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Abstract

The discussion of commands and prohibitions constitutes one of the most fundamental and influential areas of Islamic legal theory, playing
a decisive role in the process of deriving Islamic legal rulings and in the formation of jurisprudential disagreements among Islamic schools
of law. Disagreements concerning whether the imperative form denotes obligation or recommendation, whether commands require
immediate or delayed compliance, and the relationship between prohibition, prescriptive unlawfulness, and the invalidity of legal acts are
among the principal issues in which divergent legal-theoretical interpretations have produced distinct and, at times, conflicting
jurisprudential outcomes. These disagreements have not remained confined to the theoretical level; rather, they have generated extensive
practical consequences for legal opinions, the religious conduct of legally responsible individuals, and the treatment of emerging issues in
Islamic jurisprudence. In this context, Wahhabi jurisprudence and legal theory, through their particular emphasis on the apparent meaning
of scriptural texts and adherence to the understanding of the early generations of Muslims, have adopted a relatively textualist and
restrictive approach to the analysis of commands and prohibitions. This approach is clearly evident in the works of thinkers such as Ibn
Taymiyyah and Ibn al-Qayyim. By contrast, Imami legal theory, drawing on reason, customary contextual indicators, the context of legal
discourse, and consideration of the objectives of Islamic law, offers a rational and analytical approach to interpreting commands and
prohibitions. The principal problem addressed in this study is the elucidation of the epistemological and methodological foundations of
commands and prohibitions in Wahhabi legal theory and their critique in light of the accepted principles of Imami legal theory. The article
aims to comparatively analyze these two approaches and identify the roots of their disagreements concerning the implications of imperative
and prohibitive forms and the jurisprudential consequences arising from them. The study employs a descriptive—analytical method with a
comparative approach, and its data have been collected from authoritative works of Islamic legal theory representing both traditions. The
findings indicate that the predominance of literalist textual interpretation and the restriction of the role of reason in Wahhabi legal theory,
as opposed to the reason-centered and context-sensitive approach of the Imami tradition, have produced fundamental differences in the
interpretation of commands and prohibitions and in their practical jurisprudential consequences.
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Extended Abstract

The theory of commands and prohibitions constitutes one of the most fundamental and consequential areas of
Islamic legal theory because a substantial part of juristic reasoning depends on determining the normative
implications of imperative and prohibitive expressions. Questions concerning whether an imperative form
denotes obligation, recommendation, guidance, permissibility, or threat; whether compliance with a command
must be immediate or may be delayed; whether a prohibition necessarily signifies prescriptive unlawfulness;
and whether such unlawfulness entails the invalidity of the prohibited act have generated extensive theoretical
debate among Muslim legal theorists. These disagreements are not confined to linguistic analysis, as they
directly affect the derivation of legal rulings in worship, transactions, family law, social conduct, and political
and public affairs. The interpretation of commands and prohibitions therefore provides a particularly revealing
field for examining the epistemological and methodological foundations of different schools of Islamic
jurisprudence. Within Imami legal theory, imperative and prohibitive expressions are generally interpreted
through an integrated framework consisting of textual evidence, rational analysis, customary linguistic
understanding, contextual indicators, and the circumstances surrounding legal discourse. The apparent
meaning of a command may establish a presumption of obligation, but this presumption is rational and
contextual rather than absolute, and it may be displaced by reliable textual, circumstantial, or rational indicators
(1, 3). Wahhabi legal thought, by contrast, is commonly associated with a strong commitment to the apparent
meanings of scriptural texts, adherence to the understanding of the early Muslim generations, and caution
toward extensive rational or purposive interpretation. This orientation has produced a relatively restrictive
account of commands and prohibitions in which imperative forms are frequently connected with binding
obligation and immediate compliance, while prohibitions are often treated as implying both unlawfulness and
legal invalidity (2, 8). Accordingly, a comparative examination of these traditions is necessary not only for
clarifying their technical positions but also for identifying the deeper intellectual assumptions that shape their
juristic conclusions and their capacity to address changing social circumstances.

The central problem of the present study is to identify the epistemological and methodological foundations
governing the interpretation of commands and prohibitions in Wahhabi legal theory and to evaluate those
foundations in comparison with the principles accepted in Imami jurisprudence. The study is premised on the
view that differences between the two approaches cannot be adequately explained as isolated disagreements
over individual rules. Rather, they arise from contrasting conceptions of religious language, legal authority,
rational inquiry, customary understanding, contextual interpretation, and the relationship between prescriptive
and declaratory rulings. Classical Imami jurists and legal theorists developed a detailed analytical framework
for determining the meaning of imperatives and prohibitions. In this framework, the apparent indication of
obligation is recognized, but its authority depends on ordinary rational communication and remains open to
modification through contextual evidence. Similarly, the imperative form is not generally understood to
indicate either immediacy or delay by itself; the determination of immediate or deferred performance depends
on additional evidence, the nature of the duty, and the circumstances of the legally responsible person (5, 10).
The relationship between prohibition and invalidity is also subjected to a differentiated analysis. A prohibition
directed toward the essence or constitutive elements of an act may indicate invalidity, whereas a prohibition
concerning an external attribute, accompanying circumstance, or collateral title does not necessarily nullify
the act itself (4, 9). By comparison, the Wahhabi approach tends to prioritize the prima facie meaning of the
text and to restrict the interpretive force of customary indicators, purposive considerations, and independent
rational judgment. Although this orientation seeks to preserve fidelity to revelation and prevent uncontrolled
interpretation, it may also produce a rigid understanding of legal language and lead to an expansive application
of obligation, immediacy, prohibition, and invalidity. The research therefore seeks to determine whether such
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textual rigidity offers an adequate method for interpreting the complexity of scriptural discourse and whether
the Imami integration of text, reason, and custom provides a more coherent and adaptable model.

This study employs a descriptive—analytical method within a comparative framework. Its materials are drawn
from major works of Islamic legal theory representing both Imami and Sunni-oriented approaches associated
with the broader intellectual foundations of Wahhabi thought. The analysis proceeds through several
interconnected stages. First, the principal concepts of command, prohibition, obligation, recommendation,
immediacy, delay, prescriptive unlawfulness, and declaratory invalidity are clarified. Second, the dominant
interpretive assumptions of each tradition are reconstructed from authoritative legal-theoretical sources. Third,
the implications of these assumptions are compared at the level of linguistic indication, rational authority,
customary discourse, contextual interpretation, and juristic application. Fourth, the methodological coherence
and practical consequences of the two approaches are critically assessed. Within the Imami tradition, the works
of Muzaffar, Ansari, Akhund Khorasani, Naeini, Khoei, Sadr, and Makarem Shirazi provide a broad analytical
account of the relationship between linguistic appearance and rational interpretation. These scholars generally
maintain that the authority of verbal appearances is grounded in the established practice of rational agents and
that the Legislator communicates through recognizable conventions of ordinary language (1, 3, 10).
Accordingly, context, customary usage, the purpose of discourse, and connected or separate indicators are
integral to the interpretation of legal language. Within the Sunni legal-theoretical literature relevant to the
Wahhabi orientation, the works of Ibn Taymiyyah, Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya, and Shawkani illustrate a stronger
emphasis on textual appearance, direct compliance, and the normative force of explicit scriptural forms (2, 7,
8). The comparative method adopted here does not treat these traditions merely as collections of isolated
opinions; instead, it reconstructs each as a broader methodological system. This approach makes it possible to
show how seemingly technical disagreements about linguistic forms emerge from more fundamental
differences concerning the role of reason, the character of religious discourse, the legitimacy of contextual
interpretation, and the permissible scope of juristic flexibility.

The findings concerning Wahhabi legal theory indicate that its analysis of commands and prohibitions rests
primarily on three interrelated principles: the priority of apparent textual meaning, an obligation-centered
interpretation of commands, and an extensive association between prohibition and invalidity. Under this
approach, an imperative expression is ordinarily understood to establish binding obligation unless a clear
textual indicator or authoritative consensus demonstrates otherwise. The threshold for departing from
obligation is therefore relatively high, and rational, customary, or contextual considerations may receive only
limited interpretive weight. This method reflects a broader concern that widening the range of contextual
indicators could permit excessive interpretation and weaken adherence to revelation (2). A similar orientation
appears in relation to immediacy and delay. Commands are frequently interpreted as requiring prompt
performance because postponement is regarded as needing independent justification, whereas immediate
compliance is treated as the safer and more faithful response to divine instruction (7). In the law of prohibitions,
Wahhabi-oriented reasoning often connects a prohibition not merely with the sinfulness of an act but also with
the loss of its legal validity. Thus, an act prohibited by the Legislator may be considered both unlawful and
legally ineffective unless specific evidence establishes otherwise. This position tends to diminish the
distinction between prescriptive rulings, which concern obligation and prohibition, and declaratory rulings,
which determine validity, invalidity, legal causation, and legal effect. The role of reason is not entirely rejected,
but it is largely confined to recognizing the apparent meaning of the text, identifying factual applications, and
avoiding interpretations considered inconsistent with the understanding of the early Muslim community (8).
The methodological advantage of this model lies in its formal clarity, consistency, and concern for textual
fidelity. However, the study finds that the same features may restrict its interpretive capacity. By minimizing
the significance of ordinary communicative practice, contextual variation, and distinctions among different
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kinds of prohibition, the approach risks treating diverse legal expressions as though they carried uniform and
inflexible consequences. Such a method can expand the scope of obligation and invalidity, produce excessive
strictness in religious practice, and reduce the capacity of jurisprudence to respond proportionately to complex
social and transactional realities.

The findings concerning Imami legal theory reveal a more differentiated and context-sensitive model. Imami
scholars generally accept that the imperative form has an apparent association with obligation, but they explain
this appearance through the conventions of rational and customary communication rather than through an
immutable semantic rule. Consequently, the presumption of obligation may be displaced by evidence
indicating recommendation, guidance, permissibility, warning, or another communicative purpose (1, 3). This
position assumes that the Legislator communicates with legally responsible persons through intelligible
linguistic practices and that scriptural language must therefore be interpreted in relation to context, audience,
purpose, and accompanying evidence. Regarding immediacy and delay, the dominant Imami position is that
an imperative form, considered independently, does not necessarily establish either immediate or deferred
performance. The relevant conclusion must instead be derived from additional indicators, the character of the
obligation, and the practical circumstances surrounding compliance (5). This avoids transforming immediacy
into an unsupported general rule and protects the legally responsible person from unjustified expansion of
liability. The Imami treatment of prohibition is similarly analytical. Although prohibition normally indicates
prescriptive unlawfulness, it does not invariably establish the invalidity of the prohibited act. The legal effect
depends on the object to which the prohibition is directed. When the prohibition concerns the essence,
constitutive structure, or legally indispensable component of an act, invalidity may follow; when it concerns
an external attribute, accompanying condition, or separate title, the act may remain legally valid despite being
unlawful in another respect (4, 9). Reason occupies a central position within this framework, not as a rival to
revelation but as an instrument for recognizing linguistic appearance, identifying rational implications,
evaluating contextual evidence, and understanding the wise purposes of legislation (10). The objectives of the
law are not ordinarily treated as independent sources equivalent to scripture, but they may function as
meaningful interpretive indicators when resolving ambiguity or choosing among plausible readings (6). The
comparative analysis therefore shows that Imami legal theory preserves the authority of textual appearances
while avoiding their absolutization. Its integration of text, reason, custom, and contextual evidence produces a
more nuanced distinction between obligation and recommendation, immediate and delayed compliance,
unlawfulness and invalidity, and essential and collateral prohibitions.

In conclusion, the comparative analysis demonstrates that the disagreement between Imami and Wahhabi legal
theory concerning commands and prohibitions originates in fundamentally different understandings of legal
language and juristic methodology. The Wahhabi-oriented model emphasizes the stability of apparent textual
meaning, the presumptive obligatoriness and immediacy of commands, and a broad connection between
prohibition and invalidity. This approach offers formal simplicity and strong textual discipline, yet its
restriction of rational, customary, and contextual interpretation may produce inflexible conclusions and
insufficient differentiation among distinct legal situations. Imami legal theory, by contrast, interprets
commands and prohibitions through a coordinated framework of textual authority, rational communication,
customary understanding, contextual evidence, and conceptual distinction. It recognizes the prima facie
obligatoriness of commands without treating that implication as absolute, denies that the imperative form
independently establishes immediacy or delay, and differentiates carefully between prescriptive unlawfulness
and declaratory invalidity. This methodology allows legal analysis to remain faithful to scriptural language
while taking account of the circumstances, purposes, and communicative structures through which legal
meaning is conveyed. The study further concludes that the strength of the Imami model lies in its capacity to
combine doctrinal stability with interpretive flexibility. By distinguishing between the essence of an act and
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its external attributes, between prohibition and invalidity, and between linguistic appearance and contextual
modification, it offers a more precise framework for the derivation of legal rulings. Such a framework is
particularly significant in addressing emerging questions, changing social conditions, and complex legal
relationships that cannot be adequately resolved through uniform or exclusively literal rules. The principal
contribution of the study is therefore the demonstration that debates over commands and prohibitions are not
merely technical disputes concerning particular expressions; they reflect broader choices between closed and
contextual conceptions of religious language, restricted and active roles for reason, and rigid and adaptive
models of legal interpretation. The findings support the conclusion that a jurisprudential system capable of
preserving textual authority while incorporating rational and customary interpretation possesses greater
methodological coherence and a stronger capacity to respond to the evolving requirements of individual and
social life.
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