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A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SELECTED COMMENTARIES
ON AL-HIDAYA WRITTEN IN CENTRAL ASIA
AND THE MIDDLE EAST DURING THE 13TH-15TH CENTURIES

This article presents a comparative analysis of the commentaries (shurih) on al-Hidaya by Burhan
al-Din al-Marghmant (d. 593 AH), produced in Central Asia and the Middle East during the 13th—15th
centuries. The purpose of the study is to identify the methodological differences employed by scholars of
these two regions while composing their commentaries, and to highlight the significance of these works
for the development of Hanafi jurisprudence. The novelty of the research lies in its comprehensive exam-
ination of linguistic style, methodological approaches, and the use of sources, with particular attention
to the interaction between Central Asian and Middle Eastern scholars in explaining disputed legal issues.
Special emphasis is given to the identification of the main sources that influenced the commentators and
to the chronological analysis of the transmission chains (isnads) associated with al-Hidaya. The study also
considers differences in the treatment of arguments from other madhhabs, as well as the distinctive role
of Central Asian jurists in shaping the Hanafi school in the Middle East. Methodologically, the research
applies comparative and textual analysis in order to reveal the similarities and divergences in methodol-
ogy and style. The findings demonstrate the intellectual interconnectedness between Central Asia and
the Middle East, while underlining the richness and diversity of the Hanafi legal tradition. The article will
be of interest to historians, orientalists, Islamic scholars, and a broad audience engaged in the study of
Islamic civilization in Central Asia.

Keywords: al-Hidaya, Hanafi jurisprudence, commentaries, methodology, Central Asia, Middle
East, al-Sighnadq, al-Kurlani.
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X=XV facbiparapaa OpTtanbik, A3usi meH Tasty LUbiFbicTa )ka3biAFaH
«dA-XnAas» eHberiHe apHaAFaH XXeKeAereH TyCiHAIpMeAepAiH,
CaAbICTbIPMaAbI TaAAaybl

bya Makara byphaHyaanH oA-MapfuHaHu (X. 593 K. KamWT.) >KasfaH oA-Xuaas KiTabblHa
apHaAFaH TyciHAipMeAepre (Wypyx) »KacaAFaH CaAbICTbIPDMaAbl TaAAQYFa apHaAFaH. 3epTTeyAiH 6acTbl
makcatbl — XII-XV racbipaapaa Optaablk, A3usg MeH Tasty LLIbiFbicTa >KasbIAFaH TYCIHAIPMEAEpAiH
BAICTEMEAIK  albIPMALLbIABIKTAPbIH  aHbIKTay >KOHE OAapAblH XaHapUAIK KYKbIKTbIK, ASCTYPAIH
AaMyblHa KOCKAH YAecCiH kepceTy. JKYMbICTbIH, FbIAbIMW >KQHAAbIFbl — TIAAIK CTMAb, KOAA@HbIAFAH
BAICTEP MEH AepeKKe3Aepre KacaAfaH KelleHAl TaAAQyAd, COHAAM-aK, AQYAbl KYKbIKTbIK, MOCEAGAEPAI
TyCiHAipy Gapbicbiiaa OpTabik, A3us mMeH Tasy LUbIFbIC FaAbIMAAPbIHbIH, ©3apa bIKMAAAACTbIFbIH
awyaa. Makaaaaa TyCiHAipMe aBTOpAapbIHa acep eTKEeH Herisri Aepekke3aep ankbIHAAAbIM, dA-XMAAS
eHberiHe KaTbICTbl puyasT Ti3bekTepiHe (MCHaATapFa) XPOHOAOTUSIAbIK, TaAAQY >KacaaraH. CoHAait-ak,
e3re mMashab FaAbIMAAPbBIHBIH ABAEAAEPIHE AereH KeskapacTapaarbl epekiueAikTep keHe OpTaabk,
A3us pakmhtapbiHbiH, Tagy LUbiFbicTarbl XaHaMAIK MEKTENTiH AaMyblHa KOCKaH Lewyili PeAi
KapacTbIpblAaAbl. 3ePTTEYAIH SAICTEMEAIK HEri3i CaAbICTbIPMAAbl >)XOHE MOTIHAIK TaApay 8AicTepiHe
cymeHeai, OyA FaAbIMAAPAbIH  KO3KapacTapblHAAFbl  YKCACTbIKTap MEH aiblpMaLIbIAbIKTAPAbI
alyra MyMKiHAIK Gepeai. 3eptrey HaTuxeaepi OpTaablk, A3us MeH Tasty LLbIFbICTbIH 3USTKEPAIK
GaAaHbICbIH KOPCETIM, XaHAPUAIK KYKbIKTbIK, ASCTYPAiH GaiAbIFbl MEH aAyaH TYPAIAITH alKbIHAAMADI.
Makana TapmxLblAapFa, WbIFbICTAHYLIbIAAPFA, MCAAQMTaHYLLIbIAAPFa koHe OpTaAblk, A3MsAarbl UCAAM
OPKEHUETIHIH TapMXblHA KbI3bIFYLLbIAbIK, TAHbITKAH KEH ayAUTOPUSIFA apHAAFaH.

Tyiin cesaep: an-Xmnaas, dukh, xaHadm mMashabbl, TyciHAipMeAep, saicHama, OpTaabik, A3us,
Tagy LUbiFbic, ac-CbiFHakm, an-KypaaHu.
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CpaBHUTEAbHbIM aHaAU3 OTAEAbHbIX KOMMeHTapueB K «AAb-Xuaas»,
HanucaHHbix B CpeaHelt A3uu u Ha banmxkHem Boctoke B XIII-XV Bekax

AaHHas cTaTby MOCBsUEHA CPABHUTEABHOMY aHAaAM3y KOMMEHTapueB (LYpPYyX) K TPYAY aAb-XuAas
bypxaHyaaMHa aAb-MapruHanu (ym. 593 r.x.), co3aaHHbIX B LleHTpaAbHOM A3uu 1 Ha banxkHem Bocto-
Ke B XIII-XV Bekax. LleAb nccaep0BaHMS 3aKAIOYAETCS B BbISBAEHUM METOAOAOTMYECKMX PA3AMUMIA, UC-
MOAb30BaHHbIX YUYEHbIMW 3TUX PErMOHOB MPU COCTABAEHMM KOMMEHTApPUEB, a Tak)Ke B ONPEeAEAEHUN UX
3HAYEHUSI AAS PA3BUTUS XaHA(UTCKOM NMPaBOBOM TpaamLmMK. HoBr3Ha paboTbl COCTOUT B KOMIMAEKCHOM
PaCCMOTPEHMU S3bIKOBOTO CTUASI, MCCAEAOBATEABCKMX METOAOB M MCTOYHMKOB, C 0COBbIM aKLIEHTOM Ha
B3aMMOAENCTBUM MEXAY YU€HbIMM LleHTpaabHOM A3unn 1 bAnxxHero Boctoka npu o6bscHeHMM crop-
HbIX NMPaBoBbIX BONpocos. Ocoboe BHMMaHME YAEAEHO BbISSIBAEHMIO OCHOBHbIX MCTOYHMKOB, OKa3aBLUMX
BAMSIHME HA aBTOPOB KOMMEHTapMEB, a Tak>Ke XPOHOAOTMYECKOMY aHaAM3y Lernoyvyek rnepeAaTymkoB
(MCHAAOB), CBSI3aHHbIX C TPYAOM aAb-Xmaas. B ctatbe TakyKe paccMaTpuBalOTCSl pa3AmMums B OTHOLLE-
HUM K AOBOAAM YYEHBIX APYrMX Ma3xaboB, a TakxKe KAKUEBasi POAb LIEHTPAAbHOA3MATCKMX (DAKMXOB
B PasBUTMM XaHAUTCKOM LLIKOAbI Ha BAn>kHem BocToke. Metoaoaormnyeckas 6asa MCCAEAOBaHMS OC-
HOBAHA Ha CPAaBHUTEAbHOM M TEKCTOAOIMUYECKOM aHAAM3e, YTO MO3BOASIET BbISIBUTb Kak CXOACTBA, Tak
M pa3AMuMs B MOAXOAAX M CTUASIX. Pe3yAbTaTbl MCCAEAOBAHWMS AEMOHCTPUPYIOT MHTEAAEKTYAAbHYIO
B3aMMOCB$3b LleHTpaabHoM A3mm 1 BAnxkHero Boctoka 1 noauepkmpaiot 60ratcteo 1 pasHooOpasme
XaHauTCKOM npaBoBoi MbicAM. CTaTbst OBYAET MOAe3Ha MCTOPMKAM, BOCTOKOBEAAM, MCAAMOBEAAM, a

Tak>ke WMPOKOWM ayAUTOPUM, MHTEPECYIOLLENCS MCAAMCKONM LiMBMAM3aLMen B LieHTpaAbHOM A3un.
KaroueBble caoBa: anb-Xuaas, pukx, XaHauTCKas LUKOAQ, KOMMEHTapum, MeToAoAorms, Llen-
TpaAbHas Asusi, bankHuin BocTok, ac-CbirHaku, aab-KypaaHu.

Introduction

Islam spread into Central Asia as early as the
7th—8th centuries CE, laying the foundations for a
distinctive cultural and scholarly environment in the
region. Cities such as Bukhara and Samarkand be-
came prominent centers of Islamic learning, where
theology and jurisprudence flourished. During this
period, the Hanafi madhhab gained strong ground,
and the works of its jurists achieved wide recog-
nition not only in Central Asia but also across the
broader Islamic world (Aydinli, 2011: 365, 404),
(Diizgiin, 2011: 11).

A particularly influential work in the consoli-
dation of the Hanafi legal tradition was al-Hidaya
by Burhan al-Din al-Marghinant (d. 593 AH/1197
CE), which soon became one of the most authori-
tative and widely studied manuals of Islamic law.
Shortly after its composition, al-Hidaya gave rise
to numerous commentaries, written both in Central
Asia and in the Arab regions. These shurizh not only
preserved and transmitted the Hanafi tradition but
also reflected the intellectual and cultural milieus in
which they were produced (Mez, 1937: 172), (Ando,
1994: 259)

Despite the rich history of commentaries on al-
Hidaya, their comparative study within a regional
framework has remained largely unexplored. Most

scholarly works have focused on individual authors
or general overviews, without systematically exam-
ining the methodological, stylistic, and structural
differences between Central Asian and Middle East-
ern scholars.

In our dissertation entitled “Critical Edition of
al-Isbijabi’s Commentary on al-Jami* al-Saghir as
an Example of Hanafi Legal Literature from Central
Asia”, we also addressed this issue in the context of
the commentaries on al-Jami* al-Saghir composed
in Central Asia, since this work of Imam Muham-
mad al-Shaybani is one of the most important sourc-
es upon which al-Hiddya is built. Consequently,
al-Hidaya can be regarded within the framework
of the commentarial tradition on a/-Jami " al-Saghir
as its continuation and the highest expression of
this methodological heritage. Thus, the study of al-
Hidaya constitutes an essential key to understanding
the intellectual and methodological foundation upon
which Hanafi jurisprudence was constructed, as well
as to tracing the continuity between earlier works
such as al-Jami‘ al-Saghir and the later commentar-
ies that shaped the mature legal system.

The main objective of this article is to demon-
strate, through comparative analysis, the structural,
methodological, stylistic, and source-based features
of the commentaries on al-Hidaya authored in Cen-
tral Asia and the Middle East between the 13th and
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15th centuries, and to highlight their significance
for the formation and development of the Hanafi le-
gal tradition within diverse intellectual and cultural
contexts.

Materials and Methods

The foundation of this study consists of the most
significant works of the Hanafi commentary tradi-
tion on al-Hidaya by Burhan al-Din al-Marghinant,
produced in Central Asia and the Arab regions
between the 13th and 15th centuries. The main
sources include al-Kifaya fi Sharh al-Hiddaya by
Jalal al-Din al-Kurlant (d. 767/1366), al-Nihaya f©
Sharh al-Hidaya by Husam al-Din al-Sighnaqt (d.
714/1315), Mi‘'raj al-diraya by Qiwam al-Din al-
Kakt (d. 749/1348), Ghayat al-bayan by Qiwam
al-Din al-Itqani (d. 758/1357), al-‘Inaya by Akmal
al-Din al-Babarti (d. 786/1384), al-Binaya fi Sharh
al-Hidaya by Badr al-Din al-‘Ayni1 (d. 855/1451),
Fath al-Qadir by Kamal al-Din Ibn al-Humam (d.
861/1457), as well as al-Ghaya fi Sharh al-Hidaya
by Shams al-Din al-Sar@jT (d. 710/1310). These
works represent different stages in the evolution of
Hanafi commentarial literature, ranging from early
attempts at concise explanation and systematization
to comprehensive encyclopedic compositions that
incorporated a wide array of material in jurispru-
dence, legal theory (usii/ al-figh), and related disci-
plines.

The methodological basis of the research com-
bines several approaches. First, comparative analy-
sis was applied to identify similarities and differ-
ences in the structure, style, and argumentation of
the commentaries. Second, textual analysis was
employed to examine citation practices, patterns of
referencing earlier authorities, and the logical struc-
tures of legal reasoning. In addition, a diachronic
approach was used to trace the changing reception
and interpretation of al-Hidaya over the 13th—15th
centuries and to assess the extent to which political
and cultural contexts shaped the selection of issues
under discussion.

The combined use of these methods makes it
possible to treat the commentaries on al-Hidaya as
a unified body of Islamic legal thought while at the
same time revealing their regional particularities.
In this way, the study highlights the significance
of Central Asia and the Arab regions in the devel-
opment of the Hanafi school and demonstrates the
contribution of their scholars to the shaping of legal
interpretation.
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Discussion

In general, the activities of Central Asian schol-
ars in the Middle East significantly accelerated the
development of Hanafi madrasas in the region. It is
highly likely that the Hanafis, relying on the knowl-
edge they had acquired in the madrasas of Bukhara
and Samarkand, went on to establish Hanafi ma-
drasas in Damascus. As reported by al-Maqrizi and
al-Nu‘aymi, the number of Hanafi madrasas in Da-
mascus ranked second only to those of the Shafi‘ts
(al-Nuaymi, 1990: 15), (al-Magqrizi, 1997: 362-405).

When examining this issue, it becomes evident
that many Central Asian scholars migrated to differ-
ent parts of the Middle East, where they composed
their renowned works, including commentaries on
al-Hidaya. Scholars moved to Iraq, Syria, and Ana-
tolia, and especially after the Great Seljuk Empire
established political and military dominance in these
areas, Hanafi scholars were appointed to key posi-
tions such as judges (qadis), teachers (mudarris),
preachers, and imams. This elevated their prestige
and facilitated the growing influence of the Hanafi-
Maturidi tradition throughout the region.

Husam al-Din al-Sighnaqt (d. 714/1315), the
author of al-Nihaya fi Sharh al-Hidaya, received
his education in Central Asia before migrating to
the Middle East. He studied Islamic sciences under
Fakhr al-Din al-Maymargf at the al-Muqtadi madra-
sa in Bukhara and the al-Malikiyya al-‘Abbasiyya
madrasa in Sarakhs. According to the introduc-
tion of al-Nihaya, al-Sighnaqi studied al-Hidaya
in its entirety under Hafiz al-Din al-BukharT at the
Badriyat madrasa and mosque in Marv (al-Sighnaq,
Ms.:5943), (Hallaf, 1985: 104-105). These accounts
indicate that his initial intellectual foundation was
firmly established in Central Asia, particularly
among the Hanafis of Bukhara and Samarkand,
where he also received authorization (ijaza) to trans-
mit Hanafi traditions.

The same applies to his student, Jalal al-Din al-
Kurlant al-Khwarizmi (d. 767/1366), who remained
in Central Asia and taught at the al-Tanqiyya ma-
drasa, where nearly one thousand students were
educated (al-Sakhawt, 1992: 196).

These madrasas likely shaped their scholarly
outlooks, which later found reflection in their major
works. Comparative analysis demonstrates similari-
ties in the style and methodology of the al-Hidaya
commentaries of al-Sighnaqi and his student al-
Kurlani, pointing to a close intellectual link between
them. After completing his studies, al-Sighnaqt
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moved to Baghdad and later taught in Damascus,
Aleppo, and Cairo. It is also reported that before
teaching in Damascus, he had served as a teacher at
the Mausoleum of Abi Hanifa in Baghdad (Sonmez,
2017: 121). During his travels from Transoxiana to
Cairo, al-Sighnaqi continued to engage in educa-
tional activities and became part of the scholarly
transmission chains of many later scholars. Accord-
ing to Dr. Philip Brookmeyer, al-Sighnaqi entered
the scholarly lineage of prominent Ottoman figures
such as Kemal Pashazada (d. 940/1534) and Hasan
Kaft AkhisarT (d. 1025/1616) (Bruckmayr, 2011:
424).

After al-Sighnaqt’s death in Marv, his students
dispersed across various regions. Among them, per-
haps the most prominent was Qiwam al-Din al-Kakt
al-Bukhart (d. 749/1348), whose transmission chain
was followed by much of the subsequent Hanafi
scholarly tradition. His successor in Cairo was Ak-
mal al-Din Muhammad al-Babartt (d. 786/1384).
Yet, the foundations of al-Kakt’s scholarly outlook
were established earlier in Central Asia, through the
teaching of al-Sighnaqt in Tirmidh and of ‘Abd al-
‘Aziz al-Bukhari in the al-Muhammadiyya madrasa
in Bukhara. (Ridvanoglu, 1996: 342)

Al-Kakt later became widely known in Cairo
for transmitting al-Hidaya during his teaching at the
Mardint Mosque. His scholarly lineage is represent-
ed through two principal chains: one linked to al-
Sighnaqt and the other to ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Bukhart
(Kefevi, n.d: fols. 274-275b). In addition, al-Kakt
compiled a concise compendium (mukhtasar) on
substantive law (furi® al-figh) within the frame-
work of the four Sunni madhhabs, entitled ‘Uytin al-
Madhahib al-Kamilt, which he dedicated to al-Ma-
lik al-Kamil Sha‘ban ibn Muhammad (d. 747/1346)
(Bibliothéque nationale de France, n.d.: MS Arabe
5137. fol. 1b.). This work, shaped by local circum-
stances, incorporated the statements of the four Sun-
ni imams, founders of the legal schools.

Akmal al-Din al-BabartT (d. 786/1384) began
his education in Anatolia, later continued in Alep-
po, and, after 740/1339, moved to Cairo, where he
studied under al-Kaki, Abti Hayyan al-Andalust
(d. 745/1344), and Mahmiid ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman
al-Isfahant (d. 749/1348) (Kafes, 1994: 152-153).
In jurisprudence, his transmission chain extended
through al-Kaki back to Imam Abii Yisuf. Both
Abii Hayyan and al-Isfahani were representatives of
the ShafiT school, the latter also being an Ash‘art
theologian. They were primarily known as Qur'an
exegetes, linguists, and theologians rather than ju-
rists, making it unlikely that al-Babartt received

substantial legal training from them (Demirci, 2000:
509-510). His expertise in figh was primarily shaped
by al-Kaki, whose opinions he frequently cites in
his al-'Indya. On 6 Shawwal 743/1343, within the
MardinT Mosque, al-Kaki granted al-BabartT an
jjaza to transmit the Hanafi tradition, which later
positioned him as a central Hanafi authority in the
Ottoman scholarly milieu (ibn Tolun, n.d.: MS no.
1924. 277a/b.).

The next scholar associated with al-Sighnaqt
and his commentary on al-Hidaya is Qiwam al-
Din al-Itqant al-Farabt (d. 758/1357). He was one
of al-Sighnaqi’s disciples and, while in Nishapur,
studied Usul of Fakhr al-Islam al-Bazdawt under
him (Al-Itqant, 1999: 457). Before migrating from
Central Asia, al-Itqani also studied with several
Hanafi scholars in his homeland, including Sharaf
al-Din Ahmad ibn Mahmiid ibn ‘Umar al-Jundrt (d.
700/1301), Sharaf al-Dimn al-‘Aqili, Arshad al-Din
al-Sarakhsi, and Ahmad ibn As‘ad al-Kharif'ant
(8th/14th century) (Al-Itqani, n.d.: MS no. 706.
1b-21.).

Al-ItqanT’s methodology of commentary differs
significantly from that of al-Sighnaqt and al-Kurlant,
both in style and in the structure of legal reasoning.
Although he studied directly under al-Sighnaqg, it
appears that the greatest influence on his jurispru-
dential outlook came from al-Kharif'ani. In his work
Ghayat al-bayan wa nadirat al-aqran, al-Itqant ex-
plicitly names al-Kharif'ant among the transmitters
of al-Hidaya. He labored on this work for 26 years,
completing it in 747/1346 (Mahacheva, 2000: 81)

Unlike al-Sighnaqt and al-Kurlani, al-Itqani be-
came known among Hanafi scholars as a staunch
and combative defender of the madhhab. A strik-
ing example of this is his sharp rebuttal to Imam
al-Ghazalt’s criticism of Abl Hanifa in al-Manhil
fT al-ustl (Al-Lakhnawt, 1324: 50-52). After leav-
ing Central Asia, al-Itqani taught in Hamadan,
Baghdad (at the Mashhad of Abii Hanifa and the
Sadiqiyya madrasa), and in Cairo (MardinT Mosque,
Ibn Talin Mosque, and the Sarghatmishiyya ma-
drasa). (Al-SuyiTi, 1967: 470), (Al-Qurashit, 1993:
128). In 747/1346 he moved to Damascus, where,
following the death of Shams al-Din al-Dhahabt (d.
748/1347), he was appointed as a teacher at Dar al-
Hadtth al-Zahiriyya. However, his stay in Damascus
was short-lived: he accused a Shafi'T imam of invali-
dating the prayer by raising his hands after bowing,
which provoked a sharp conflict. Consequently, in
751/1350 he was forced to leave Damascus and re-
turned to Cairo, where he resumed teaching at the
MardinT Mosque. Among his prominent students

53



Acomparative analysis of selected commentaries on al-Hidaya written in Central Asia and the Middle East during the 13th—15th centuries

was Ibn al-Shihna al-Halab1 al-Kabir (d. 815/1412)
(Madelung, 2003: 371).

Among the commentators on al-Hidaya are also
Badral-Dim al-‘Ayni(d. 855/1451) and Kamal al-Din
Ibn al-Humam (d. 861/1457). Badr al-Din al-‘Aynt
was raised in a scholarly and religious household:
his father, who served as a judge, took personal care
of his education before entrusting him to teachers
who instructed him in the various Islamic sciences.
Al-*AynT studied with numerous distinguished had-
ith scholars and jurists. He received his early train-
ing at the Niiriyya Madrasa in Damascus, one of the
most renowned centers for hadith studies. Later, in
783/1381, he traveled to Aleppo to further his stud-
ies, where he met the Hanafi jurist Jamal al-MalaTt
(d. 803/1400), a disciple of al-Itqant. Afterward, he
moved to Jerusalem, where he studied extensively
under ‘Ala’ al-Din al-Sayrami (d. 790/1388), a stu-
dent of al-Kurlant (Kefevi, n.d. Ms: 337a-364Db).
Together with his teacher, al-‘Aynt later settled in
Cairo, where al-Sayrami welcomed him into the
Zahiriyya Madrasa. Al-‘Ayni remained there until
his teacher’s death, serving in various roles (Ibn
Taghribirdi, 1998: 172). In Cairo, he furthered his
education with leading scholars of the time, includ-
ing Siraj al-Din al-Bulqini (d. 805/1403), Zayn
al-Din al-‘Traqt (d. 806/1404), and Nir al-Din al-
Haytham1 (d. 807/1405) (Kogkuzu, 1991: 271).
These hadith scholars laid the foundations of his
expertise in hadith, shaping al-‘Ayni’s development
as a Hanafi scholar of hadith. Their influence is evi-
dent in his writings and even more so in those of
his student, Ibn al-Humam, for both shared a similar
approach in their commentaries on al-Hidaya.One
of their shared principles was the preference for au-
thentic hadith over inherited madhhab positions.

The exegetical style and methodology of al-
‘AynT and Ibn al-Humam in their commentaries
on al-Hidaya are largely similar, perhaps because
both scholars employed the same research approach
in the fields of jurisprudence and hadith studies.
Moreover, Ibn al-Humam’s teachers were closely
connected to al-'Ayni. For instance, Abii Hafs Siraj
al-Din al-Kinani (d. 829/1426), a disciple of ‘Ala’
al-Din al-Sayrami and known by the epithet “Qari’
al-Hidaya,” was one of Ibn al-Humam’s instructors.
This title was given to him by al-Sayramt himself
(Al-Sakhawi, 1992: 109). In addition to al-Kinanf,
Ibn al-Humam’s main teachers included Abu al-
Walid Ibn al-Shihna (d. 815/1412), Badr al-Din
al-‘Aynt (d. 855/1451), and Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalant
(d. 852/1449). Tbn al-Humam pursued his studies
in jurisprudence at the Barkiikiyya Madrasa, where
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both al-SayramTi and al-Kinani taught. He studied al-
Hidaya with “Qari’ al-Hidaya” for nineteen years.
(Al-Sakhawt, 1992: v.8, 131) Unfortunately, only
one work of al-Kinant has survived: Fatawa Qari’
al-Hidaya. This collection contains legal opinions
on various issues but does not cover all areas of
jurisprudence, addressing only certain topics. Con-
sequently, it cannot be compared comprehensively
with other commentaries. The manuscript con-
sists of about forty folios, and numerous copies of
it are preserved in Istanbul libraries (Siileymaniye
Library, n.d. Manuscripts: Esad Efendi, no. 1064,
Sehid Ali Pasa, no. 936, 947, 948, Ayasofya, no.
1423).

Among the most important commentaries on
al-Hidaya are al-Binaya and Fath al-Qadir. In these
works, al-‘AynT and Ibn al-Humam expressed their
own views and preferences without falling into sec-
tarian bias. Their methodology was characterized by
the extensive use of Quranic verses and hadiths, as
well as a remarkable diversity of sources. Overall,
an evaluation of the arguments employed and the
conclusions reached shows that both scholars adopt-
ed a middle position between the “Ahl al-Ra’y” (the
school of rational opinion) and the “Ahl al-Hadith”
(the school of tradition). Particularly noteworthy is
that Ibn al-Humam engaged in wide-ranging dis-
cussions of contentious issues between different
schools, making choices not only among the various
opinions within the HanafT school but also across the
positions of other madhhabs.

This distinctive feature can also be observed in
Shams al-Din al-Sartijt (d. 710/1310), author of al-
Ghaya ft Sharh al-Hidaya. What unites these three
scholars and distinguishes them from other com-
mentators is their training in institutions where ha-
dith studies were emphasized, and their recognized
expertise in this field. For instance, Ibn al-Humam
received multiple ijazas from leading muhaddiths to
teach hadith (Sener, 1993: 23-24).

Another common trait among them is their con-
sistent reference to hadith scholars when explaining
al-Marghinant’s al-Hidaya, providing detailed anal-
yses of the transmitted hadiths and their isnads, and
articulating their legal opinions on this basis. Al-
‘AynT in particular examined the hadiths cited in al-
Hidaya from the perspective of hadith criticism. His
critique was not limited to al-Marghinani himself;
he also evaluated and corrected earlier commenta-
tors who had failed to recognize certain errors. His
first such criticism was directed at ‘Ala’ al-Din al-
Turkmant (d. 750/1349), followed by al-Babartt (d.
786/1384) (Ayni, 2009: v.1, 114).
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Thus, the analysis of the works of al-'Ayni, Ibn
al-Humam, and al-SariijT demonstrates that their ap-
proach to interpreting al-Hiddya was deeply rooted
in hadith scholarship. This allowed them to shed
new light on al-Marghmant’s text while correcting
the oversights of earlier commentators. Their meth-
odology can be characterized as a deliberate balance
between rational reasoning and textual tradition,
which made their works influential not only among
HanafT jurists but also within broader scholarly cir-
cles.

We may now proceed to examine the meth-
odological differences in the commentaries on al-
Hidaya, highlighting how the approaches of various
scholars reflected not only the legal tradition but
also the intellectual debates of their time.

With regard to the methodology of writing com-
mentaries on al-Hidaya, the study revealed that al-
Sighnaqt and al-Kurlani primarily compared their
arguments with those of the ShafiT school. This
indicates a form of intellectual rivalry between
Hanafls and Shafi'ts in Central Asia concerning the
validity and persuasiveness of each school’s evi-
dence. At the same time, it is noted that the number
of ShafiTs in Central Asia was significantly smaller
than in Syria (al-Sham).

Some Hanafis who migrated from Central Asia
to the Middle East sought to emphasize the supe-
riority of their school over others. For instance,
al-Itqani and al-Babartl were strict adherents of
the HanafT tradition. This is clearly reflected in al-
Babarti’s treatise al-Nukat al-Zarifa fi Tarjih Mad-
hhab Abi Hanifa (Sileymaniye Library, n.d.:MS
no. 1384, 204b-211a). A study of this work shows
that al-BabartT not only affirmed the superiority of
the Hanaft school over others but also actively de-
fended its positions on specific issues, often criticiz-
ing the views of the Shafi‘Ts. It should be noted that
the period in which al-Babartt lived was marked by
intense intra-madhhab and inter-madhhab debates.
Al-BabartT himself stated that he composed this
treatise in response to accusations directed against
the HanafT school (Inanir, 2013: 78). Significantly,
in this treatise he openly asserts the superiority of
the HanafT school over the ShafiT school. However,
in al-‘Indya al-Babarti does not criticize the Shafi't
positions and instead follows a different path and
methodology in clarifying legal questions.

At the same time, in his work al-‘Inaya, al-
Babarti, when addressing the issue of “the ruling on
reciting al-Fatiha in prayer,” includes the opinions
of Imam al-Shafi'T and Imam Malik. Yet, his way
of discussing the same issue in al-Nukat al-Zarifa

differs considerably from that in al-‘Inaya. For in-
stance, in al-Nukat al-Zarifa, al-BabartT writes:

“Al-Shafi‘t, may Allah have mercy on him, said.:
the recitation of al-Fatiha in prayer is an obligatory
pillar (rukn), and each of the fourteen shaddas (con-
sonantal doublings) is likewise a rukn. If any one of
them is omitted, the prayer becomes invalid. Were it
not for the teaching of Abu Hanifa, may Allah have
mercy on him, then all the prayers performed in the
world would be invalid” (Inanir, 2013: 80).

Here we see that al-Babarti, by asserting that
without the Hanafl school’s teaching many peo-
ple’s prayers would be invalid, strongly defends the
Hanaft position. However, in al-'Inaya he generally
limits himself to comparing Abii Hantfa’s arguments
and evidences with those of the Shafi‘Ts and Malikis,
without sharply criticizing the latter. For example,
in al-‘Inaya on a similar issue al-BabartT writes:

“Scholars have disagreed concerning what
constitutes the rukn (pillar) of recitation. Thus, our
scholars consider the recitation of at least one verse
as a rukn; the Shafi‘is consider Surat al-Fatiha as
the rukn, and the Malikis require al-Fatiha together
with another siurah. The Prophet (peace and bless-
ings be upon him) said: ‘The prayer of one who does
not recite al-Fatiha and along with it another siirah
is invalid. The reason is clear. The answer is: the
existence of a rukn can only be established through
definitive (qat'i) proofs. A solitary report (khabar
al-wahid) is not definitive proof, though it does ne-
cessitate action. Imam al-Shafi't (may Allah bless
him) said: ‘Whoever does not recite al-Fatiha in his
prayer has no prayer, and this is similar to the first
statement. But we have the statement of Allah the
Exalted: ‘So recite whatever is easy for you from the
Qur’an” (Strat al-Muzzammil, 73:20), (Al-Babart,
1970: 294).

In general, in al-‘Indya, al-Babartl follows the
method of al-Sighnaqt and al-Kurlant, who present-
ed a comparative analysis of the views and argu-
ments of scholars from different schools. The main
difference between al-BabartT’s commentary and
the explanations of al-Sighnaqt and al-Kurlant lies
in his tendency not to go into detail, often summa-
rizing information that al-Sighnaqi presented more
extensively. By contrast, al-Sighnaqt elaborates on
disagreements in a question-and-answer format,
analyzing them in detail and sometimes illustrat-
ing legal issues with narratives and reports from
the Companions and the Successors. Moreover, in
clarifying specific terms, al-Sighnaqt occasionally
cites not only the opinions of Hanaff scholars but
also those of the Mu'tazilis and Ash‘aris, drawing
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comparisons between them. (Al-Sighnaqi, 2017:
185, 214, 232). His approach demonstrates that he
possessed knowledge not only in jurisprudence but
also in tafsir, grammar, and kalam. Both al-Kurlant
and al-Sighnaqt sometimes employed the statements
of Abu Mansiir al-Maturidi to explain certain legal
terms, which reveals their expertise in theology. In
fact, their commentaries contain multiple references
to al-Maturidi’s formulations. (Al-Sighnaqt, 2017:
63), (Al-Kurlant, 2019: 461). This feature may be
what distinguishes them from other commentators
on al-Hidaya and reflects the tendency of Central
Asian HanafT scholars to incorporate theological dis-
cussions into their legal writings.

Among al-KurlanT’s students, Qiwam al-Din
Amir Katib al-Farabt al-Itqant (d. 758/1357) stands
out as a staunch adherent of the Hanafl school and
a strong opponent of the Shafi'ts. By order of the
Sultan of Egypt, he was granted a special madrasa
in Cairo where he taught HanafT doctrine. It is likely
that al-Babarti, too, acted against the Shafi'Ts with
the support of these rulers. Al-BabartT maintained
close ties with the Sultan of Egypt, al-Zahir Barquq
(d. 802/1399). It is also worth noting that one of
the leading HanafT jurists of the time, Najm al-Din
al-Tarsiist (d. 758/1357), lived contemporaneously
with al-Babartt and al-Itqant and authored the fa-
mous treatise Tuhfat al-Turk fimd yajibu an yu'mala
f'l-mulk, which likewise defended the superiority
of the Hanaft school over the Shafi‘ts. (Kilig, 2011:
v.40, 114)

One of the reasons al-ItqanT moved from al-
Sham to Egypt was his lack of sufficient support in
the ongoing debates surrounding Hanafl jurispru-
dence. He was thus compelled to settle in Cairo,
where he composed his commentary on al-Hidaya.
According to the sources, al-Itqani frequently cited
the opinions of scholars from Bukhara, Samarkand,
and Balkh, which directly demonstrates his attempt
to bring the intellectual traditions of Central Asia
into the scholarly circles of al-Sham. (Al-Itqan,
n.d.: Ms. no. 3706, 152—-162) By contrast, in the case
of al-Sighnaqt, who also moved first to al-Sham and
later to Egypt, the sources do not indicate a simi-
lar pattern; rather, they show that al-Sighnaqt did
not engage in harsh criticism of Shafi‘T scholars. In
the works of al-Sighnaqi and al-Kurlani, I did not
find strongly biased positions on particular issues.
In controversial matters, both scholars present a
range of opinions, including that of Imam al-ShafiT,
and ultimately state the view they considered most
sound.
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Even within the Hanaft school, al-Itqani faced
numerous objections and engaged in debates on
certain issues. In addition to the criticisms he ex-
pressed orally and transmitted directly in his writ-
ings, some Hanafl scholars composed refutations
of his views. Among these were Ibn Abrt al-‘Izz al-
Hanaft (d. 792/1390) and Jamal al-Din al-Kunaw1
(d. 771/1369), who produced an abridgment of al-
Sighnaqi’s al/-Nihdaya under the title Khulasat al-
Kunawi.

With regard to the issue of raising the hands
(fi raf” al-yadayn), al-Itqani stands out by adding a
statement not found in the works of other commen-
tators on al-Hiddaya. For example, in his Ghayat al-
bayan wa-nadirat al-aqran, he writes:

“Following the Shafi'i school is only permissible
when the imam being followed does not perform an
act that invalidates the prayer. If such an act occurs,
it is not acceptable—for example, raising the hands
during bowing (rukii’) or upon rising from it... In
all such cases, it is impermissible to follow him in
prayer” (Al-Itqant, n.d.: Ms. no. 869, 86).

Thus, it becomes evident that al-Itqani, draw-
ing on the practice of the ShafiT school, introduced
the condition that “raising the hands during bowing
(rukit’) is impermissible”. However, further research
shows that, according to other commentators on al/-
Hidaya, this issue was not regarded as a necessary
condition for following a ShafiT imam in prayer.
(Al-Sighnaqt, 2017: 113)

Although al-Itqan1 provides detailed accounts
of various opinions within the Hanafl school, he
also includes the views of the ShafiT, Maliki, and
HanbalT traditions. Moreover, in some cases, he cites
the individual opinions of other scholars. By com-
parison, al-Marghinant in his work mentions, along-
side the HanafT position, only those of the Shafits
and Malikts, while the views of the Hanbalis are en-
tirely absent from al-Hidaya. Among the non-Hanaft
schools, the Shafi'Ts receive the most frequent atten-
tion. In Ghayat al-bayan, we find that whenever a
Hanafl or ShafiT opinion is presented, the Malik1
perspective is often added as well. (Al-Itqant, n.d.:
Ms. no. 96, 110a) However, al-Itqani rarely devel-
ops the Maliki arguments in as much detail as he
does for the Shafi‘ts, especially by engaging with
their proofs. He also occasionally refers to the opin-
ions of Ahmad ibn Hanbal, though usually without
extended analysis. For instance, citing the report of
‘A’isha, he presents the view of the two Imams (al-
Imamayn) that the recitation in the kisiif (eclipse)
prayer should be audible, and adds that Ahmad ibn
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Hanbal held the same position (Al-Itqani, n.d.: Ms.
no. 96, 110a).

Al-Itgant’s discussions reveal that he relied on
a wide range of sharT evidences, making his work
particularly rich in terms of legal argumentation. He
frequently employed hadiths as proofs and exam-
ined reports cited in al-Hiddya as hadiths, demon-
strating that some of them are not in fact authentic
hadiths. For example, a/-Hiddaya mentions the report
“The daytime prayer is recited silently” as evidence
against Imam Malik’s view that the noon (zu/Ar) and
afternoon (‘asr) prayers on ‘Arafat should be recit-
ed aloud. Al-Itqant argued that this report is not a
hadtth but rather a statement of Hasan al-Basri, re-
corded in al-HarawT’s al-Gharibayn fi al-Qur’an wa
al-hadith and al-ZamakhsharT’s al-Fa'iq fi gharib
al-hadith. (Al-Itqani, n.d.: Ms. no. 96, 60b). Fur-
thermore, when citing hadiths on specific issues,
al-Itqant often pointed out variations in their trans-
mission. He also referred to hadiths not mentioned
in al-Hiddya, providing isnad and textual criticism
of those reports. (Al-Itqant, n.d.: Ms. no. 96, 71b).

About a century later, another prominent Hanaft
jurist, Kamal al-Din Ibn al-Humam (d. 861/1457),
addressed this debate in a short treatise entitled
Risala friqtida’ al-hanafiyya bi al-shafi‘iyya (“Trea-
tise on Hanafls Following Shafi‘ts”) (Ibn al-Humam,
n.d.: MS no. 1757/42, 207-209). In this work, Ibn
al-Humam criticizes the conduct of certain HanafTs
who, unwilling to pray behind a ShafiT imam serv-
ing at the time in the Masjid al-Haram, would form
separate congregations after the prayer (Ibn al-
Humam, 1970: 257). Contrary to the positions of
al-Babartl and al-Itqani, Ibn al-Humam maintained
that such behavior was a manifestation of sectar-
ian zeal. He argued that Hanafls should still join the
congregation in prayer even if the imam belonged
to the ShafiT school. On this matter, Ibn al-Humam
echoed the view of the classical HanafT jurist Abii
Bakr al-Jassas (d. 370/981), who likewise held that
it was permissible for Hanafis to pray behind an
imam from another school (Ibn al-Humam, n.d.: MS
no. 1757/42, 209).

Many sources report that Ibn al-Humam often
adopted views that were at odds with the Hanaft
school to which he nominally belonged. Ibn ‘Abidin
highlights this point, noting that Ibn al-Humam fre-
quently held opinions contrary to his own madh-
hab, and in some cases preferred the views of Imam
Malik (Ibn ‘Umar, 2009: 89). In his Fath al-Qadir,
Ibn al-Humam regularly selected between different
madhhab opinions and elaborated on their theoreti-
cal foundations. (Koca, 2000: 87-89). For example,

he criticized certain explanations of al-Marghinant
in the Adab al-Qadi section concerning the annul-
ment of judicial rulings in disputed cases. Accord-
ing to al-Marghinani, a judge’s decision could not
be overturned if the disagreement traced back to the
earliest generation of the Companions. However, if
the disagreement emerged in later centuries, a ruling
that contradicted the opinion of another authority
could be annulled.

In this context, Ibn al-Humam cites the claim
of some jurists that “a Hanafl judge may annul a
ruling issued by a Malikt or ShafiT judge” (Ibn al-
Humam, 1970: 302). Ibn al-Humam, however, re-
jects this view. He argues that Imam al-Shafi'T and
Imam Malik are universally recognized mujtahids,
whose disagreements must be regarded as valid, and
therefore the rulings based on their opinions should
be accepted and not subject to annulment. Accord-
ing to him, all disputes among the four madhhabs
fall into the category of mukhtalaf fih, and any ju-
dicial decision issued in accordance with one of
these views cannot be overturned. In this way, Ibn
al-Humam provided a framework for judicial rul-
ings that accommodates the diverse perspectives of
different madhhabs. Moreover, in his work Fath al-
Qadir he presents several similar opinions that di-
verge from the mainstream HanafT position, such as
on the postponement of punishment during warfare,
the expiation (kaffara) for zihar, and the treatment
of immovable property in war zones, among others
(Ibn al-Humam, 1970: 153, 243, 317).

It is also worth mentioning the renowned work
of the Hanafl jurist Shams al-Din al-Sartji (d.
710/1310) entitled al-Ghaya fi Sharh al-Hiddya.
This commentary on al-Hidaya can be regarded as
a kind of encyclopaedia of jurisprudence across the
four Sunni madhhabs. However, it does not cover
the entire text of al-Hidaya, but rather provides a
selective commentary on certain topics. In terms of
methodology, al-SariijT’s work closely resembles the
approaches of Ibn al-Humam and al-‘AynT in inter-
preting al-Hidaya (Al-Sartj1, 1997: 35) Indeed, Ibn
al-Humam, al-‘Ayni, and other scholars frequently
cited al-Ghaya in their writings. Among al-SarijT’s
most prominent teachers were Sadr al-Din al-Khilatt
(d. 652/1254) and Abii al-Rabt* Sulayman b. Wuhaib
(d. 677/1278), both of whom are mentioned in the
transmission chain of a/-Hidaya through Qadikhan
(d. 592/1196).

Like Ibn al-Humam and al-‘Ayni, al-Sariji, in
his commentary on al-Hidaya, does not adopt a par-
tisan stance but rather engages with the opinions of
scholars from different madhhabs. Moreover, he
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supports the HanafT position concerning hadith and
responds to criticisms directed against the school in
this field. (Ozel, 2000: 441-442). As for the sources
used in al-Ghaya, what distinguishes this work is its
extensive reliance on hadith literature: from Sahih
al-Bukhari to the MuwaTTa’ of Imam Malik, citing
nearly forty-two works in total. In addition, al-Sarijt
draws upon fifty-three HanafT legal texts. From other
madhhabs, he incorporates works such as al-Zahira
(Malik1), al-Majmii* (Shafi1), al-Mughni (Hanbali),
and Ibn Hazm’s al-Muhalla (ZahirT).

Al-Babartt’s teacher, Qiwam al-Din al-KakT (d.
749 H.), in his concise work on Islamic jurispru-
dence entitled ‘Uyiin al-Madhahib al-Kamili, writ-
ten about the four schools of law, states that his aim
was to make it easier for people to follow these four
madhhabs and to find the opinions they sought with-
out difficulty (Al-Kakt, 2004: 13). In this book, al-
Kaki explains the principles of the four madhhabs in
the manner of a commentary, presenting their views
consistently in every branch of figh, without giving
preference to any one of them. It is also reported that
in his commentary on al-Marghmant’s (d. 593 H.)
famous work, entitled Mi‘raj al-Diraya ila Sharh al-
Hiddya, al-Kaki similarly compiled the opinions of
the four madhhabs. The work employs a question-
and-answer method and at times compares the text
of al-Hidaya, which is based on Bidayat al-Mubtadi,
with the statements of Imam Muhammad’s al-Jami'
al-Saghir. Furthermore, at the end of the book, al-
though absent from the original a/-Hidaya, a section
on the law of inheritance (fara’'id) was added on the
basis of al-QudirT’s al-Mukhtasar. In some manu-
script copies, this section appears as an independent
treatise (Siileymaniye Library, Fatih Collection, MS
no. 1903/2, fols. 310-343).

Research Results

The study has shown that a common feature
of the three scholars, al-‘Ayni, Ibn al-Humam, and
al-Sartiji, is the similarity of their methodology in
their commentaries on al-Hidaya. Although they
belonged to the Hanafl school, they demonstrated
tolerance toward the views of other madhhabs. This
characteristic is largely explained by the scholarly
environment of the madrasas of the Middle East,
where special emphasis was placed on hadith stud-
ies, and many issues were approached primarily
through the perspective of hadith without prejudice.

A comparison of the works of al-Sighnaqt and
al-Kurlant revealed no evidence of harsh criticism
or prejudice toward other madhhabs. Both scholars
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presented different opinions, including that of Imam
al-Shafit, and ultimately formulated the view they
considered most correct, relying on the arguments
of HanafT authorities.

By contrast, the works of al-Babartl and al-
Itqant display more polemical positions. However,
their approach did not amount to blind adherence to
their school. On the contrary, they compared Hanaft
opinions with those of other madhhabs in order to
demonstrate the soundness of the Hanaft method.

In general, the commentaries on al-Hidaya writ-
ten by Central Asian scholars display significant
similarities in structure, style, sources, and intel-
lectual content. This phenomenon can be explained
by the influence of their teachers and the scholarly
environments in which these works were produced,
and it is particularly evident when comparing al-
Sighnaqt’s al-Nihaya with al-Kurlant’s al-Kifaya.

Conclusion

The presented research demonstrates that the
commentaries on al-Hidaya composed in Central
Asia represent vivid evidence of the preservation and
further development of the Hanaft tradition, as well as
its ongoing dialogue with other schools of law.

Of particular importance is the observation that
scholars such as al-‘Ayni, Ibn al-Humam, and al-
SartjT displayed a remarkable degree of method-
ological openness. While firmly rooted in the Hanaft
madhhab, they consistently engaged with the views
of other schools and assessed them without preju-
dice. This approach reflects the intellectual environ-
ment of the madrasas of the Middle East, where the
study of hadith strongly influenced the formation of
legal thought and where controversial issues were
often addressed through the lens of hadith studies,
with an emphasis on clarity and fairness rather than
polemics.

Similarly, al-Sighnaqi and al-Kurlani, repre-
sentatives of the Central Asian scholarly tradition,
did not resort to harsh criticism of other madhhabs.
Their approach was to present differing opinions,
including that of Imam al-Shafi‘t, and to ultimately
favor the position they found most convincing with-
in the framework of Hanafl methodology.

By contrast, al-BabartT and al-Itqant illustrate a
more polemical tendency characteristic of their era,
when both intra- and inter-madhhab debates became
increasingly pronounced. Yet their polemical writ-
ings should not be regarded as mere sectarian zeal.
On the contrary, their efforts aimed at affirming the
authority of the Hanaft school by comparing its posi-
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tions with those of other legal traditions and demon-
strating its methodological soundness.

Taken as a whole, the commentaries on al-
Hidaya produced by Central Asian scholars reveal
strong structural, stylistic, and methodological
similarities. This phenomenon can be explained by
the dual influence of their teachers and the broader
scholarly environments in which they were trained.
Such parallels are especially evident when compar-
ing al-Sighnaqr’s al-Nihdya and al-Kurlant’s al-
Kifaya.

In conclusion, the study of these commentar-
ies not only highlights the continuity of the Hanaft
tradition but also shows its adaptability to diverse
intellectual and cultural contexts. These findings
deepen our understanding of how Hanaft legal
thought developed in Central Asia and the Middle
East, while also pointing to promising avenues for
future research — particularly regarding the role of
these commentaries in the transmission of Islamic
knowledge in Transoxiana, the Mamluk realm, and
the Ottoman Empire.
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