old Imām al-Shāfiʿī to abandon some of his
Mālikī learning and develop his own system of idea which he would later express in his
book Al-Risālah ( ةلاسرلا )



• Having learnt from the Ahl al-Ḥadīth, represented through Imām Mālik, and the Ahl al-Ra’y, represented through Imām
Muḥammad, Imām al-Shāfiʿī penned down in Al-Risālah ( ةلاسرلا ) what he felt to be a more accurate approach and
methodology towards understanding and extracting rulings of Sharīʿah. In this book, he essentially promoted the Qur’ān
and mainly the aḥādīth as primary sources, making the status of qiyās and communal practice as subsidiary to these
primary sources and giving normativity to the singular aḥādīth (khabar wāḥid). This, Ahmed el-Shamsy refers to as the
canonization of Islāmic law. He writes [pg.49]:



• Whilst communal practice had been promoted by the Ahl al-Ra’y and scholars of
Madīnah as epistemologically stronger than singular ḥadīth, Al-Shāfiʿī noticed,
having travelled to both Madīnah and ʿIrāq that the two groups still disagreed on
masā’il despite both relying on communal practice. This proved to Al-Shāfiʿī that
communal practice is not epistemologically strong, rather, he felt it was speculative

• Similarly, Al-Shāfiʿī also ruled out the existence of ةماعلاةسيقلأا (general
principles/habit of thaw law such as legal meanings) and restricted سايق to صالخاسايقلا

• Imām al-Shāfiʿī was firmly from the Ahl al-Ḥadīth. Al-Shāfiʿī disagreed and
attempted to disprove the 3 cornerstones of the Ahl al-Ra’y that they considered
from an epistemological perspective to be indisputable - يعطق : (1) communal practice
(2) general principles/legal meanings (3) Language; following the apparent meaning
of the Qur’ān and giving preference to it

• A classical example of Imām al-Shāfiʿī limiting the role of reason and general
principles/legal meanings is his rejection of the subjectivity found within Istiḥsān



• In Al-Risālah, Al-Shāfiʿī gave the Ahl al-Ḥadīth an option that involved compromising on allowing some form of
rationalism into their methodology but such that it would not deviate from the sanad-based system. This legal
approach in interpretation (hermeneutic) would allow the Ahl al-Ḥadīth to take on the Ahl al-Ra’y and
challenge their system whilst maintaining the sand-based system as the focus of their approach. Aḥmed el-
Shamsy writes [pg.195-7]:

• It was in Al-Risālah that Al-Shāfiʿī gave arguably the first ever definition of an ‘authentic’ (ṣaḥīḥ) chain of
narration and produced an organised approach towards the prophetic reports and how to extract rulings from
the prophetic reports, he minimalised the role given to legal meanings, communal practice and legal
precedent. He felt priority belonged solely to the Prophetic report as attained through a chain of narration.



• Ibn Abī Ḥātim records that Al-Ḥumaydī (d.488 AH), the teacher of Al-Bukhārī (d.256 AH) and author of Musnad 
al-Ḥumaydī said [Ādāb al-Shāfiʿī, pg.107]:

انل حتفف يعفاشلا ءاج تىح مهيلع درن فيك نسنح ملف يأرلا باحصأ ىلع دّرن نأ ديرن انك

• Ibn Abī Ḥātim records from Imām Aḥmad [Ādāb al-Shāfiʿī, pg.118]:

عزنت ام ةفينح بيأ باحصأ يديأ في– ثيدلحا باحصأ– انتيقفأ تناك
• Al-Nawawī records [Muqaddimah of Al-Majmūʿ, pg.92]:



Dr. Haytham ibn Fahad writes [Fiqh Tārīkh al-Fiqh, pg.141]: 



The Coming Together of Ahl al-Ra’y and Ahl al-Ḥadīth

• After 300 AH, the differences between the Ahl al-Ra’y and Ahl al-Ḥadīth decreased as both developed into madhhāhib
(schools of thought) through the efforts of their followers. Accordingly, all the madhhāhib were more involved in their
usage of ḥadīth (Ahl al-Ḥadīth approach) as well as extraction of masā’il (Ahl al-Ra’y approach)

• At the forefront of this synthesis for the ḥanafīs was Imām al-Ṭaḥḥāwī (d.321 AH). Ahmed el Shamsy argues that Al-
Ṭaḥḥāwī himself was influenced by Imām al-Shāfiʿī (d.204 AH), his uncle being the famous Al-Muzanī (d.264 AH). He writes
[pg.205-7]:



The Approach of the Fuqahā ( ءاهقفلاةقيرط ) & the Approach of the Mutakallimīn ( ينملكتلماةقيرط )
The Approach of the Fuqahā

• It is also known as ةيفنلحا ةقيرط and was based upon the idea of عورفلا نم لوصلأا جيرتخ

• Ibn Khaldūn writes [Muqaddimah, 2:201]:

The Approach of the Mutakallimūn

• It is also known as روهملجا ةقيرط and ةيعفاشلا ةقيرط ; either because Al-Shāfiʿī was supposedly the first to write in this approach or because most of 
the writers in Uṣūl al-Fiqh who had this approach were Shāfiʿīs

• The Tarīqah al-Mutakallimīn was known for its reliance on ملاكلا ملع and قطنلما ملع ملاكلا ملع . may be referred to as, in the words of Dr. Ḥasanāt
[pg.39]:

ةيلقعلا ينهابرلا لامعتسR اهنع هبشلا درو اهيلع ججلحا داريN الله دوجو لثم ةينيدلا دئاقعلا تابثا ىلع هعم ردتقي يذلا ملعلا

• Dr. Ḥasanāt explains why Uṣūl al-Fiqh uses ملاكلا ملع by stating [pg.42]:

 ىلعهداتمعا في بيع لاو ررض لاف ماكحلأا ىلع ليلادتسا ملع لوصلأا ملع ذإ ملاكلا ملع نم ذخؤت ةصاخ تامدقم ىلع دمتعت جاجلحاوللادتسلإا ةقيرطو جاجلحاو للادتسلاا في ةعارب تبثأ دق ملاكلا ملع نإ
للادتسلإا في ةيملاكلا دعاوقلا

• As for قطنلما ملع , it is: دسافلا نم حيحصلا ركفلا هب فرعي ملع , thus explaining why the scholars of Uṣūl from Ṭarīqah al-Mutakallimīn used in this field



The Three Pillars of Ḥanafī Legal Theory

• Shaykh Sohail Hanif has written a book titled [A Theory of Early Classical Hanafism]:



• Dr. Anas Sarmīnī has written a book titled [Al-Qaṭʿī wa’l-Ẓannī Bayna Ahl al-Ra’y wa Ahl al-Ḥadīth]:



• Both have stated that Ḥanafī Uṣūl al-Fiqh is grounded in three pillars, i.e., the
Ḥanafī’s ‘do fiqh’ by approaching the Qur’ān, Sunnah and Ijmāʿ with three pillars in
mind:
Ø The early juristic community’s actions ( ثراوتلمالمعلا / ةيلمعلاننسلا ) and views

Ø The habit of the law ( ةيلكلادعاوقلا / ةماعلاةسيقلأا )

Ø Language ( نآرقلارهاوظ )

The early juristic community’s actions ( ثراوتلمالمعلا / ةيلمعلاننسلا ) and views



The habit of the law ( ةيلكلا دعاوقلا / ةماعلا ةسيقلأا )



Language ( نآرقلا رهاوظ )



The Stages of the Development of Ḥanafī Uṣūl al-Fiqh
1) Birth Stage ( ءوشنلا ةلحرم ): from 17 AH when ʿUmar RA sent ʿAbdullah ibn Masʿūd to Kūfah until 300 AH, the key features of 

this stage were:

• The impact of ʿAbdullah ibn Masʿūd

• The impact of Ibrāhīm al-Nakhaʿī

• The impact of Imām Abū Ḥanīfah and his two students, Abū Yūsuf and Muḥammad

• The impact of the students of Imām Abū Yūsuf and Imām Muḥammad

2) Codification Stage ( نيودتلا ةلحرم ): from 300 AH until 500 AH, this was the golden age of the development of Ḥanafī Uṣūl al-
Fiqh as it led to the development of:

• The Madrasah of ʿIrāq in Uṣūl – founded by Abu’l Ḥasan al-Karkhī (d.340 AH)

• The Madrasah of Samarqand – founded by Abū Manṣūr al-Māturidī (d.333 AH)

• The role of Abū Zayd al-Dabūsī (d.430 AH) in combining the two Madrasah

• The roles of Shams al-A’immah al-Sarakhsī (d.483 AH) and Fakhr al-Islām al-Bazdawī (d.482 AH)

3) Standardization Stage ( رارقتسلاا ةلحرم ): from 500 AH onwards, the key features of this stage were:

• The acceptance of the approach of Shams al-A’immah al-Sarakhsī (d.483 AH) and Fakhr al-Islām al-Bazdawī (d.482 AH)

• The appearance of the Ṭarīqah of combination ( عملجا ةقيرط ) through the work of Ibn al-Sāʿātī (d.694 AH)



Birth Stage – The role of Imām Abū Ḥanīfah and his students Imām
Abū Yūsuf and Imām Muḥammad
• Some basic Uṣūl have been recorded from Abū Ḥanīfah

• With that being said, no book in Uṣūl was written by any of these A’immah, unlike Imām al-Shāfiʿī who explained his Uṣūl
in many places such as Al-Risālah

• All of them however gave many rulings on a number of furūʿ

• Although there are not a lot of statements on Uṣūl al-Fiqh from the students of Imām Muḥammad and Imām Abū Yūsuf,
there is one student of Imām Muḥammad who played an integral role in detemining the Uṣūl al-Fiqh that the Ḥanafīs later
came to rely upon; the ʿIrāqī scholar ʿĪsā ibn Abān (d.221 AH)

• Al-Ṣaymarī relates [] an interesting story of how he became a student of Imām Muḥammad which perhaps sheds light on
why he played an integral role in Ḥanafī Uṣūl al-Fiqh:



• After this incident, he went on to narrate ةنيدلمالهأىلعةجلحا from Imām Muḥammad, his narration is the sole narration that
exists of the book today

• He also wrote arguably the first books ever in ḥanafī uṣūl al-fiqh titled يربكلاججلحا and يرغصلاججلحا . The story behind why he
wrote them has been recorded by Al-Ṣaymarī [Manāqib, pg.141] and Al-Dhahabī [Tārīkh al-Islām, 16:312]:

• In يربكلاججلحا and يرغصلاججلحا , Imām al-Kawtharī states that he quotes uṣūl from Imām Muḥammad directly. He writes [Husn al-
Taqāḍī, ]

Dr. Khaznah writes [Taṭawwur, pg.125]:

 ملاك نم هطبنتسيو هفيضي ام )٣ وأ هدنع نم ظافل� اهتبثأو اهبعوتسا هملاك نياعم )٢ وأ هنع اهلقني تارابع امإ )١ :رومأ ةثلاث نع جريخ لا نسلحا نب دممح هخيش نع ن^أ نبا هلقني ام نإ
بهذلما ةمئأ نم هيرغ وأ هخيش



• He also wrote another book titled رابخلأالوبقطورشفييعفاشلاويسيرلمارشبىلعدرلافيباتك
• He is also the sole ‘surviving’ narrator of Imām Muḥammad’s polemical book ةنيدلمالهأىلعةجلحا
• These 3 books of ʿIsā ibn Abān have not reached us, but they have been preserved by Abū

Bakar al-Jaṣṣāṣ in his book لوصلأافيلوصفلا , the earliest book in uṣūl al-fiqh in any school of
thought after Al-Risālah

• Isā ibn Abān himself was influenced by the Mutʿtazilī creed (not entirely the uṣūl of the
Muʿtazilah in ʿIlm al-Kalām as that had not yet fully developed into the realm of uṣūl) and
was said to hold the view of the createdness of the Qur’ān, and therefore, it is noted that
near the end of the Birth stage (around 200 - 300 AH), ḥanafī uṣūl al-fiqh began to be slightly
influenced by the Muʿtazilah in creed

• Two other scholars after ʿIsā ibn Abān (d.221 AH) that continued to derive further uṣūl from
the statements of the A’immah were Abū Khāzim (d.292 AH) and Abū Saʿīd al-Bardhaʿī (d.317
AH), both of whom were the most important ḥanafī scholars of their time, the latter being
the most prominent teacher of the scholar who became the Shaykh of the Madrasah of ʿIrāq;
Abu’l Ḥasan al-Karkhī



Codification Stage - The Role of Al-Karkhī (d.3 AH) → Al-Jaṣṣāṣ (d.370 AH) → 
Al-Dabūsī (d.430 AH)

• The original founder of the Madrasah of ʿIrāq was ʿĪsā ibn Abān (d.221 AH), but
it was Al-Karkhī who further codified these uṣūl.
• He is famously considered the Shaykh of the Madrasah of ʿIrāq in Uṣūl and the

most important ḥanafī scholar in that period as the madhhab officially became
a school of thought through his efforts
• The key feature of the Madrasah of ʿIrāq was to extract uṣūl using the furūʿ

(masā’il) of the A’immah
• Al-Karkhī was known as a leading muʿtazilī scholar in Baghdad, but it is

important to stress that he was loyal to the ḥanafī tradition and maintained
the concept of focusing on the furūʿ to extract the uṣūl. This would mean that
his creedal views related to iʿtizāl would not play a great role in his extraction
of uṣūl for the ḥanafīmadhhab



• His protégé Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ (d.370 AH) studied fiqh under him and
wrote the first ever book in uṣūl al-fiqh after Al-Risālah titled فيلوصفلا

لوصلأا



• In this book, he gathered many of the uṣūlī views of his teacher Al-Karkhī and ʿĪsā ibn Abān

• Despite him having some creedal views that were muʿtazilī, this had little impact on the uṣūl
as the focus was on the furūʿ of the a’immah of the madhhab

Murteza Bedir writes [The Early Development, pg.13]:

• Al-Dabūsī, who was from Samarqand travelled to ʿIrāq, having already studied the approach
of the Madrasah of Samarqand. He now took from the scholars of ʿIrāq including some of the
students of Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ (d.370 AH)



• Accordingly, when he now wrote his book ةلدلأا يموقت , he combined 
between the Madrasah of ʿIrāq of Al-Karkhī and the Madrasah of 
Samarqand of Al-Māturidī



The Madrasah of Samarqand
• The founder of this school was AbūManṣūr al-Māturidī (d.333 AH) and his students ( دنقرسمخياشم )

• Al-Māturidī himself wrote لدلجاباتك and عئارشلاذخآمباتك
• However, although we see in the works of Al-Dabūsī (), Al-Sarakhsī () and Al-Bazdawī () indications
to there being another Madrasah other than the Madrasah of ʿIrāq, the school did not become
popular except much later through the works of ʿAlā al-Dīn al-Samarqandī (d.539 AH) and Al-
Lāmishī (d. ca early 6th century)

• After these two scholars, quoting the approach of the Madrasah Samarqand
became a common feature in Uṣūl books such as رارسلأافشك

The Key Features of Madrasah Samarqand

• They would not present as much furūʿ as they did not consider the furūʿ to be the basis for
extracting uṣūl, this is similar to the Ṭarīqah al-Mutakallimīn

• Usage of Māturidī Kalām in making uṣūl
• Usage of ʿIlm al-Manṭiq to properly define terminological words ( تاحلاطصا )



Dr. Khaznah vs. Dr Ḥasanat



• Dr. Khaznah states that the Madrasah Samarqand preceded the Ṭarīqah al-
Mutakallimīn. He also states that the Muʿtazilah from the Ṭarīqah al-Mutakallimīn
had learnt from the scholars of the Madrasah al-ʿIrāq of the Ḥanafīs. He then
concludes [pg.163]:

 فيعزانم لاب لوصلأا ىلع ةداس اوناك–ينيدنقرمسلاو ينيقارعلا– ةيفنلحا نأ اهدافم ةجيتن لىإ صلخأ نيرملأا نيذه ركذ دعبو
ليازغلاو نييولجا ينمرلحا مامإ روهظ ينح لىإ يأ سمالخا فصتنم تىح ثلاثلا نرقلا

• Dr. Hasanat responds to this by stating that Imām al-Shāfiʿī preceded the Madrasah 
Samarqand, or it could be claimed that the Madrasah Samarqand are a form of 
Ṭarīqah al-Mutakallimīn [pg.53]:

 عبارلا نرقلا في ترهظ انمإ ينملكتلما ةقيرط نأ ىعدا ثيح ةنزخ مثيه ىلع دري كلذبو...ينملكتلما ةقيرط عضاو وه يعفاشلا ماملإا
 ةسردبم ةرثأتم تماق انمإ ينملكتلما ةقيرط نأ حلمأ امدنع هسفن ضق~ دق ةنزخ نأ عم رابلجا دبع يضاقلا لىإ ا|أشن بسنت اxأو

 يضاقلا قبس دق يديرتالما ماملإا نأ مولعمو ةقيرطلا هذه ىلع هخويشو يديرتالما ماملإل تافنصم دوجوب ملسَو ةيفنلحاينيدنقرمسلا
لقلأا ىلع نامزلا نم نرقب ةنزخ مهركذ نمو



The Role of Al-Sarakhsī (d.483 AH) 

• Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ibn Abī Sahal al-Sarakhsī was considered a leading 
scholar, originally born in Khurāsān, but later moved to Bukhārā to study under 
Shams al-A’immah al-Ḥalwānī, serving to maintain Al-Ḥalwānī’s legacy in 
Bukhārā

• He was jailed at the bottom of a pit for approximately 15 years due to some advice 
that he gave to the king at the time. Ml ʿAbd al-Ḥayy al-Lacknawī writes []:

 وهو اهملامأ "يربكلا يرسلا حرش" و "هقفلا لوصأ في باتك" هلو بتكلا نم ءيش ةعجارم يرغ نم "طوسبلما" ىلمأ هنأ عاش دقو
 قلطأ طورشلا ب` لىإ لصو املف نوبتكي بلجا لاعأ ىلع نوعمتيج هتذملات ناكو ءارملأا اT حصن ةملك ببسب سوبمح بلجا في

هملكأف ةبلطلا هيلإ لصوف نسح يرملأا همركأف ةناغرف لىإ جرخف سبلحا نم
• He dictated three books from the pit; Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr, Al-Mabsūṭ, Uṣūl al-

Sarakhsī and also a portion of Sharḥ al-Siyar al-Kabīr
• He passed away in 483 AH, but many have preferred 488 AH



• His scholarly lineage is as follows:



• The Impact of Al-Sarakhsī – Al-Ḥalwānī:

• Note: this is a family lineage



• The Impact of Al-Sarakhsī – Al-Ḥalwānī:

• Note: this is a family lineage



In 
prison

In 
prison

In 
prison Partially in 

prison prison



• Murteza Bedir digs deeper as to the causation of the imprisonment, he has a 
book titled [The Early Development of Ḥanafī Uṣūl al-Fiqh]



• he first presents the view of Hamidullah who stated that Al-Sarakhsī was 
critical of unjust taxes as apparent from his طوسبلما . However, Bedir concludes 
[pg.33]:



• During his imprisonment, he dictated his book Al-Mabsūṭ, after which he decided to dictated a book in
Uṣūl al-Fiqh as he states in the introduction to his Uṣūl [pg.10]:

• This prolific memory should not be a surprise based upon an incident recorded by Ibn Quṭlūbugāh (d.879
AH) in Tāj al-Tarājim [pg.234]:

ظفحأ ام ةاكز يعفاشلا ظفْحِ لاقف سارك ةئاثملاث ظفيح ناك هنأ يعفاشلا نع يكح هل ليقف لاغتشلاا ةقلح في اسلاج ناك هنأ هنع يكح كلاسلما في لاق
• The book draws heavily upon ةلدلأايموقت of Al-Dabūsī



The Impact of Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī

• The researcher of the book, ʿAbdullah ibn Sulaymān states that he could not definitively 
determine the name of the book

• Maulānā Abu’l Wafā al-Afghānī labels it as Tamhīd al-Fuṣūl fi’l-Uṣūl, his evidence is that Al-
Sarakhsī states in his commentary upon Al-Siyar al-Kabīr:

لوصلأا في لوصفلا ديهتم في هانيلمأ اميف اذه انيصقتسا دقو
• It is much better in terms of organisation than Al-Bazdawī’s book in Uṣūl, Al-Sarakhsīʿs 

book is more in line with ‘fiqh’
• He wrote the book after dictating طوسبلما and wrote it so that it may help in understanding

طوسبلما , he writes in the introduction [pg.134]:



The Role of Al-Bazdawī (d.482 AH)

• He was also a student of Al-Ḥalwānī and maintained Ḥalwānī’s legacy in Samarqand
along with his brother Ṣadr al-Islām al-Bazdawī (d.493 AH), he is buried in Samarqand

• His nickname was Abu’l ʿUsr due to the difficult elements in his writing
• He wrote a book in Uṣūl titled لوصلأاةفرعملىإلوصولازنك , its most well-known commentary

is )ـه٧٣٠(يراخبلانيدلاءلاعلرارسلأافشك



• Al-Bazdawī’s book is based upon the efforts of Al-Dabūsī (d.430 AH) and Al-Jaṣṣāṣ (d.370 AH)
meaning that the book builds Uṣūl from Furūʿ thus cementing an ʿIrāqī-Bukhāran tradition

• This book also upholds Al-Bazdawī’s nickname as Abu’l ʿUsr, as it’s a lot harder to
understand that Al-Sarakhsī’s book

• He also wrote a commentary upon ةلدلأايموقت which ʿAlā al-Dīn al-Bukhārī (d.730 AH) quotes
extensively

• Whilst Al-Dabūsī (d.430 AH) was not particularly concerned that some Uṣūl was supported
and derived by Muʿtazilah creed, Al-Sarakhsī (d.483 AH) and Al-Bazdawī (d.482 AH) were
very much anti-Muʿtazilah, and though they may agree with Al-Dabūsī’s conclusion in Uṣūl,
they were adamant in showing that it does not necessitate beliefs of the Muʿtazilah. E.g. ماع
being يعطق can be used to show that ةيربكلابكترم will be in hell for eternity, but Al-Bazdawī and
Al-Sarakhsī are adamant to show that it does not necessitate that.

• For example, one will regularly see quotations such as the following in Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī:



The Impact of Kanz al-Wuṣūl

• The researcher of the book, Sa’id Bakdash states that this was not the name of the book
given by the author, rather, the author of Hadiyyah al-ʿĀrifīn has preferred this name and it
is found on some manuscripts

• The book is far more commentated upon than the Uṣūl of Al-Sarakhsī, in fact, Sa’id Bakdash
states that there is no known commentary of Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī



• He then says something interesting which is that considering Al-Sarakhsī wrote his Uṣūl in
Shawwāl 479 AH, three years before Al-Bazdawī’s demise, he seems to be well aware of Al-
Bazdawī’s book, not only that, Al-Sarakhsī’s book seems to be an actual commentary upon
Al-Bazdawī’s book

• He quotes Abū Zuhrah who says the same in his book on Uṣūl al-Fiqh



• This is corroborated by the researcher of Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī, ʿAbdullah ibn Sulaymān who 
writes [pg.78]: 



The Curious Case of Uṣūl al-Shāshī

• The book is famously attributed to 1 of 7 people:
1) Abū Yaʿqūb Isḥāq ibn Ibrahīm al-Shāshī (d.325 AH)

This is wrong because the book quotes Al-Dabūsī (d.430 AH) and Al-Ṣabbāgh (d.477 AH)
2) Abū ʿAlī Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad ibn Isḥāq al-Shāshī (d.344 AH)
3) Abū Bakr al-Qaffāl al-Shāshī al-Shāfiʿī (d.365 AH)
4) Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Shāshī (d.507 AH)

This seemed like a strong possibility, but the author passed away a Shāfiʿī
5) Badr al-Dīn al-Shirwānī (alive during 752 AH)
6) Niẓām al-Dīn ibn Muḥammad al-Shāshī - Dr. Akram Nadwī prefers this

but Khālid ibn ʿAbd al-Hādī has refuted this
7) Niẓām al-Dīn al-Shāshī (alive during 7th century Hijrī)

This is the view preferred by Al-Lucknawī, Ḥājī Khalīfah and Khālid 
ibn ʿAbd al-Hādī, the researcher of the book. He prefers this opinion
as he states that the manner of presentation in the book is akin to the 
presentation of the later scholars.

• Shāsh today is Tashkent



• We know NOTHING about the author
• In fact, one of the first commentaries written upon the book is by Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan 

al-Khwārizmī (who was alive in 781 AH), he too did not mention the name of the author of 
the book

• However, Al-Khwārizmī does state that the name of the book itself is Al-Khamsīn fī Uṣūl al-
Dīn

• The second known commentary by Ṣafī ibn Nuṣayr (d.819 AH) wrote a commentary titled 
يشاشلالوصأحرشندعلما , he too does not mention the name of the author of the book

• The researcher of the book states that every manuscript he managed to get hold of for the
book did not mention the name of the author, except the manuscript of Murād Mullā,
which mentioned the name of Abū Bakr al-Qaffāl al-Shāshī al-Shāfiʿī (d.365 AH) which as we
have discussed is incorrect

• Although the author is unknown, the book is well-accepted, this indicates towards the
sincerity of the author

• Author was a contemporary of author of يماسلحابختنلما , Al-Khabbāzī author of هقفلالوصأفينيغلما
and Ibn al-Saʿātī

• Ḥājī Khalīfah states that the author wrote this book in his fifties



• The book relies extensively upon ةلدلأايموقت of Al-Dabūsī and
follows the order of يودزبلالوصأ
• This is clear in how he presents language UNDER اللهباتك ,
whereas Al-Sarakhsī presents language first and then, after
discussing all the concepts of language, he introduces اللهباتك
• It remains to this day a gem of a book and it is definitely
beneficial, however, it is most definitely not for beginners
and doesn’t represent the correct way of understanding the
early ḥanafī uṣūl books, a better option would be to follow
the رانلما tradition of Al-Nasafī
• Our book, لوصلأائدابم by Muftī Saʿīd Palanpūrī was written as a
book to be read before reading يشاشلالوصأ



• Dr. Haytham Khaznah states regarding Uṣūl al-Shāshī
[Taṭawwur al-Fikr al-Uṣūlī, pg.42]:





The ءاهقفلا ةقيرط / ةيفنلحا ةقيرط

 

ءاهقفلا ةقيرط

دنقرسم ةقيرط

)خيش( يديرتالما روصنم وبأ

يدنقرمسلا نيدلا ءلاع

يشملالا

قارعلا ةقيرط

نTأ نب ىسيع

)خيش( يخركلا

صاصلجا

يفسنلا

يودزبلايسخرسلا

يسوبدلا
Codification Stage

Birth Stage

Standardization stage



Ḥanafī Uṣūl Works at a Glance


