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NOTE ON THE TRANSLITERATION OF
ARABIC AND PERSIAN

The transliteration follows the rules of the Deutsche Morgenlindische
Gesellschaft for both Arabic and Persian, with the exception of aw and
ay for dipthongs instead of au and @i, and ¢ instead of a for the alif
magsira. The Persian -i (representing the (@ marbiita) is retained, and
the Persian idafah is represented as i or -yi.






INTRODUCTION

The papers gathered in this volume represent in part the proceed-
ings of The Second Annual Avicenna Study Group Symposium held
during the First World Congress for Middle Eastern Studies (University
of Mainz, 12—-13 September 2002). The Avicenna Study Group was
formed in March 2001 at the end of The First Graduate Student
Conference on Ibn Stna (Yale University). The purpose of The
Avicenna Study Group is to facilitate communication concerning
recent academic research on the life, times and thought of Avicenna
through annual meetings, to disseminate information on manuscripts,
primary and secondary material related to Avicenna and medieval
Arabic philosophy in general, and to serve as the first stage in pro-
jected major collaborative research projects on Avicenna. The pre-
sent volume represents the second collective activity of The Avicenna
Study Group.

Considered as a whole, the papers included in the present vol-
ume represent the major trends and concerns of current scholarship
on the life, thought and works of Avicenna, arguably the most impor-
tant and influential philosopher during the medieval period in the
East and West. The contributions of these scholars are divided here
topically into four sections: (I) Methodology, (II) Avicenna on Natural
Philosophy and the Exact Sciences, (III) Avicenna on Theology and
Metaphysics and (IV) the Heritage of Avicenna.

Perhaps the single most important desideratum for future progress
in Avicenna studies is the establishment of a corpus of “authentic”
Avicennan texts or, conversely, identifying Pseudo-Avicenna works.
Yet despite the recent advances in the textual and philological method-
ologies introduced into Avicenna studies, little attention has been
paid to establishing such a corpus. The section “Methodology” con-
sists of David CG. Reisman’s paper “The Pseudo-Avicennan Corpus,
I: Methodological Considerations.” Although in this paper Reisman
does not hazard a list of Pseudo-Avicenna works, he does provide
a prolegomenon to such future research by suggesting needed prin-
ciples and methodologies appropriate to such a study. In this respect,
he treats various terminological issues and defines different genre cat-
egories of the Pseudo-Avicenna corpus, as well as suggesting principles
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to be used in identifying misattribution. Concerning this latter point,
the evidence for misattribution will be either external or internal, as
one might expect. Reisman goes on though, and delineates different
types of both evidence and carefully examines under what conditions
such evidence should or should not count against the authenticity of
a text. Reisman’s overarching principle is one of caution in identi-
fying a work as part of the Pseudo-Avicenna corpus. Still, as Reisman
remarks “caution is never to be confused with indecision.” Scholars
will find Reisman’s study invaluable for studying the numerous treatises
ascribed to Avicenna and helping to establish their true authenticity.
The section “Avicenna on Natural Philosophy and the Exact
Sciences” contains five papers that address different aspects of
Avicenna’s philosophy of nature, or physics, psychology (theory of
the soul) and mathematics. These contributions provide careful stud-
ies of various issues in Avicenna’s natural philosophy and mathe-
matics. Moreover, they point out the influence of the classical heritage
on Avicenna’s thought as well as Avicenna’s own substantive modifica-
tions of Greek thinkers, whether of Aristotle in physics, Galen in
medicine, Plotinus in psychology, or Euclid in mathematics. What
becomes clear is that though Avicenna was strongly affected and
deeply concerned with many of the same problems as his Greek
forerunners, he was also a thoroughly independent and original
thinker. The study of the relationship between Avicenna and the
classical heritage is only now beginning to receive the attention it
deserves, and so the observations offered in these five papers will
undoubtedly open up new vistas for future Avicennan scholarship.
Catarina Belo’s “Ibn Sina on Chance in the Physics of as-Sifa’”
explores the similarities and differences between Aristotle’s and
Avicenna’s accounts of “chance” and “fortune.” The issue is important
since at its core is the more pressing philosophical issue of deter-
minism. More markedly than Aristotle, argues Belo, Avicenna main-
tains that for every occurrence there is a necessary, essential cause,
and consequently chance plays no part in the occurrence of events
or the coming to be of things. Indeed, chance is not an independ-
ent, or even partial, cause of anything; rather, chance is only an
accidental cause, namely, an end that is the culmination of a nexus
of essential causes, and yet an end that was not expected. Given
Avicenna’s deterministic universe the problem of the relation between
God and evil arises, a problem to which Belo turns at the end of
her paper. Avicenna’s theodicy is essentially Neoplatonic in that
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Avicenna appeals to the relation between matter and evil and to
matter’s intrinsic lack of reality. In the end, Avicenna maintains that
evil 1s the exception rather than the rule and that evil is in fact the
consequence of God’s benevolent design for the universe. Belo’s paper
makes clear not only Avicenna’s indebtedness to the classical tradi-
tion, but also both his own contributions and his ability to synthe-
size disparate elements of classical philosophy.

Jon McGinnis” “On the Moment of Substantial Change: a Vexed
Question in the History of Ideas” is also concerned with Avicennan
physics. The physical question addressed here is whether one kind
of substance becomes a different kind of substance gradually or
instantly. Historically, the question can be traced back to two pas-
sages in Aristotle’s Physics, and yet apparently neither Aristotle nor
his later Hellenistic commentators either explicitly raised or addressed
the question. Avicenna, however, does raise it and unequivocally
argues that substantial changes occur instantaneously. Two problems
face Avicenna’s position: first, it appears empirically false and sec-
ond it seems to be philosophically untenable. Avicenna sets the empir-
ical case against himself; for embryonic development appears to be
gradual, and yet involves the change of one substance into another.
Tracing Avicenna’s account of embryonic development in his Auab
al-Hayawan, McGinnis argues that Avicenna has a theory of embry-
onic development that in fact confirms Avicenna’s thesis of substantial
change. The philosophical difficulty is that instantaneous change
seems to countenance two instants that are immediately adjacent to
one another, and yet for Avicenna no two instants could be imme-
diately adjacent to one another. Although Avicenna himself does not
expressly take up this problem, McGinnis suggests that there is mate-
rial for an “Avicennan” response, namely that Avicenna had an
incipient notion of a mathematical limit. Thus, substantial change
does not strictly occur at an instant; rather, it occurs at time’s limit.
This final thesis is provocative, and yet as McGinnis is quick to note
the evidence for such a thesis is far from conclusive and that more
research must be done before any definitive answer can be given.

In “Intellect, Soul and Body in Ibn Sina: Systematic Synthesis and
Development of the Aristotelian, Neoplatonic and Galenic Theories”
Robert E. Hall argues for the thoroughgoing integration of Avicenna’s
psychology in virtually all aspects of his thought. Avicenna’s pro-
found interest in psychology has long been appreciated by scholars.
Hall, however, shows just how deep Avicenna’s interest runs. As one
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would expect, Avicenna’s psychological theory extends from noetics
to faculty psychology, but it also connects smoothly with cosmology
and physiology. It plays a role in Avicenna’s understanding of astron-
omy and celestial thaumaturgy. It connects with epistemology and
scientific methodology, with anthropology and political theory. It
shows up in Avicenna’s dynamics, chemistry, anatomy and zoology
as well as botany. In this paper, Hall limns the connection between
Avicenna’s psychological theory and all of these subjects. Moreover,
Hall shows how Avicenna’s psychological theory informs Avicenna’s
own understanding of medicine as found in his rightly praised Qanin
Jt t-tibb. This latter analysis is perhaps Hall’s most significant con-
tribution to our understanding of Avicenna’s systematizing; for in it
Hall shows how Avicenna integrates his own “Aristotelian” psychol-
ogy with Galenic physiology. More specifically, he shows how Avicenna
enriches Aristotle’s impoverished understanding of anatomy in the
light of new discoveries found in Galen, while avoiding Galen’s mate-
rialism. Hall’s broad survey identifies numerous relations between
Avicenna’s psychological theory and other aspects of his thought that
scholars will undoubtedly want to explore further.

In addition to Aristotle, another source of influence on Avicenna’s
thought, which is only now beginning to be vigorously investigated,
is the work of the Neoplatonic philosopher Plotinus. In “Non-Discursive
Thought in Avicenna’s Commentary on the Theology of Aristotle” Peter
Adamson traces Plotinus’ influence on Avicenna with respect to non-
discursive thinking. In brief, non-discursive thought for Avicenna
occurs In an instant, has a simple object and is not structured propo-
sitionally. The issue of non-discursive thought in Avicenna is impor-
tant not only for our understanding of how strongly Neoplatonism
influenced Avicenna, but also for our understanding of Avicennan
epistemology. Adamson considers Avicenna’s account of non-discur-
sive thought as it is found in a&-SifZ’ and an-Nagat, but in greatest
detail as it appears in Avicenna’s commentary on the so-called Theology
of Anistotle, the famous Arabic version of parts of Plotinus’ Enneads.
Although one might expect to find strong Neoplatonic influences in
Avicenna’s commentary, Adamson shows that Avicenna in fact “mas-
sages” the text in order to bring it in line with his own psycholog-
ical accounts found in a5-Sif@> and an-Nagat. Also, some scholars have
suspected that there would be a strong mystical element in Avicenna’s
commentary, since it was written during a period of his life when
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he was engaged in what he termed “eastern philosophy.” Adamson
finds no such mystical influence on the epistemological doctrine of
this work and again asserts that the views found in Avicenna’s com-
mentary of the Theology of Aristotle are substantively the views of his
carlier works.

Another area that has not received the attention in Avicenna stud-
ies that it deserves is Avicenna’s mathematical works. The final paper
in this section is Irina Luther’s “The Conception of Angle in the
Works of Ihn Sina and ai-Sirazi.” Luther’s study helps fill the gaps
in our understanding of Avicenna on mathematics, particularly with
respect to Avicenna’s understanding of angle. The paper begins by
considering in detail a3-Sirazi’s critique of Avicenna’s account of a
“horn angle” or “angle of tangency” found in a treatise Avicenna
dedicated to angles. An anonymous bibliography of Avicenna’s works
mentions two treatises by Avicenna devoted to angles: On the angle
and a Summary that the angle which s formed by the circumference and the
langent has no magnitude, which both Anawati and Mahdavi believed
referred to one and the same work. There is an edited version of
Avicenna’s On the angle, where Avicenna criticizes several views of
the angle, including Euclid’s own, current at his time. On the basis
of Luther’s summaries of a§-Sirazi’s discussion and Avicenna’s On the
angle, she concludes that On the angle and Summary cannot be one and
the same work, and so Avicenna’s Summary must still be lost, nor
can On the angle be the work to which a3-Sirazi refers. Scholars will
find Luther’s contribution helpful in at least two respects. It provides
a summary of Avicenna’s general position concerning angle found
in On the angle. Similarly, via a3-Sirazr’s critique of Avicenna on the
horn angle, Luther has given us an idea of the content of Avicenna’s
lost treatise.

The papers in section III, “Avicenna on Theology and Metaphysics,”
consider issues in the area of what is perhaps Avicenna’s most endur-
ing contribution to philosophy, metaphysics and theology. Although
we might think of metaphysics and theology as forming two distinct
disciplines, in Avicenna’s mind they were but a single science of
llakiyat. Such metaphysical issues as the real distinction between
essence and existence or causality found their ultimate explanation
in Avicenna in a thorough understanding of God and God’s rela-
tion to the world. As with the other sciences, Avicenna was both an
original thinker and a synthesizer with respect to metaphysics and
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theology. He drew from such Greek sources as Aristotle and Neo-
platonism as well as indigenous Arabic sources such as kalam. In the
papers collected here both the historical influences on Avicenna’s
thought and his own novel contributions to metaphysics and theol-
ogy are traced.

Both Arabic thinkers following Avicenna, such as Averroes and
Ibn Taymiya, as well as modern scholars have claimed that Avicenna’s
thought was influenced by the mutakallimin, or Islamic speculative
theologians. Omer Mahir Alper takes up this thesis with respect to
Avicenna’s proof for the existence of God in his paper “Avicenna’s
Argument for the Existence of God: Was He Really Influenced by
the Mutakalliman?” Alper provides a careful study of the language
and concepts of Avicenna’s proof, emphasizing such terms as muragih
(preponderator) and mupassis (particularizer) and such concepts as
contingent existence and necessary existence. He then indicates sev-
eral mutakallimun who used similar language and ideas in their proofs
for the existence of God, of whom Avicenna may well have been
aware. What is most notable about Alper’s study is his conclusion
that though Avicenna was almost certainly influenced by the mutakal-
Lman in his argument for God’s existence, he also went beyond them
and generalized their position so as to apply to existence or non-
existence of the world as a totality considered as a contingent being.
Interestingly, subsequent mutakallimin, such as al-Guwaynf, in fact used
a version of the proof much like Avicenna’s. Thus, Alper suggests,
in the case of the proof for the existence of God we see an instance
of cross-fertilization between Avicenna and the mutakalliman. Whether
there are other instances of cross-fertilization is an enticing subject
for future research.

Rahim Acar’s “Reconsidering Avicenna’s Position on God’s Knowl-
edge of Particulars” treats another subject that can be traced back
to medieval Arabic thinkers as well as modern scholars. The ques-
tion at hand is whether Avicenna truly believed that God could know
particulars. In other words, does God actually know individuals like
Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, or particular events, such as an eclipse’s
occurring on such and such a day in such and such a country, or
does God only know the species human and the cause of eclipses
in general? Both al-Gazalt and Michael Marmura have concluded
that Avicenna does not in fact believe that God knows particulars
(or at least not all particulars in the case of Marmura), since Avicenna’s
theory of divine knowledge cannot accommodate such knowledge.
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Acar observes that two different philosophical questions are being
confused here: a that-question and a how-question. Both al-Gazalt
and Marmura have assumed that since Avicenna cannot provide a
philosophically adequate explanation to the question of /fow God
knows particulars, then it must be the case #hat Avicenna did not
truly believe God did so. Given Avicenna’s own assertion that God
does know particulars—nothing escapes God’s knowledge, “not even
the weight of an atom”—Acar maintains that we should accept
Avicenna’s claim that God knows particulars, even if Avicenna did
not have the philosophical machinery to explain Aow such knowl-
edge was possible.

Amos Bertolacci’s paper “The Reception of Book B (Beta) of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics in the llahiyat of Avicenna’s Kitab as-Sifa>” con-
siders Avicenna’s appropriation of several of Aristotle’s aporiar from
his Metaphysics. The role of puzzles, or aporiai, in Aristotle’s dialectic
has recently become a major focus of attention. Given the influence
of Aristotle on Avicenna it would be no surprise that puzzles would
play an equally important role in the thought of Avicenna, and yet
there has been no work on this subject in Avicenna studies. Bertolacci
takes up this subject and observes a number of similarities and
differences between Aristotle’s and Avicenna’s use of aporiai. First,
Bertolacci points out the centrality that Avicenna gives to setting puz-
zles throughout his career. Next Bertolacci offers a catalogue of the
aporiar found in book B of the Metaphysics that Avicenna takes up in
the llakiyat and then provides a careful analysis of Avicenna’s treat-
ment of one of these puzzles. The main features of Avicenna’s recep-
tion of the aporiai of book B are that Avicenna is (1) selective, (2)
concise, (3) assertive and (4) unlike Aristotle, he does not present the
aporiai in a single place of the llahiyat, but treats them individually
in their appropriate contexts. Bertolacci concludes by suggesting that
Nicolaus Damascenus may have been a possible source of Avicenna’s
use of Beta. Scholars interested both in the structuring of the prob-
lematic associated with Avicennan metaphysics as well as the influence
of the classical heritage on Avicenna will find Bertolacci’s contribu-
tions insightful.

The Neoplatonic doctrine of emanation, fluxus or the Arabic fayd,
may be the most conspicuous, and perhaps problematic, feature of
Avicenna’s metaphysics. That is, all things, other than God, are either
directly or indirectly the result of an overflow from the superabun-
dance of God’s nature. Olga Lizzini, in her contribution “The Relation
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between Form and Matter: Some Brief Observations on the ‘Homology
Argument’ (llahiyat, 11.4) and the Deduction of Fluxus” argues that
not only does Avicenna have a “top down” argument for his doc-
trine of emanation, which has been recognized by all Avicennan
scholars, but also a less appreciated “bottom up” argument. This
latter argument, which Lizzini calls the “homology argument,” begins
from an analysis of the connection between form and matter in the
sublunary realm. Avicenna offers a legitimization of his doctrine of
emanation through an examination of the different relations that are
theoretically conceivable between matter and form. The importance
of the homology argument is that it is not based on an analysis of
the celestial or divine world, but on the very structure of the mate-
rial, corruptible world. In this sense, the doctrine of emanation reveals
itself not only in its metaphysical or “celestial” character, but also
in its physical aspect. Lizzini’s study confirms how in Avicennan phi-
losophy emanation is first a kind of causality and second a way to
conceive the God-world relation. Those working in Avicenna studies
will find Lizzini’s contribution helpful not only in understanding how
Avicenna transformed classical ideas, but also in acquiring a deeper
appreciation of the place of emanation in Avicenna’s system.

The final section of this volume is “The Heritage of Avicenna.”
The two papers that constitute this section show the intellectual
legacy of Avicenna in the medieval Near East. From the positive
influence of Avicenna on later theological writings, such as the “nature
of prophethood,” to the reception of Avicenna in Persian, these con-
tributions make abundantly clear the monumental degree to which
Avicenna’s thought influenced subsequent intellectual trends. Moreover,
both papers find the influence of Avicenna’s thought in places that
are quite unexpected, and thus embolden students of Avicenna to
look for Avicennan influence in hitherto unexplored areas.

The three properties of prophethood are a well-known feature of
many of Avicenna’s works. They include properties associated with
imagination, intellect and the human soul considered as a whole.
Indeed, the parallels between Avicennan sources and Ma’arig al-Quds,
a work traditionally attributed to al-Gazali, concerning the three
properties are so striking as to have lead such scholars as W. Mont-
gomery Watt and Hava Lazarus-Yafeh to designate the Ma’arg among
the spuria, or at the very least dubia, works of al-Gazali. In his study
“The Three Properties of Prophethood in Certain Works of Avicenna
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and al-Gazali,” M. Afifi al-Akiti argues that a more detailed exam-
ination of the sources reveals that the case is less straightforward
and more interesting. Based upon al-Akiti’s very detailed and care-
ful study of Avicennan and Ghazalian sources, he suggests that al-
Gazalt may well have in fact been the first to legitimize Avicennan
theoretical psychology in the Islamic religious community. In light
of his findings, al-Akiti calls for a reassessment of al-Gazali’s rela-
tionship to Avicenna, and in particular al-GazalT’s supposed polemic
against Avicenna should perhaps no longer be taken at face value.
Al-Akiti’s contribution offers not only interesting, and unexpected,
historical links between Islam’s “greatest” philosopher and its “great-
est” theologian, but also is a paradigm of a careful textual study and
comparison.

The second paper in this section, and the final paper of the volume,
is Roxanne D. Marcotte’s “Resurrection (Ma‘ad) in the Persian Hayat
an-nyfus of Isma‘il ibn Muhammad Rizi: the Avicennan Background.”
Rizi’s Hapat an-nufiis was a thirteenth century compendium of phi-
losophy written in Persian, which was in part written to dispel the
belief that philosophy could only be done in Arabic. M. T. Danispazth,
the editor of Hayat an-nufus, claimed that the work had a strong
“Illuminationist” element to it inspired by the philosophy of Sihab
ad-Din Suhrawardi. Marcotte considers the sources for RizT’s the-
ory of ma‘ad, or resurrection, found in Hayat an-nufus. Surprisingly,
RizT’s discussion of ma’ad is relatively free of “Illuminationist” influence,
claims Marcotte, and instead shows a greater reliance on Avicenna’s
al-Isarat wa-t-tanbthat and the accompanying commentaries of Fahr
ad-Din ar-Razt and Nasir ad-Din at-Tust. Although Marcotte is hes-
itant to generalize from the single case of Rizl’s account of ma‘ad to
the work overall, she is confident that further comparative study will
most likely indicate similar Avicennan influence in other topics of
Hayat an-nufus. Marcotte cautiously concludes her contribution with
the suggestion that Hayat an-nufis may represent one of the first
Persian translations and paraphrases of parts of Avicenna’s al-Isarat
via at-TusT’s commentary.

Finally, the Avicenna Study Group, and especially all the partici-
pants in The Second Annual Avicenna Study Group Symposium,
would like to extend their heartfelt gratitude to Dimitri Gutas, Giil
Russell, Yahya Michot and Jules Janssens. These scholars generously
agreed to act as respondents to the various papers presented at the
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symposium. It is not an exaggeration to say that every participant’s

paper was enriched by their insightful and helpful comments, and
so this volume overall.

Jon McGinnis

St. Louis, 16 June, 2003
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CHAPTER ONE

THE PSEUDO-AVICENNAN CORPUS, I:
METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS*

In memoriam Franz Rosenthal

David C. Reisman

The degree of freedom from intellectual authority
which exists in a particular civilization is determined
by the degree of willingness and ability to replace
authorities which have outlived their usefulness.

F. Rosenthal, Technique, 48b

The 1dentification and analysis of what I refer to here as the Pseudo-
Avicenna Corpus is a relatively undeveloped aspect of Avicenna stud-
ies. Inasmuch as such work is dependent on considerable advances
in the textual and philological methodologies themselves only recently
introduced to modern Avicenna studies, this lack of attention comes
as little surprise. My own investigation, while admittedly preliminary
in many of its details, suggests the following tentative characteristics
of the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus: it comprises a considerable number
of works in a variety of genres; it was developed and expanded over
the course of many centuries; and it is the textual result of a variety
of intellectual trends and allegiances. At this early stage in the research
I do not intend to provide a list of works attributed to Avicenna but
which I consider non-Avicennan. We should readily recognize the
folly of investigating a topic without first establishing the principles
and methodologies appropriate to the inquiry. In a more pragmatic

* For their help in refining my understanding of pseudepigraphy in general and
with especial reference to the Avicenna corpus I thank the participants of the Second
Avicenna Study Group meeting at WOCMES, Mainz, Sept. 12-13, 2002, partici-
pants of the Yale Arabic Colloquium, Nov. 20, 2002, and my colleagues Matthew
Dickie, John Ramsey, John Vaio, and especially Lawrence Lahey in the Department
of Classics and Mediterranean Studies, University of Illinois at Chicago.
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vein, such a list would quickly derail the investigation with debates
over particulars, based on opinion, and lacking a unifying set of
acceptable terms and hypotheses.

That we may begin such a study with the broad assumption that
there does in fact exist a Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus should not go
unremarked.! There has been a number of discrete inquiries into or
pronouncements about the authenticity of one work or another attrib-
uted to Avicenna and even occasional attempts to adhere to the rule
that to edit or translate an Avicennan work one must first establish

"I do not believe that it is necessary to establish the fact that pseudepigraphy,
broadly conceived and with the attendant divisions of misattribution discussed below,
is a common characteristic of medieval Islamic intellectual culture, nor do I think
it particularly useful to devise reasons for why it exists. Much of such discussion in
other fields (Classics, Bible Studies, Ancient Languages and Literatures) has evolved
with the express assumption that what we understand as pseudepigraphy requires
cultural explanations for its presence, centering especially on divergent notions of
authorship. David G. Meade (1988), chapter 1, has nicely summarized such debates.
Of especial importance to the discussion of pseudepigraphy and forgery in ancient
cultures is Wolfgang Speyer’s introduction of the idea that geistiges Figentum or “intel-
lectual/creative property” was an integral part of ancient culture, thus derailing
alternate interpretations, or justifications, for the presence of such literature; see
Speyer (1971). Such justifications may be important for modern conceptualizations
of an authoritative scriptural canon, but has little meaning for works of philosophy,
as found in the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus. It is enough to establish that medieval
Islamic culture was aware of the practice of forgery and the existence of pseude-
pigraphy in a variety of fields; see for now Franz Rosenthal (1947), 444f. In the
Avicennan context, we have the superb illustration of Avicenna’s own undertaking
of forgery; see Avicenna, The Life of Ibn Sina (1974), 68-73 as evidence of such prac-
tice for the express purpose of deception. One explanation for pseudepigraphy that
finds regular articulation in the literature and of importance here, however, is the
idea that ancient and medieval philosophical “schools” engaged in writing practices
that suggest an endorsement of “common authorship” (i.e., individual anonymity).
In the context of medieval Islamic intellectual culture, there may be some truth to
this in the case of the Pseudo-Aristotelian writings produced by the Kindi “circle”;
see for a general description G. Endress (1997). Still, modern research on this
appears simply to accept such a fact without further attention to the issue. In oppo-
sition to such a concept of “common authorship” in medieval Arabic philosophical
“schools” we might consider the very important emphasis placed on correct attri-
bution of the work of translating and revising the Graeco-Arabic corpus observable
in Hunayn ibn Ishaq’s documentation; see G. Bergstrisser (1966). Consider also
Hunayn’s reasoning for the presence of pseudepigrapha in that corpus as discussed
by Rosenthal (1947), 46. I can hardly agree with Rosenthal’s counter-intuitive con-
clusion concerning Arabic pseudepigrapha: “...it would seem that pseudepigraphs
in Muslim literature were comparatively small” (ib.). Whether Rosenthal is restrict-
ing this conclusion to only a precise period in medieval Islam is not certain (cf. a
similar statement in Rosenthal (1941), 386), but given the relatively consistent aware-
ness on the part of medieval Muslim scholars of the complex of genres we might
group under the category of “misascriptions,” his opinion cannot be correct.
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its pedigree.” Unfortunately, it is equally the case that many past
studies of Avicenna’s bibliography, or evaluations of specific devel-
opments in his thought, or indeed broad characterizations of his phi-
losophy, have proceeded with a singular disinterest in establishing a
trustworthy conception of what works of his may be deemed authentic.
This raises a host of issues concerning how we approach the study
of medieval philosophy in the Islamic world and the relative merits

? See the following studies of individual works (this list is by no means compre-
hensive; see also notes below): S. Pines (1951), 121-124; “AlT Asgar Hikmat (1955),
159fT. (questioning authenticity of the tafasir attributed to Avicenna); J. Michot (1982)
(on Masa’il ‘an ahwal ar-rih; Anawatl 98; Mahdavi 135); id. (1984b) (on four ques-
tions entitled Ritab al-Mabda’ wa-l-ma‘ad; Anawati 196; Mahdavi 106b, p. 216); id.,
(1984a) (on R. fi Ma‘rifat an-nafs an-natiga wa-ahwaliha; Anawati 103; Mahdavi 238);
cf. M. E. Marmura (1992), 203, n. 86; Peter Heath (1992), 201ff,, in favor of attri-
bution to Avicenna of the Miragnamal; cf. J. Janssens (1999), 37; importantly, Heath
does state that “much more basic philological work of a historical and analytical
nature is required before a clear picture of Avicenna’s writings emerges” (ib., 201);
J. Janssens (1993). On the putative Avicenna—Abt Sa‘ld ibn Abi 1-Hayr corre-
spondence, to which I hope to focus my attention in more detail shortly, see Reisman
(2002), 138ff. The recent publication by Gotthard Strohmaier (2002) focuses on the
knowledge of pseudepigraphy and forgery among Arabic-writing philosophers, as
well as some Pseudo-Avicenniana in the Latin tradition. As for general method-
ological statements on the subject I do not mean by my opening remark above
that the task of establishing a methodology of investigation has been wholly neglected
in Arabic-Islamic studies, but what has been done is largely restricted to the field
of Graeco-Arabica and is, thus, in many ways informed more by the Classical tra-
dition than by the Islamic. In other words, Greek pseudepigraphy and forgery in
Arabic translation is still Greek pseudepigraphy and forgery. One question here
should be raised, however, since it may have bearing on the study of these genres
in the Arabic tradition in which no Greek background is posited: whether or not
the introduction of “new” pseudepigraphic or forged works on the part of medieval
Arabic scholars to the Greek corpus constitutes an important development in the
Arabic tradition that needs to be investigated in a manner distinct from the sim-
ple translation of Greek pseudepigraphy and forgery into Arabic. One indication
that it does not seems to be suggested by Dimitri Gutas (1986). To the categories
of “spurious” and “authentic” Gutas has added the additional category of “ten-
dentiousness.” According to his argument, elements of the Arabic biographies of
Aristotle, which do not appear to be a part of the Greek originals, can be consid-
ered “tendentious” but nonetheless “authentic” in that they represent a process of
projecting backward onto the interpretation of the Classical tradition the norms of
later cultural expressions, in the example he provides, those of Alexandrian
Aristotelianism. Taken over by the Arabic tradition, such “tendentiousness” is not
spurious but authentic, in that it has Greek (though post-Classical) origin. I would
suggest simply that Arabic pseudepigraphy and forgery is not strictly speaking dis-
tinct from the Classical tradition in that the same methodologies apply to research-
ing both; this paper is intended as a reminder of such. In the category of medieval
Islamic pseudepigrapha, a certain amount of useful scholarship has been undertaken
with regard to the Ghazalian corpus. Below I draw on W. Montgomery Watt (1952),
24-45; and Hava Lazarus-Yafeh (1975).
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of historiographical and analytical methodologies that cannot be
addressed here.” At any rate, a first principle may be enunciated:
there does exist what can be termed a Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus, and
it is imperative that we devise a means to evaluate it properly.
Terminological issues immediately present themselves. What do
we mean by “Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus” We have a host of terms,
developed in other disciplines,® to describe the particular entries of
such a corpus; in order to use them we should be clear about their
implications. Such terms include “pseudepigraphy,” “forgery,” “falsifi-
cation,” “plagiarism” and “pseudonymity.” I draw the following dis-
tinctions. The difference between the two genres of pseudepigraphy
and forgery lies primarily in intention.” Pseudepigraphy is the result
of an error (or a series of such), usually by later scholars, scribes
and bibliographers,® that leads to the misattribution of a work to a

* These issues have been conceptualized in a far more lucid manner in previous
scholarship. I record here once again the complaint that inaugurated a new stage
in Avicenna studies: “The study of Arabic-writing philosophers . .. has been con-
sistently hampered by a general lack of fustorical investigations preceding and establishing
the boundaries of normative evaluations,” (Dimitri Gutas (1988), 5; my emphasis).
Gutas (2002c) has expanded on this observation recently. First reactions to this
paper have begun to appear, peculiarly enough, in the popular press, albeit on a
relatively minor aspect of Gutas’ thesis; see F. Niewohner (2002) (I thank Dimitri
Gutas for providing me with copies of his paper and Niewohner’s essay). Reflecting
a myopic view of the current state of research on medieval Arabic philosophy is
the curious statement made by O. Leaman in his review of Averroes and the Aristotelian
Tradition (Endress (1996)): “Despite the impressive scholarship which characterises
many of the essays in this collection, as a whole it is rather representative of an
old-fashioned orientalism which treats Islamic philosophy as an aspect of the his-
tory of philosophy rather than a part of philosophy itself” (Leaman (2002), 172).
Labeling the philological and historical spadework so necessary to a proper under-
standing of Arabic philosophy as “orientalism” merely detracts attention from the
very reasonable plan of research that suggests we must first establish a corpus of
texts within its historical framework before engaging it philosophically.

* T rely here on the work of W. Speyer (1971) along with N. Brox (1975), D. G.
Meade (1988) and A. Grafton (1990).

> Speyer (1971), 13 considers forgery a species of the genus pseudepigraphy. This
has much to recommend it in that the two are similar in essence (misattributed
writings) but distinct in one of their causes (as above). Here, though, I will treat
the two simply as different categories because of the different ways in which schol-
arship must treat them (see below). I understand that this type of division based
on intention may be problematic for readers accustomed to Speyer’s categorization,
but it would seem to me that this question of intention is largely undeveloped in
the secondary literature. I focus on it here for that reason alone and hold open
the possibility that the actual evaluation of particular works may require the broader
genus of pseudepigraphy to account for all possible entries in the corpus.

® By this we should specify later scholars, scribes and bibliographers of the tradi-
tion itself; on modern errors and their irrelevance, see below.
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given author. Forgery is a conscious and willing act of such misat-
tribution and involves the composition of a work that is attributed
to someone other than its real author (who is the forger). Falsification
is the manipulation of an authentic text in such a way as to effect
a substantive change in the original author’s intention, whether such
falsification involves manipulating the original authorial statement of
intent, the insertion of new statements or passages into the work, or
generally, the modification of some part of the original work. The
difference between the acts of forgery and plagiarism is that, with
forgery, one takes his own work and calls it someone else’s, and,
with plagiarism, one takes an already composed work, or part thereof,
and calls it his own. Falsification and plagiarism appear to be closely
related, in that both presuppose an actual work by an author; med-
dling with the work or stealing it outright present little distinction.
Interestingly, pseudepigraphy and forgery need not imply the exis-
tence of an actual and particular composition by the original author;
both need only evince apparent similarities with any of the works of
the authentic corpus. In the context of a general evaluation of mis-
attribution in the philosophical literature of medieval Islam, however,
there is no methodological or ideological imperative to distinguish
pseudonymity from forgery.’

If these definitions are acceptable, it would be reasonable to sug-
gest further that in identifying Pseudo-Avicennan works, the three
categories of pseudepigraphy, forgery and falsification will serve our
purposes. I omit plagiarism for a variety of reasons, chief among
which is the difficulty of establishing cases of plagiarism in post-
Avicennan philosophy given the usual quotation and reference prac-
tices of medieval writers. This is not to say that there was a uniform
ignorance of or disregard for sophisticated methods of reference by
scholars in medieval Islam; such methods are readily observed in

7 T follow K. Koch’s definition of pseudonymity as a deliberate act (apud Meade
(1988), 1, n. 3), though an argument could be made for pseudonymity being a
species of pseudepigraphy if the attribution is the product of later error. Certainly
we need not be concerned with the question of wmwented pseudonyms, which Meade
correctly notes may very well be a product of modern literature. Meade attempts
to make a case for borrowed pseudonyms as a product of ancient practice (ib.), but
his viewpoint can only be assessed within the context of debates over the religious
authority of canon. It is meaningless in the context of a critical examination of
medieval philosophical literature, however interesting the implications of the debate
for modern evaluations of ancient or medieval cultures.
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that scholarship.® Unlike the picture concerning the testamonia we
can gather for charges of plagiarism among litterateurs of the time,’
there does not appear to be a similar concern in philosophical writings.
We can say that a later philosopher writing under his own name who
quotes Avicenna without reference is influenced by his thought but
is not engaging in plagiarism.'’

Falsification must be retained as a category for the assessment of
the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus because, if there are instances of such,
it represents a different species of activity and results in a different
research interest in any of the examples. For there is still a genuine
Avicennan work underneath the “falsified” elements which needs to
be identified and studied as Avicennan.'

Why, though, retain pseudepigraphy and forgery as distinct cate-
gories? In other words, does the difference of intention (none in the
first, dishonesty in the second) matter? It could be argued that once
it is determined that a group of works is not by Avicenna, we may
simply set them aside and focus on the task of studying the real
Avicennan works. Intention is thus irrelevant to the pragmatic con-
cerns of scholarship. Surely, though, no scholar would be so short-
sighted as to find this an attractive proposition. The study of Avicenna
encompasses necessarily (both in fact and ideal) the study of the
reception of his thought by later thinkers. In this light, identifying
intention 18 very important. For example, imagine that a work mis-
attributed to Avicenna plays a major role in the evaluation and
impact of Avicenna’s thought among later philosophers. If that work
is a mere pseudepigraph then the interpretation of Avicenna would
rest on a historical mistake; plotting the affect of that mistake in
medieval philosophy is profoundly interesting, just as correcting it
for modern scholars is profoundly important. Equally, if such a mis-
attributed work is the product of forgery, then identifying the origin
of that forgery and the reasons for its undertaking will be crucial in

8 For the very sophisticated techniques employed in medieval Islamic scholar-
ship, see Rosenthal, Technique (1974).

% See Rosenthal (1974), 45, G. E. von Grunebaum (1944) and now A. Sanni
(1998); reviewed by L. Guo (2002).

1" However, this issue of quotation without reference can cause multiple prob-
lems for identification of authentic Avicenna works; for a nice summary of the issue
in relation to the Gazall corpus, see Lazarus-Yafeh (1975), 18ff.

"' For a case of falsification involving the addition of an epistolary introduction
designed to mask Avicenna’s original authorial intention, see Reisman (2002), 142ff.
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plotting the ideological use (or abuse) of Avicenna’s name by later
authors.'”” Thus, the differences of intention discernible in the two
genres dictate the nature and undoubtedly the results of the research."”

Pseudepigraphy and forgery do, however, converge in another
respect and that is in influence. Neither a pseudepigraph nor a forgery
warrants additional scholarly interest if it can be established that the
work had no intellectual influence (or influence of any other kind)
on later authors. Determining such a complete lack of influence will
be very difficult, especially in light of our very limited understanding
of later philosophical developments in medieval Islam; however, if it
is possible, it should be a factor in how we direct our energies to
the study of Avicenna. In at least one instance, though, such a deter-
mination is relatively easy: the case of independent misattribution by
modern cataloguers of Avicenna’s works."" If an item of the Pseudo-
Avicenna Corpus is the result of error by a modern cataloguer, it
has had no influence on intellectual developments, unless of course

12 We have done little work on post-Avicennan philosophers so identifying likely
authors of the pseudepigrapha will be a major undertaking. Still, such work rec-
ommends itself if only for the simple reason that the modern study of Avicenna is
unavoidably informed by centuries of mediation by other scholars; identifying the
agents of such mediation is thus beneficial in clarifying the preconceptions and
unexpressed assumptions that govern our understanding of Avicenna’s life and phi-
losophy today.

13 It is precisely in this distinction that my argument departs from previous stud-
ies of pseudepigraphy. If pseudepigraphy is understood to comprise both the pres-
ence and the absence of intention in the authorial attribution of a text (see Speyer’s
genus—species division above), there would appear to be no useful difference by
which we can distinguish discrete species of pseudepigraphy. The arguments (or
assumptions) in favor of such a genus—species division seem to rest only in dis-
tinguishing #ypes of intention, sometimes good, sometimes nefarious, and both ulti-
mately producing a collection of misattributed works. These distinctions strike me
as moral, not categorial ones. For instance, someone who ascribes his own work to
Avicenna for the sake of perpetuating what he considers great philosophy, or who
invents statements which he ascribes to Avicenna for the sake of entertainment (e.g.,
in biographical literature) is deemed to have good intentions, while someone who
squirrels his own modifications to Avicenna’s thought under false ascription to
Avicenna 13 deemed to have bad intentions. To arrive at such judgments seems to
me not only practically difficult, but also productive of the very interpretive stances
scholars seck to avoid in tucking forgery away under the seemingly innocuous term
“pseudepigraphy.” Thus, I identify “intention” as the essential difference between
the species “pseudepigraphy” (erroneously misattributed works) and the species
“forgery” (intentionally misattributed works). Admittedly, this might only shift the
qualitative differences we might perceive in a variety of intentions to the species of
forgery, but, as I note above, it does have the benefit of clearly defining a pro-
gram of research into misattributed works.

" For one such error, see Reisman (2002), 149.
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some unsuspecting modern scholar is not aware of the fact, but that
falls entirely into the realm of poor scholarship.

One other consideration in plotting the broad contours of our
approach to the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus presents itself. Much of
the preceding discussion builds on the assumption that misascribed
works (of either of the two types: mistaken or forged) are the product
of as yet unidentified individuals or groups of individuals (later scholars
of the tradition in error, or later forgers). It will be difficult enough
to establish works of a questionable nature that are to be investigated
as possible pseudepigrapha or forgeries. Even more daunting will be
identifying those responsible for such works or for their misattribution.
At least one sub-group of the Corpus, however, should not prove
difficult, if only for the axiomatic reason that identifying misattrib-
uted works is always easier if you have the original text and a strong
indication of someone else’s authorship. Thus, at least some of the
Corpus consists of texts that are verifiably by other authors. Three
immediately evident examples of this group are the passage from
Theophrastus’ Meteorology carrying Avicenna’s name under the title
Asbab ar-ra’d wa-lI-barg;” the work titled Risala fi n-Nafs which is an
Arabic translation of a treatise on the soul by the third-century Chris-
tian author Gregory Thaumatourgos;'® and a section from Miskawayh’s
Tahdib al-ahlaq which circulated under Avicenna’s name with the title
Daf* al-gamm min al-mawt.'” 1 suspect that this group of Pseudo-
Avicenna texts is relatively small.'®

The necessarily abstract nature of the forgoing discussion is per-
haps somewhat deceptive in its simplistic outlook. It defines genre
categories of the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus so that the additional

1 Mahdavi 27; F. Sezgin (1967-), VII: 233; J. Janssens (1991), 52, no. 3.

16 See Helmut Gitje (1971), 54-62 (discussion); 101-113 (text and trans. of the
long version); and 121-130 (text and trans. of the short version). The attribution
to Avicenna appears to be the result of scribal or cataloging errors in the exem-
plar British Museum 8069, and thus is a classic case of pseudepigraphy. The title
page of that manuscript gives the title of the work as Talpis kalam l-Arista fi n-nafs
l-Ibn Stna and on the next leaf is found the alternate title Risalat Talhis kalam
Aristatalis fi n-nafs an-natiga l-Ibn Stna. The incipit of the work itself (f. 2v) states
hada muptasar min qawl al-hakim Aristatalis al-faylasaf fi n-nafs. Note the attribution to
Aristotle, which compounded the level of pseudepigraphy! I thank Dimitri Gutas
for discussions of this misattribution.

'7 See Mahdavi 168; and J. Janssens (1991), 67, no. 6.

'8 Thus, identifying them will be a simple task, but again we need to heed the
exhortation to study the influence of such misascription on later authors who may
have been misled into treating them as Avicennan.
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research on a given text is appropriately handled. Still, in endeav-
oring to identify such misattribution, one crucial methodological state-
ment should be clearly enunciated and strictly observed: we should
always err on the side of caution in making arguments against authen-
ticity." Anthony Grafton has cleverly articulated the possible short-
comings of those who seek to verify forgeries:

[They] go wrong, usually, for the very reasons that lead them into
criticism in the first place: because they want to find evidence either
to support a wider thesis which is philosophical or theological, not
philological or historical in character, or to support a philological or
historical case which itself rests on unquestioned assumptions rather
than testable evidence.”

Thus, another principle of the methodology should be articulated:
The initial interpretative position for works with authorial ascription
to Avicenna should proceed from the assumption of authenticity.
Scholars who, then, seek to establish a Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus must,
with each text, establish convincing evidence for the possibility of
pseudepigraphy, forgery or falsification. For all three assignations, we
should be aware of the intellectual, philological and historical con-
texts of our argument. There is a related concern here, though. The
implications of assigning a given work to the genre of pseudepigra-
phy are perhaps somewhat less crucial than those for forgeries, in
that no additional arguments of origin are required once a text is
so identified.?" This is clearly not the case with forgery and falsification,
which require us to investigate the purpose such a text was designed
to fulfill. The similar facts of pseudepigrapha and forgeries, though,
in that they both exist and influence later developments, will make
it difficult to determine to which category a work belongs. This will
require careful research directed toward intellectual, social and polit-
ical developments in post-Avicennan contexts.

Setting aside the issues of categorical assignation and the positing
of motives or their lack for the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus, it would
be productive to the goal of our task to identify some specific method-
ological principles for identifying misattributed works. Here, I see no

1 Jules Janssens is to be credited for this admirable statement, articulated in a
variety of different ways and contexts, during the WOCMES proceedings.

% Grafton (1990), 98.

2l By this I do not imply that defining a work as pseudepigraphic should be any
less meticulous than defining it as forgery.
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reason to reinvent the wheel, as it were. Traditional methods of
scholarship for these types of identifications suffice and, for our con-
cerns, establish external and internal evidence as the two main cat-
egories for such investigations.

A peculiar, and perhaps unconscious, assumption in the field of
philology and textual criticism is that so-called external evidence car-
ries less force of argument than internal evidence. A variety of reasons
may be adumbrated for this assumption, but we should first try to
understand what we mean by external evidence. In research directed
toward determining the nature and scope of the Pseudo-Avicenna
Corpus I would suggest that there is a variety of types of external
evidence. The most basic definition of such evidence is that it con-
sists of information about a text not found in the text itself. Within
this basic concept of external evidence, however, we have a host of
different types of such information with attendant gradations of value.
Such gradations of value are directly related to what can be called
tradition. 'The “Avicennan tradition” obviously has its origin in the
work of Avicenna himself, but it becomes what we term a tradition
through his interaction with his immediate students and contempo-
raries. It then proceeds through a succession of students and even-
tually becomes a larger heritage that informs later scholars, whether
directly a part of that succession of students or not.” Now, clearly,
information about Avicenna’s actual (and not just supposed) bibli-
ography is to be accorded more evidentiary weight the closer it is
to the origin of the tradition. Thus, Avicenna’s own references to
his works, as well as references to and even verifiable borrowings
from his works by his immediate students and contemporaries, carry
more truth value about the contents of the authentic corpus than
those by later scholars, however well-informed. We have, then, what
we might call “external evidence within the tradition” and we might
posit as informants of this early tradition Avicenna’s direct disciples

2 T admit that this demarcation between “tradition” and “heritage” is but a use-
ful one for the purpose of my point here and is open to dispute. Still, it is inter-
esting to note that in a recent collective volume of twenty papers entitled Avicenna
and His Heritage (Janssens, ed. (2002)), substantive discussion of what “heritage”
means is entirely absent. (My failure to define what is meant by “tradition” in my
Avicennan Tradition is also to be noted!). The broad characteristics of “tradition” and
“heritage” adumbrated above should be taken as introductory remarks to future
discussion.
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al-Ma‘simi, Bahmanyar, Ibn Zayla, and al-Goizgani.”» We should
extend the tradition to include, perhaps singularly, as-Signaht (fl.
mid-sixth/mid-twelfth century), who was apparently a student of al-
Lawkari, himself a student in some manner of Bahmanyar.?* As-
Signaht is accorded special preference in his generation since he
appears to have been in possession of texts that may have their ori-
gin in Avicenna’s own library.”

After as-Signahi, and even among scholars of his generation, the
veracity of information regarding Avicenna’s works becomes prob-
lematic.?® While we should be flexible with terminal dates, I would
suggest that after this collective source of information, the next type
can be considered “external evidence of the heritage.” This group
of evidence might profitably be divided into information from schol-
ars operating in the direct line of master-student transmission and
scholars outside that direct line. I mean by the latter group primarily
biographers and historians who compiled their information on
Avicenna’s works from a variety of sources, including those about
which we have no reliable data. The distinction between scholars
within the “direct line” and outside of it is a fine one, since all of
these later scholars now have their information on Avicenna’s bib-
liography only secondarily through books?” and as such can be

% On each of these individuals, see the “Index of Names and Places” in Avicennan
Tradition.

# For ag-Signahi, sce Gutas (1987), especially 8-9. For additional details on his
codex, see Reisman (2002), 77ff.

% T am hesitant to accord such significance to other individuals who are said to
have been students of al-Lawkari, including As‘ad al-Mayhant (c. 527/1132-3), al-
Gilant (fl. sixth/twelfth c¢.), Muhammad ibn Abi Tzhir an-NasirT (d. 539/1144-5)
and al-Hasan al-Qattan (d. 548/1153—4), since much more research needs to be
conducted on their knowledge of Avicenna’s works; on these scholars, see for now
the index to al-Bayhaqi, Tatimmat Swan al-hikma (1932). Also, despite the welcome
presentation of a master-student usnad extending from Bahmanyar to Nasir ad-Din
at-Tast by Ahmed H. al-Rahim (2003), the waters remain muddy for the later
generations.

% On the question of al-Bayhaqi’s reliability, see Reisman (2003b).

¥ By “secondarily through books” I mean that they did not have the opportunity
to either see Avicenna’s actual holographs or to discuss his works with him orally
in the manner that his immediate students and contemporaries did. There are
important exceptions to this, at least in terms of access to Avicenna’s holographs.
For instance, the anonymous scribe of MS Istanbul University A. Y. 4755, copied
some of the texts of his codex from Avicenna’s own handwriting; these he proba-
bly had from Ibn at-Tilmid (d. 549/1154-5) and Ibn Abi I-Haragayn (d. 510/1117);
see Reisman (2002), 46. Ibn at-Tilmid, head physician of the ‘Adudi hospital in
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influenced by other sources of information (for instance from schol-
ars outside the direct line). Still, the distinction may prove useful in
assessing or comparing evidence from the two groups. At any rate,
it should be obvious that questions about the reliability of external
evidence should generally not be directed at such evidence that comes
from “within the tradition,” barring any other qualifying circum-
stances,® but they can be raised about evidence from the “heritage”
scholars.

The field is to some extent far along in collecting the evidence
that produces a corpus of authentic Avicenna with which to com-
pare questionable works and much of that is based on the form of
the external evidence discussed here.? Still, little attention has been
directed toward the evaluation of the different sources for that infor-
mation. In this regard, it would be very interesting to collect any
extant later testamonia that either seek to establish that a given work
is in fact by Avicenna or that raise critical questions about any entry
in the corpus. If such testamonia do appear, it would give us a reli-
able sense of when the Nachlass of Avicenna begins to come under
evaluation and, by implication, when that Nachlass becomes subject
to spurious addition.”® In general, it is a major desideratum of the
field that we not simply reproduce medieval bibliographical lists of
Avicenna’s works; rather, we need to construct a critical frame-
work in which to evaluate those lists. Can we plot historically the
expansion in the quantity of works attributed to Avicenna? From
where does the information for sequentially expanding lists come?
Can we make distinctions between descriptive titles and actual ones?
Can we identify which later scholar had access to which kinds of
bibliographical sources, etc.?

Baghdad, is apparently a major figure in the reception of Avicenna’s medical works.
For the holograph copy of the Qanin in his possession, see A. Z. Iskandar (1970)
and (1981). Other such sources are likely to emerge and deserve especial attention
in building a list of trustworthy witnesses to the Avicennan corpus.

% An instance of a qualifying circumstance might raise questions about the reli-
ability of the textual transmission, over a significant period of time, of the evidence
from Avicenna and his immediate students or contemporaries. For an important
case, see Reisman (2002), 119ff., on questions about the bibliography associated
with al-Giizgani’s biography.

# Indeed, Gutas’ list of “Major Philosophical Works” (Gutas (1988), 79ff.) pro-
ceeds on just these grounds.

% Elsewhere I have suggested the mid-sixth/mid-twelfth century for the growth
in the bibliography of Avicenna; see Reisman (2002), chapter 2.
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Another type of external evidence is to be located in the infor-
mation derived from the manuscripts of Avicenna’s works. Such infor-
mation includes datation, provenance, scribal notes, especially colophons
and any indications of the source of archetypes and their condition
(i.e., critical apparatuses), as well as readers” and buyers’ notes. There
should be no question that there existed a sophisticated scholarly
body of rules related to the transmission of texts in medieval Islam.
These rules were not always adhered to, but when they were, they
provide us with a great deal of valuable information that can direct
the inquiry into the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus. Equally, it would be
interesting to know whether there is a particular time, geographical
location, or cultural context in which these rules are no longer known
or followed, since it might be argued that when observance of these
rules is absent, there is a greater likelihood for the appearance of
spurious works. In another respect, evidence from the copy dates of
manuscripts often appears to be given short shrift in the evaluation
of authenticity. Certainly, in many cases it may be argued that the
late date of an extant exemplar of a work is no indication of its spu-
riousness, since the readiest objections are that our own knowledge
about all extant Arabic manuscripts is still developing and that a
late copy may be the heir of an early, now lost, exemplar. These
are valid objections, but consider a case in which we might observe
the simultaneous appearance of manuscripts of a work ascribed to
Avicenna and the first documented references, quotations or discus-
sions of that work in the philosophical literature.” I note above that
caution is to be exercised in judging a work spurious; it is equally
applicable in judging a work authentic.”” Thanks to the monumen-
tal efforts of modern cataloguers such as Anawati and Mahdavi, we
have a great deal of information about the manuscripts available;
such efforts need to be built upon and expanded so that the man-
uscript evidence can be properly assessed before we make assump-
tions about its worth.*

*1 See one example in Reisman (2002), 143. Another example—the “Poem on
the Soul” ascribed to Avicenna and its relation to Isma‘li circles—is discussed by
Daniel De Smet (2002).

52 This is not a methodological inconsistency. I mean here simply that the ini-
tial presumption of authenticity that I have articulated as a principle of the inves-
tigation should not become dogmatic, especially in light of any evidence to the
contrary.

# In this regard it should be noted that Mahdavi based his classification of ques-
tionable works in part on whether or not there is an attribution to Avicenna in the



16 METHODOLOGY

Having examined some aspects of the external evidence to be used
in defining the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus, it is logical to proceed to
a discussion of the types of internal evidence of authenticity or spu-
riousness. I begin here by stating that the evaluation of internal evi-
dence with regard to works that might appear, prima facie, to be
spurious, should always rest on a prior and thorough analysis of
works of impeccable Avicennan authenticity. Without this ground-
work, the dilemmas I outline below will remain truly, and not just
apparently, unresolvable.

With this principle firmly grasped, it would nonetheless be naive
of us indeed to assume that an evaluation of the “thought” of a
treatise ascribed to Avicenna would assure us that the treatise is
authentic,” or even that “thought” alone accounts for all internal
evidence. To elaborate the first point, the “thought” or “doctrine”
or “intellectual stance” we ascribe to Avicenna can be both the result
of close study of authentic Avicennan texts as well as a product of
the assumptions and intellectual precommitments we bring to the
interpretation of Avicenna. By the latter I do not imply that we can-
not reconstruct the actual philosophical system of Avicenna, since
such an interpretive position is both specious and, given the post-
modern scholarly temperament, all too predictable in its disastrous
results. I simply mean to reiterate the necessity for caution: if we
find an idea in a questionable treatise that sits at odds with what
we know of Avicenna’s thought from impeccably established works,
we should nonetheless be careful about designating that treatise
spurious.

manuscripts of a given work. I would not recommend this as a final statement on
authenticity or spuriousness, but here we have solid grounds on which to build.
Another interesting question about the codicology of the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus
is whether or not Pseudo-Avicennan works are transmitted in manuscript traditions
distinct from those of authentic works (consider C. B. Schmitt’s analysis of Latin
manuscripts in which such a separation can be observed, apud Everett Rowson
(1992), 478).

3% Such is pronounced by Marmura in his evaluation of the authenticity of Ithat
an-nubwa, having found no strong argument in favor from the manuscript evidence;
see M. Marmura’s introduction to Avicenna, Risala fi itbat an-nubawat (1991), viii.
This is not to say that Marmura’s evaluation of this “thought of the treatise” is not
subtle and nuanced, but it is by no means an approach that alone assures conclu-
sive results. H. Davidson’s objection to Marmura’s argument proceeds on essen-
tially the same grounds; see Davidson (1992), 87, n. 56 (I thank Frank Griffel for
this reference).
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Here, though, we should not veer into credulousness. It seems an
obvious fact to those who have studied post-Avicennan intellectual
developments that the influence of Avicenna’s philosophy was enor-
mous in virtually all areas of medieval thought. Clearly, then, the
process of appropriating Avicenna’s philosophy for a variety of intel-
lectual and religious ends begins in the medieval period, and that
appropriation, to whatever end, is characterized by partial or whole-
sale adoption of Avicenna’s philosophical terminology, argumentation
and conclusions. Works produced in the literature we designate as
Avicenna’s “heritage” thus may bear remarkable resemblance to orig-
inal Avicennan texts. Distinguishing between authentic Avicenna and
later “heritage” works that have crept into his bibliography cannot
proceed simply by noting the similarity of “thought.” It is in the
subtle differences, in the “exaggeration of a known or credible ele-
ment,”” in the very different conclusions drawn from very common
Avicennan postulates that the spurious work will reveal itself.*®

Arguments against authenticity based on such differences always
face the counter-argument from chronology, that is, an unusual doc-
trinal element may be explained by Avicenna’s own intellectual devel-
opment (and thus chronology of works).”” This is a valid consideration

# T take this phrase from C. Babcock (1965), 22, in his discussion of “propa-
ganda” in historiographical representations (I thank John Ramsey for this reference).

% Jules Janssens has noted (private communication, 2 February 2003) an appar-
ently difficult example of the type of “heritage work” I outline here: Gazalt’s Magasid
al-falasifa. In as much as this work is almost wholly of Avicennan inspiration, how
do we distinguish it from “authentic” Avicenna? The solution appears simple enough:
Gazall did not write his work as a forgery in that he did not ascribe it to Avicenna.
His stated aim is to explain Avicenna’s philosophy. Now, if later readers happened
to mistake the work, or the many others like it in the periods of reception, as writ-
ten by Avicenna, this means only that it is an example of the type of pseudepig-
raphy I have described here.

7 This conflict between arguments for or against authenticity and the established
chronology of works is perhaps nowhere more observably problematic than in the
studies on authenticity in the Gazall corpus. In the case of Gazali, the problem is
directly related to the so-called “conversion” narrative of Gazall’s Mungid, in which
he lays out the changes in his perspective on a host of issues important to him.
Watt’s study (Watt (1952)) of the authentic and the spurious in the Gazali corpus
is plagued by general statements having to do with the impossibility of a work
belonging to a particular stage of Gazalr’s life from which it is identified as com-
ing. While chronology issues can be very important for arguments about authen-
ticity, the problem needs some clarification. An argument against authenticity should
not be based on the impossibility of a work’s belonging to a particular stage of an
author’s career, since the counter-argument will always tend toward revising the
chronology, which is no solution at all. But an argument for authenticity on the
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since the refinement of arguments, of expository methods and of
conclusions is an observable, and perhaps essential, characteristic of
truly great minds. In Avicenna’s case, the argument from chronology
appears regularly to be linked to the observation of a change in the
genre of writing or the style of Avicenna’s exposition. This too may
be a valid consideration in that we can readily observe such differences
in works irrefutably Avicennan.*® In both cases, though, we do have
a variety of means at our disposal to avoid constant irresolution in
determining authenticity. In the first case, recent scholarly studies of
the evolution in Avicenna’s thought on particular topics provide us
with model examples of which aspects of his thinking Avicenna re-
evaluated as well as the methods by which he undertook such a
task.” The process of identifying such topics that were subject to
evolution in Avicenna’s thought is still in its early stages, but it may
be fair to say, however provisionally, that Avicenna did not revise
every aspect of his philosophical thinking on a continuous basis—some
areas, notably in psychology and metaphysics, received more atten-
tion than others—and that the process of such evolution was an
incremental one. Abrupt, unexplainable and radical shifts in his
thought as observed in works of questionable authenticity should
make us wary. In the second case, too, we should begin with the
known. We have authentic Avicennan works, short treatises and let-
ters that evince stylistic differences; such posited differences, whether
in terminology, syntax, literary style, methods of internal and exter-
nal reference, etc., need to be properly evaluated and then compared
to questionable works characterized by unusual style or genre.*

basis of the place of a work in an author’s development is no better, since it rests
on an unverifiable hypothesis that necessarily assumes change. Authenticity argu-
ments that involve chronology always approach tautology, making them circum-
stantial at best in the absence of additional proof.

% The standard examples here are the Iarat and the Hidaya, both of which
evince a marked concision of style in comparison to the Si/z’ for instance; see
Reisman (2003b) for this point. Another genre of philosophical exposition is observ-
able in the so-called “philosophical stories” Hayy tbn Yaqzan and Risalat at-Tayr (the
phrase is Sarah Stroumsa’s (1992), with useful summaries of other scholars’ views
on these texts). Yet another genre, largely unexamined to date, is what we may
call epistolary: the letters of Avicenna to his colleagues and students, including those
that, in part, make up the Mubahatat; see below for an initial list of such letters.

¥ Recent studies include Amos Bertolacci (2001a), Dimitri Gutas (2000b) and
Toby Mayer (2003). As Gutas and Mayer have both demonstrated, the Mubahatat
constitutes an excellent source for the evaluation of how Avicenna refined his think-
ing on specific issues.

1 Neither the argument from chronology nor that from genre expansion is new
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To elaborate the second point above, that “thought” alone does
not account for all internal evidence, we should turn our attention
to another form of internal evidence worth investigating: terminology,
syntax, style and structural aspects of authentic and spurious Avicennan
texts." First, arguments against authenticity based on technical ter-
minology are virtually inconsequential in that medieval Arabic phi-
losophy is characterized by a commonly employed philosophical
vocabulary. Such arguments are profitable only in a few cases. One
case involves what might be called the subversion of technical terms,
in which a technical term employed by Avicenna in a way that is
consistent with his philosophical system is given a different conno-
tation or points to different philosophical implications in a work of
questionable authenticity.* Another case raises the issue of metaphor-
ical language in Avicenna’s philosophy. There is no question that
Avicenna does employ such metaphorical terminology, whatever rea-
sons may be posited for this.*” One interesting example is Avicenna’s
use of terms associated with the religion of Islam and, in particular,
his employment of Qur’anic terms to explain philosophical ideas.
Again, we need to plot such usage (which terms in particular, in
what contexts they appear, how often they occur, etc.) in works of
impeccable authenticity for comparison with questionable works. This
is especially important when we consider the proliferation of such
terms and their use among later philosophers.**

With syntax and style we face the same problem as that related
to comparative assessments of philosophical terminology in that the
patterns of educated writers of Arabic in the medieval period adhere

to critical scholarship. Grafton observes Galen’s sensible approach to his study of
the Hippocratic corpus, that Hippocrates wrote “in different genres and presum-
ably, at different ages” (Grafton (1990), 30). Further reference to Galen’s evalua-
tion of authentic and spurious Hippocrates can be found in Speyer (1971), 120.

' Lazarus-Yafeh’s study of Gazali’s language and style, despite its acknowledged
limitations, should serve as a model for the stylistic typologies that might prove
most conducive to such an investigation.

# The problems associated with such comparative studies of technical terminol-
ogy are evident in Watt’s treatment of the term dawg in Gazal's thought; see Watt
(1952), 27ff.

# It may not be extrancous to the discussion here to suggest that there is an
equally subversive intention in Avicenna’s use of metaphorical terms, particularly
in the case of terms associated with the religion of Islam. For other views on this,
see Gutas (2002b), 844t., with references.

T am thinking here of the proliferation of Qur’anic terms used as metaphors
for philosophical ideas in the works of the ISraqi school; see, for example, Hossein

Ziai (1996), 475-6.
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to very common standards, and so distinctions among authors writ-
ing in a given period or cultural milieu may not be significant enough
for such work.” Ideally, a study of recurring syntactic structures in
Avicenna’s works, particularly across the variety of genres in which
he wrote (as a means of controlling the variables) is needed. Also,
there may be much profit in comparing Arabic syntactic usage dur-
ing Avicenna’s time to such usage afterward, particularly in the East
where the influence exercised by the development of Persian liter-
ary styles becomes quite significant. Finally, a specific genre of writ-
ing relatively common to the Avicenna corpus may prove useful here:
the bureaucratic epistle.*® While much of the structure and requisite
parts of the epistolary form remain constant throughout the medieval
period, I suspect that preferences for certain greetings, honorific titles,
and optatives of blessing may be distinctive in different generations
and cultural contexts;”” this is another aspect of internal evidence
worth investigating. In concluding this discussion, it is useful to repeat
that both types of evidence, internal and external, need to be defined
systematically and evaluated carefully for the purpose of identifying
entries in the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus.

The preceding discussion of the Pseudo-Avicenna Corpus is admit-
tedly both abstract in its definitions as well as demanding in its rec-
ommendations for future research. The fact that there is currently
no scholarly consensus on the precise contents of the Avicenna cor-
pus, however, is reason enough for the preliminary characteristic of
this essay. The study of Avicenna is clearly experiencing a revival
of scholarly interest and it is thus appropriate to reiterate the long-
term goals of the endeavor: we need to establish and define a crit-
ical corpus of Avicennan writings within their attendant historical
contexts before engaging in broad analyses of Avicenna’s thought.

® Lazarus-Yafeh (1975), 11.

¥ This type of writing in the Avicenna corpus is due for serious consideration.
The list would include the letters that form part of the Aubahatat as well as the
following: the Avicenna—Birani—al-Ma‘sumi correspondence; Avicenna, al-As’ila
wa-l-agwiba (1995); also al-Agwiba ‘an al-masa’il al-wriniya (1974); Avicenna, Risala fi
Ibtal ahkam an-nugam (1953); Intf@® ‘amma nusiba dayhi min mu‘aradat al-Quran (1953);
Risala id “Ulama® Bagdad (1953); as well as the letters that make up the putative
Avicenna—Abu Sa‘Td Correspondence (for now see the list in Yahya Michot (2000),
58(T)

7 This may also be the case for introductory dedications and concluding remarks
in Avicenna’s expository works, so the pertinence of my comments may be extended
here.
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Approaching such a task by way of the principles and methods out-
lined above for assessing the authentic and the spurious in that cor-
pus strikes me as particularly promising. Finally, lest the reader be
left with the impression that any argument against the authenticity
of certain works currently accepted as Avicennan may prove impos-
sible, it 1s worth remarking that caution is never to be confused with
indecision.
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CHAPTER TWO
IBN SINA ON CHANCE IN THE PHYSICS OF AS-SIFA*

Catarina Belo

Briefly defined in the Metaphysics of as-Sif’, the concept of ‘chance’
(itifag) 1s analysed and duly developed by Ibn Sma (Lat. Avicenna)
in the Physics (as-Sama* at-Tabi%) of as-Sifa’ in conjunction with the
concept of ‘fortune’ (baht). Two chapters are dedicated to chance.
Ibn Sina first enumerates four different views on chance by four
different schools of thought, mentioned by Aristotle, and then goes
on to expound his own view. In chapter fourteen, he refutes the
four views in question and introduces into the debate such related
issues as the concept of the accidental and the role of matter.'
The discussion is closely modeled on Aristotle’s exposition of chance
in book II of the Physics: Ibn Sina addresses the same topics and
uses the same examples as Aristotle. Like Aristotle, Ibn Sina con-
tests the idea that the world as a whole or in its parts came about

* I am grateful to Professor Yahya Michot, Jon McGinnis, Giil Russell, Christopher
Melchert, Toby Mayer and Fritz Zimmermann for their suggestions and comments
on earlier versions of this paper. I would also like to express my thanks for the
comments of the participants of the Second Annual Avicenna Study Group Symposium
(WOCMES), where an earlier version of this paper was presented; and St. Cross
College, Oxford and the Fundagido para a Ciéncia ¢ a Tecnologia in Portugal that
respectively made this trip and my research possible. I am solely responsible for
any remaining flaws.

' The term fortune and chance respectively reflect the Greek toyn and 10
avtépotov. The expression min tilqa’t nafsihi (spontaneous), closely equivalent to 10
avtopotov, occurs only once, at the opening of chapter thirteen. In Ishaq ibn
Hunayn’s translation, 1t abtéuatov is consistently translated as min tilga’i nafsihi.
See Aristotle, at-Tabi‘pyat (1964-5). In the Metaphysics of as-Sifa@’, ittifag is defined
in the following way: “chance comes to be from these clashes (musadamat), and if
all matters are analyzed, they [are seen to] rest on the principles that necessitate
them, which come from God most high,” (Avicenna, as~Sifa’: al-llahiyat (1960a),
439.16-17). This definition contains in a nutshell the main elements of Ibn Sina’s
view of chance, namely, chance is a coincidence generated by the clash of two
different bodies or causal chains, which ultimately go back to God, the cause of all
causes. It is important to bear in mind that w#fag literally means “coincidence.”
More on the terminology used by Ibn Sina later. All translations are mine unless
otherwise indicated.
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by chance rather than directed towards an end. A long section of
the argument is dedicated to asserting the purposiveness of nature
and the notion of a universal order. On occasion he criticizes later
Peripatetics for misinterpreting Aristotle and adding superfluous and
erroneous qualifications to their master’s position. This shows his
cagerness to preserve the true meaning of Aristotle’s view. These
chapters are not, however, a literal commentary on Aristotle’s par-
allel passage; rather, Ibn STna extracts Aristotle’s ideas and constructs
his own argument. The result, although not at variance with Aristotle’s
fundamental message, is distinct. Most notable is Ibn Sina’s unam-
biguous and systematic exclusion of chance as an essential or sub-
stantial cause in the natural world in addition to Aristotle’s four
natural causes. A comparison between Aristotle’s passage on chance
and fortune and Ibn Sina’s gloss, which deserves a detailed study
on its own, reveals that Aristotle does not reject chance as system-
atically as does Ibn Stna. His usage of utifag rather than mn tlga’i
nafsihi (spontaneous) to denote the general concept of chance is itself
telling. While #ttifag (coincidence) does not exclude the deterministic
view that every event has a necessary cause and hence cannot be
otherwise, min tilga’t nafsihi has much stronger indeterministic over-
tones, since it suggests something’s coming about by itself, without
a cause.

It is my intention here to show that the argument pursued by Ibn
Sina in this account of chance epitomizes his deterministic agenda
laid down in the Metaphysics of as-Sif’. That his deterministic posi-
tion in the philosophy of nature derives from and confirms his meta-
physical position can be inferred from the fact that he refers the
reader to the Metaphysics for corroboration of his theory. The link
between metaphysical and physical determinism is also observable in
these two chapters in the use of key concepts such as divine power,
which in his metaphysics is developed into a deterministic theory,
particularly in his discussion of God’s determination (gadar).

It is important not to lose sight of the fundamental question that
these two chapters address: is chance a cause? If so, how is it related
to the four causes, agent, form, matter and end? The argument
roughly divides into two parts. The first part analyzes the relation
between chance and the efficient cause. This part occupies chapter
thirteen. The second part, occupying chapter fourteen, analyzes the
relation between chance and the final cause. I shall argue that for
Ibn Sina there is no essential connection between chance and the



IBN SINA ON CHANCE IN THE PHYSICS OF AS-SIFA’ 27

efficient cause in the sense that chance is neither an efficient cause
nor linked to the efficient cause. Chance has a place within the gen-
eral scheme of causation only in connection with the final cause.
Chance becomes an accidental cause in actions that have a purpose,
i.e., in events that have a final cause, and in as much as they have

a purpose.

L. Things/ Events That Occur Always, for the Most Part, or Rarely:
Chance Defined

For the sake of clarity, rather than following the order of Ibn Sina’s
exposition, I shall begin with his own views before turning to the
four conflicting views listed by him, followed by his refutations.

Following Aristotle, Ibn Stna distinguishes between events or states
of affairs that occur always (given the right circumstances), events
that occur for the most part, and events that happen rarely. The
assumption is that an efficient cause will always produce its effect
provided that there is no obstacle precluding it. For instance, “fire
burns the firewood for the most part if it comes into contact with
it and someone who leaves his house for the garden reaches it for
the most part.”® Events occurring always encounter no obstacle at
all, while events that occur for the most part may encounter some
sort of obstacle. With regard to events occurring for the most part,
it is important to bear in mind that the causes of a particular event
or thing may not of themselves be able to bring about the effect
and may need a subsidiary, determining cause in order to do so.
The following passage summarizes the basic features of events or
processes that occur always, for the most part, or rarely:

The coming to be [of something] ... results either from an uninter-
rupted sequence in the nature of the cause itself...or not. If not,
either the cause requires a subsidiary [cause] ... or the removal of an
obstacle. If the cause does not require this, . .. the effect is not more
likely to come to be from the cause than not. ... If that which deter-
mines (md yurag@ihu) the coming to be over the not coming to be is
not in the thing itself . . . or ... in its subsidiary [causes], then this thing

2 Avicenna, as‘SVg‘d’: at-Tabipat, as-Sama“ at-Tabt7 (1983), 62.5-6; henceforth, as-
Sama“ at-Tabi7. See also Al Yasin’s more recent edition of the same work, as-Sama‘
at-tabr7 (1996), 119; henceforth, Al Yasin.
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will not more likely come to be from another thing than not and the
thing/event will not happen for the most part. If the cause does not
need the aforementioned subsidiary cause, it is necessary that it should
form an uninterrupted sequence by itself leading to [the effect] ... if
nothing opposes it. . . . . Hence it follows necessarily . . . that if an obsta-
cle does not hinder it...and its nature is able to continue towards
what it pursues, then the difference between that which always occurs
and that which occurs for the most part is that what always occurs
does not have something opposing it at all and that what is for the
most part has something opposing it. It follows® that what is for the
most part—pending the removal of obstacles...—is necessary, and
this appears in the natural realm as well as in the voluntary realm.*

In this passage, Ibn Sina begins by explaining the difference between
events that happen always or for the most part. This echoes Aristotle’s
explanation that chance is that which does not happen always or
for the most part, a view espoused by Ibn Sina himself.’ It stresses
the power of the efficient cause to produce its effect and implies that
the effect issues necessarily from its cause if the right conditions are
met and in the absence of obstacles. Another point made in this
passage is that if there is no sufficient cause, i.e., a cause that does
not require auxiliaries, the effect is not produced. Ibn Sina comes
close to the notion of contingency when he explains the lack of a
determining principle and the possibility for a thing to be or not to
be. He clearly dismisses contingency for actually existent beings since
he implies that if the effect is not more likely to be produced than
not, it does not come to pass. That which happens for the most part
is opposed to what happens rarely;" however, as we shall see, even
rare events, according to Ibn Sina, also have a necessary cause.
Therefore, all conditions being equal, and in the absence of obstacles,
the same cause will always, and necessarily, produce the same effect.

3 Reading wa yatbau with MSS d, s, t, m and Al Yasin for Zayed’s huwa yatba‘u.

* As-Sama® at-1abiz, 62.7-16; Al Yastn, 119.

> Aristotle, Physics (1998), II 5, 197a31-35. The opposition between chance and
that which happens always or for the most part is also stated in Ibn Sina’s On
Demonstration (al-Burhan) of as=Sifa’ in connection with his views on experimentation:
since one always observes scammony’s purging bile, one can infer that the relation
between purging and scammony is not a mere chance or accidental relation. Thus
Ibn Sina claimed: “since after all chance is not always or for the most part.. .it
is known that the [scammony’s characteristic of purging] is something which the
scammony necessitates by [its] nature, since it does not turn out that there is any-
thing arbitrary about it.” (46.2-3) Cited in J. McGinnis (2003). I am grateful to
Jon McGinnis for showing me this article in advance of publication.

S As-Sama“ at-tabiz, 62.7; Al Yasin, 119.
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Fire will always burn any firewood it comes in contact with, as long
as there is no obstacle to the cause’s efficacy. The other important
notion introduced here is that of an uninterrupted sequence (ittirad);
it implies not only that a cause will always produce its proper effect,
but also that whatever comes to be always has a cause which nec-
essarily produces it. If a piece of firewood does not burn, that is due
to an obstacle and the obstacle itself—say, water or moisture—will
be the cause of the firewood’s failure to burn. This view is explic-
itly stated in other works by Ibn Sina: everything that comes to be
has a cause and what does not come to be also has a cause. “[As
for] the possible existent with regard to itself, its existence and non-
existence are both due to a cause (bi-%lla).”” The determining factors
are thus the efficient cause, together with a subsidiary cause if need
be, and the absence of obstacles. Given the right conditions, the
efficient cause will produce its proper effect; nowhere is it suggested
that causes can fail or that something can come about without a
cause. Where does chance fit into this scheme? Nowhere, apparently.
Like Aristotle, Ibn Sina denies that chance is at the root of events
taking place always or for the most part. Aristotle claims that it is
found in events that occur rarely. For him, chance is objectively
linked with the frequency of an event.® As we shall see, this is not
the case for Ibn Sina. He holds that even the rare, when its con-
ditions are met, becomes necessary: “Indeed the rare turns out to
be necessary (wagib) if the conditions in it are established and the
circumstances are expressed.”” The example given is that of the gen-
eration of a sixth finger, on which more later.

There remains that which has equal chances of happening (ma
yakanu bi-t-tasaw?). Here, Ibn Sina engages in debate with later
Peripatetics on Aristotle’s true position. Later Aristotelians had claimed
that chance is only to be found in rare occurrences or things, not
in those with equal chances of happening. This, in Ibn Stna’s view,
deviates from the position taken by Aristotle, who had merely stated
that chance is not to be found in events taking place always or for
the most part and does not mention that which has equal chances
of happening. Ibn Stna disagrees with the later Peripatetics on the
events which are said to have equal chances of happening, especially

7 Al-Tlahwat, 38.11-12.
¢ Aristotle, Physics, 11 5, 197a19-20. See also II 8, 198b34-36.
O As-Sama‘ at-tabi, 63.11-12; Al Yasin, 119.
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in the realm of voluntary action. While the later Peripatetics consider
that the chances of a person’s walking or not walking, eating or not
eating are equal, Ibn Sina holds that “if one walks or eats by one’s
will this is not said to have happened by chance.”’” When eating
and walking go back to an act of will, “walking and eating go from
being equally possible to being [the case] for the most part.”!!

Furthermore, something can be considered to occur for the most
part or be necessary in one respect and to have equal chances of
happening in other respects. For example, a sixth finger is a rare
occurrence in a human being, but if there is matter in excess of the
usual five fingers, and “if the divine power which flows into bodies
finds complete readiness (isti'dad tamm) in natural matter for a deserved
form (sara mustahaqqa), the divine power . . . does not deprive the mat-
ter of form and so produces an extra finger” and “even if this is
most rarely found and rare with regard to the universal nature, it
is not rare or anomalous with regard to the causes which we have
mentioned. Indeed it is necessary.”'? He goes on to say that “as long
as one thing’s existence does not necessarily derive from its causes
and does not leave the nature of the possible it does not come to
be from them.”"

The reader is then referred to the work on first philosophy, meta-
physics. One of the fundamental principles of the ontology of the
possible and the necessary in Ibn Sina’s metaphysics is that what-
ever 1s possible becomes necessary the moment it comes to exist.

1 Thid., 63.9; Al Yastn, 119.

1 Ibid., 64.2-3; Al Yasin, 120. In this instance, the action is not a chance event
because the will becomes its necessitating efficient cause. Whether the will acts
autonomously or is determined by external factors is a different matter altogether.
In passages on God’s determination, Ibn Sina suggests that everything falls under
God’s determining power, including human will. This emerges clearly from his
definition of gadar and gada’ “The decree (gada’) of God Most High is His first,
single decision (hukm) which comprises everything; from it everything branches out
in the course of time; His determination (gadar) is His arrangement of the things
arising from that first decree, one after another . . . [It] is known in all eternity that
the first [cause| subordinates the second and the preceding engenders the subse-
quent and that their order proceeds to necessitating several wills and various actions,
opposing movements, clashing enterprises, laudable and reprehensible effects, rightly
guided and misguided consequences” (Rusala [-Qada’, Arabic text in Y. Michot (2000),
105-108, emphasis added).

12 As-Sama* af-tabis, 63.12-16; Al Yasin, 120. In another passage, Ibn Sina men-
tions the fact that most people are born right-handed. See Avicenna, as-Sifa@’, at-
Tabipat, al-Hayawan (1970), 172.12. T am grateful to Jon McGinnis for this reference.

3 As-Sama“ at-tabir, 63.17—18; Al Yasin, 120.
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Every actually existing being is possible in itself, but necessary through
another being, its cause, with the exception of God, who is necessary
in Himself.

Ibn Sina’s explanation of events occurring always, for the most
part or rarely is a rejection of the statistical model that states that
chance resides in events occurring in a minority of cases fout court.
In fact, chance is not objectively linked to the frequency of occur-
rence of any one event. Every natural event or substance is neces-
sary if one analyzes the causes leading to it. If all events are necessary,
why does Ibn Sina take the trouble to explain chance in terms of
the frequency of an event? Where does chance belong in his analy-
sis of natural causation? The statistical model, which links chance to
the frequency of an event, applies to cases involving an expectation
on the part of the agent when performing an action. This holds true
for beings endowed with a conscious will, namely, humans. It is illus-
trated by the following passage:

we could say that such and such [occurrence] was by chance even if
the event (al-amr) used to happen for the most part; as if someone
were to say, “I sought so and so for such business and it so happened
that I found him at home.” The fact that Zayd is to be found at home
for the most part does not prevent [one] from saying this. The answer
is that this person says it not with regard to the thing itself, but with
regard to what he believes concerning it. For if it were his prevalent
opinion that Zayd must be at home, one would not say that he hap-
pened [to find him]. On the contrary this would have been said to
have happened by chance if he did not find him."

In the case of natural processes or irrational beings, as we shall see,
chance is linked to what a natural entity is wont to do and what its
purpose is.

A chance happening is thus an action or event which has a goal
and which leads to an unexpected result other than the purposed
goal. This result could legitimately have been singled out by the sub-
ject of the action as a goal. The essence of chance is defined by Ibn
Stna as “an accidental end (gaya) of a natural or voluntary process
(amr), or even of a forced event.”” Hence chance is an end according
to this definition.

" Thid., 65.6-9; Al Yasin, 120.
15 Thid., 68.9; Al Yasin, 122.
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Chance is also a cause, a final cause, since he has established that
it is an end:

Chance is an accidental cause from among natural and voluntary things
(umar), [which] does not necessitate always or for the most part, per-
taining to that which is for the sake of something, and [it does] not
have a cause which necessitates it essentially.'

It is explicitly stated that chance belongs to events that have a final
cause, in as much as they have a final cause. That is to say, chance
is never said of actions or events that are not for a purpose, and
the chance element consists in an outcome which is other than the
expected. The fact that it does not always necessitate means that it
does not always follow from the essential purpose. The accidental
outcome does not bear an essential relation to the essential final
cause. Hence it is an accident in relation to that final cause or goal
of the event.

A rare event is a chance event because it is unexpected. The
chance element therefore is tied up with the expected outcome of
an action, not with the essential causes of that action. Chance is
attached to the final cause, not to the efficient cause.!”

When something coming to be is in itself neither anticipated nor
expected, since it is neither always nor for the most part, then it is
right to say of the cause leading to it that it is either chance or fortune.'

If we take Ibn Sina’s reference to accidental causation to point to
the final cause, finding a treasure is the accidental final cause of
one’s digging a hole in the garden, because digging a hole does not
lead always or for the most part to finding a treasure. The essen-
tial final cause would be to sow; however, as far as the efficient
cause 1s concerned, digging would still be considered the essential
efficient cause of finding the treasure.

The accidental cause, which as we have seen is linked to the final
cause, only rarely produces an accidental end. So in the case of the
man who encounters his debtor after having set out to find him,
one cannot say that this is a chance event. Since it was his inten-

5 Ihid., 65.2-4; Al Yasin, 120.

17 “As for the case of chance and that it is a certain end (¢aya), it has already
been established in the Physics (at-Tabiwal)” (al-Illahiyat, 284.8-9).

18 As-Sama“ at-tabir, 64.7-8; Al Yasin, 120.
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tion to find his debtor, the outcome is not unexpected. A rare event
or substance is bound up with chance only if it is simultaneously
unexpected. For example, in the case of an oversized emerald, the
essential or substantial causes determine that it should exist, as they
necessarily lead to its formation. The notion implied in all of these
instances is that there is always an essential efficient cause for any
chance event, as well as an essential final cause which may or may
not be attained.

A reference to the concept of “accident” sheds light on the mean-
ing of chance, since the two are closely related. An accident is typ-
ically an entity that only acquires its existence through subsisting in
something else to which it is attached. The definition of “accident”
in the Logic of as-Sif’ is “that which exists in something without
being a part of it, the subsistence (qiwam) of which is not true with-
out that in which it is.”" In turn, the substance “is separate from
the accident and its subsistence is true without it.”® An accident is
something that accompanies the substance, but does not have an
independent existence. “The accidental 1s opposed to the essential
and the substantial.”?’ Some accidents are permanent, some non-
permanent. Whether permanent or not, an accident is not a con-
stitutive part of the substance or essence.

Transferring this concept of accidental accident into the theory of
chance causes, one can say that chance causes do not subsist by
themselves, as they are found only in events that do have an essential,
substantial cause, and they themselves do not determine events. Thus,
“chance causes come to be inasmuch as they are for the sake of
something, but are causes that produce their effects by accident and
the ends are ends by accident, for they belong to the group of causes
that are by accident.”® The relativity of the accidental vis-a-vis the

19 Avicenna, as-Sifa’: al-Mantig, al-Magalat (1959), 28.4-5.

* Ibid., 32.7.

2 Avicenna, as-Sifa’: al-Mantig, al-Madpal (1952), 85.20.

2 As-Sama at-tabrg, 65.1-2; Al Yasin, 120. Causes by accident are explained in
112 of as-Sama“ ai-Tabi7. The classical example is that of a physician who builds
a house. A physician gua physician essentially cures people. Since building is not
his essential attribute, his building activity is not said to be essential (as-Sama“ at-
Tabi%, 55.13-56.2; Al Yasin, 100-101). An accidental end can be said in different
ways: something that is purposed but not for its own sake, i.e., a means to an end,
like drinking a medicine in order to be cured; something which accompanies the
end or befalls it accidentally, like eating in order to evacuate and beauty in rela-
tion to exercise, respectively; and finally, that towards which the motion is not
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essential cause is illustrated by means of the example of a stone’s
falling.”

At the close of his explanation, Ibn Sina distinguishes between
chance (ittifag) and fortune (bahé) by affirming that fortune is only
found in actions performed by humans and that chance events are
more general and embrace the totality of natural processes. Therefore
chance comprises that which happens spontaneously or coinciden-
tally—as 1t has already been pointed out, the term ittifdq literally
means coincidence.

II. Chance, Providence and Evil

In chapter fourteen, a different issue related to chance is discussed.
This chapter presents the second part of the debate, the relation
between chance, divine providence and the origin of the world. In
the second part of his argument, Ibn Sina seeks to show that nature
generally acts towards an end, an Aristotelian theme. In order to
defend his teleological view of nature, he has to tackle the issue of
matter and also of evil, which leads him to expound and develop
views that are typically Plotinian. Thus he introduces into an argu-
ment that is based on Aristotle the Neoplatonic/Plotinian view of
matter and evil as negative.

Before presenting his own views on chance, Ibn Sina listed four
different philosophical schools, all dating back to Antiquity, as he
follows Aristotle and their respective positions on the subject. Ibn
Sina finds fault with each. Irom the controversy with these schools
there emerges a related concern bound up with the issue of chance.
In addition to explaining the true nature of chance, Ibn Sina’s task
in this second part of the argument is to show that the universe as
a whole and in its parts did not come about by chance, that is at
random, but by a purposive and benevolent act of will. The thorni-
est issue he must tackle is the question of how deformations and
death fit into this harmonic model of the universe and in particu-
lar the role of matter in these processes.

directed but which stands in the way of that motion, like a head which stands in
the way of a falling stone (ibid., 58.9-15; Al Yasin, 101).
% Ibid., 65.9-66.1; Al Yasin, 121.
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First, mention is made of those who deny that fortune and chance
are included among the causes (9al), indeed that they exist at all.**
This group argues that:

it 1s impossible for us to find necessitating causes of things, to observe
them and then shun them and deny that they are causes (%al), seck-
ing for these [things] unknown causes among fortune and chance.”

The fact that someone who is digging a well finds a treasure can-
not be termed an instance of good fortune, for, it is understood, dig-
ging a well will definitely lead to finding a treasure if the treasure
is there. There is an obvious cause. Ibn Stna’s objection to this view
lies in its complete neglect of the purpose or final cause, the same
objection that underlies his criticism of the other schools. Their posi-
tion is in fact extremely close to Ibn Sina’s, yet in contrast to their
position Ibn Sina wants to assert that the final cause plays an indis-
pensable role in the outcome of an action such that chance at least
plays an accidental role leading to a fortunate outcome, as we shall
see. As we have seen, Ibn Stna, unlike this group, does not dismiss
chance altogether as a mere chimera. He denies its association with
the efficient cause, while asserting its connection with the final cause.

The second group defends, even extols, the existence of chance
and believes it to be something divine and inscrutable. It cannot be
comprehended by reason and it is worshipped as such. This view
receives only a brief mention, and Ibn Sina does not bother to
address it in detail.

For the third group, represented by Democritus and his followers,
chance is a natural cause. The world came about by chance rather
than by design. Natural beings are formed when the smallest parti-
cles, which travel in the void, clash. This explains the origin of the
world and its particulars, and these clashes come about by chance.

The fourth group does not claim that the world as a whole orig-
inated by chance, but that individual beings come about by chance
from the natural elements. “Whatever comes into being was formed
from the elemental principles by chance, and the shape of its com-
position happened to be in a manner suited to survival.”* This posi-
tion, like the first, refuses natural events any purposive aspect.

% Thid., 60.8-9; Al Yasin, 118.
% Ihid., 60.9-11; Al Yasm, 118.
% Thid., 61.15-16; Al Yasin, 118-9.
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According to this view, if something survives, it is because it hap-
pened to be suited to survival, not because it was generated with a
view to survive. The survival of the things which do survive hinges
on chance in so far as this survival is not due to purposive action.

Ibn Sina refutes all these positions. While doing so, he delves
deeper into the issue of how the four causes relate to chance.

The first group wrongly denies chance any role in Ibn Sina’s view.
This 1s not because he himself assigns chance an essential role, but
because to deny chance categorically means to deny that there is a
purpose in every action and a corresponding expectation. Overlooking
the final cause is the basic criticism leveled at all three positions. As
regards the first group, Ibn Sina claims: “even if everything has a
cause, it does not mean that chance does not exist; rather, the chance
cause itself is that which necessitates the thing neither always nor
for the most part.”* To say that opting for one thing as a goal does
not change events, as this group maintains, is also false. We have
seen how knowledge and the resulting expectations determine whether
an event is said to be casual or not. Furthermore, it is clear that
volition has a determinative power. The person who knows the where-
abouts of his debtor will in most cases find him, otherwise he is less
likely to find him. This does not detract from the view that every
action and event has a definite and necessary eflicient cause. We
have seen that within the debate on gadar, Ibn Sina states unam-
biguously that human will is effectively determined by divine power.”

Against Democritus—represented by the third group, who believed
that the world came about by chance—Ibn Sina argues that will
and nature, with the assumption of purposive action, precede chance
and that the first cause of the world is nature or will. In Ibn Stna’s
philosophy the efficient cause is threefold: natural, voluntary or acci-
dental. To state that the first cause is nature or will is automatically
to exclude the accidental from that first cause. Simultaneously, it is
an affirmation that the world was produced by an essential efficient
cause.”’

He goes on to refute Empedocles’ position, that of the fourth
group, that particulars originate from chance. Empedocles and his
followers mixed chance and necessity by saying that the coming to

77 Ibid., 67.11-12; Al Yasin, 122.
% See note 11.
# Avicenna, Danisnamah, (1986; translation), 172-173.
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be of matter is by chance, while the shaping of it with a form is by
necessity and without a purpose, i.c., it has an efficient but not a
final cause. They also deny that nature has any kind of deliberation
on the grounds that deformities and death are found in nature. Since
these are not intended, other natural processes cannot be either. For
them natural events come about through the necessity of matter and
chance, intended here as a lack of purposiveness. One such example
is rain:

We know for certain that rain comes to be due to the necessity (dariira)

of matter, because when the sun causes [water| to evaporate, vapors

are released into the cold air, becoming cold and becoming heavy
water and so coming down necessarily.*

Ibn Sina counters this view by upholding that although chance occurs
in individual events, both in generation and corruption there is a
definitely purposive order, since species are for the most part pre-
served. A seed of barley produces barley, not wheat. The preserva-
tion of the species for the most part—which in Ibn Sina’s terminology
means always if there is no obstacle—is indicative of the general
purposiveness of nature and the achievement of God’s plan for the
universe.

One particular expression, the “necessity of matter” recurs and
has a pivotal role in the context of causality in nature and the debate
on chance. It can be understood as attributing a determinative power
to matter; however, this does not imply assigning to matter an active
role. Matter, for Ibn Sina, as for Aristotle before him, is synony-
mous with passivity and receptivity. This determinative power of
matter is merely passive. Thus the necessity of matter serves to indi-
cate the deficient nature of matter, more specifically informed mat-
ter, and its limitations. In an article on Ibn Sina’s determinism,
Alfred Ivry attributes what he perceives as Ibn Sna’s indeterminism
to his twofold conception of matter:

he entertains two models of matter: one of matter as pure receptivity,
a mere receptacle of forms, that mirrors them faithfully...; and the
other of matter as a real principle of being, the source of chance and
privation/evil, unknowable in itself and hence unpredictable in its rela-
tion to form.*

0 As-Sama at-tabir, 69.8-9; Al Yasin, 123.
SUA. Ivry (1984), 167. Ivry rightly identifies the pivotal role of matter for the
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In fact, Ibn Sina does not explicitly grant matter an active role inde-
pendently of form, as his theory is consistent in subordinating mat-
ter to the other causes, formal, efficient, and final. Whatever power
matter possesses, it i3 a power of reception and even that issues from
a divine efficient power which prepares matter to receive form and
being informed by it.”?

Ibn Stna maintains that matter is always subordinate to, and always
follows, form and not the other way around. Also, he mentions that
matter by itself does not move itself or others. Instead, it is moved
towards a certain form by natural powers according to God’s will.
This motion is caused by a natural purpose always, or for the most
part, provided that there is no obstacle.”® The failure to attain an
end leads to an evil that was not intended. Human intervention
when nature fails to attain a particular end shows that everything
in the world, natural and human, is for an end.

As we have seen, in explaining the connection between chance
and the eflicient cause, Ibn Sina automatically excludes matter from
independently and actively intervening in the natural process of gen-
eration and corruption because for every generated being or event
there is a necessary efficient cause. Every generated being goes indi-
rectly back to God through an uninterrupted chain of efficient causes
and as such matter does not constitute a principle of indeterminism.**
The connection between matter and the final cause requires a more
complicated explanation, because it raises the broader question of
the justification of evil. Matter is associated with evil in the way that

debate as well as the links with Ibn Stna’s metaphysics: “Avicenna’s theory of prov-
idence as well as of determinism thus depends upon a cluster of related concepts,
viz., potentiality, possibility, matter and evil, and above all upon the concept of the
necessity of existence as we know it” (162).

52 This view of evil has its roots in a Neoplatonic/Plotinian theory of evil as pri-
vation and its association with matter. Matter comes last in the Neoplatonic ema-
nation scheme: “...alors que le Trés-Haut est le ‘super-parfait’ dont on ne peut
pas dire qu’il ‘@’ I'étre mais, plutot, que I’étre jaillit du trop plein de sa surabon-
dance, I’étre matériel déficient, ne peut se parfaire que par une cause extérieure”
(J. Michot (1986), 59).

3 As-Sama® at-tabtz, 71.1-7; Al Yasin, 123.

* In a lapidary passage on God’s determination, Ibn Sina says: “in the world
as a whole and in its parts, both upper and earthly, there is nothing which forms
an exception to the facts that God is the cause of its being and origination and
that God has knowledge of it, controls it, and wills its existence; it 1s all subject to
His control, determination, knowledge, and will,” cited in G. F. Hourani (1966).
The authenticity of this text has been disputed; see D. Reisman (2002), 140, n. 79.
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evil is attributable to the deficiencies of matter.”” Downplaying the
role of evil and matter, its analogue, is the obvious solution found
for upholding God’s providence, omnipotence and benevolence and
the maintenance of a universal order. As regards evil, Ibn Sina thinks
it is relative rather than substantial. What is bad for a particular
individual is necessary and good in the context of the whole. Matter,
like evil, rather than being positive, or actually existing, is considered
a privation, and only exists in combination with form, or good. Pure
matter, prime matter, does not actually exist; all matter can only be
found in individual substances in conjunction with form. Evil too
cannot be found in isolation, but only as a side effect of a purposive
action. Since God is the causer of causes and benevolent, the real
existence of evil must be explained away as a non-entity. Absolute
evil is non-existence.” His theory combines a negative view of matter
as passive and inert, which is already found in Aristotle, with the
Plotinian/Neoplatonic view of matter as privation and source of evil.

What is the explanation for natural evil? Ibn Sina thinks that
nothing in nature is in vain, but admits that sometimes nature is
unable to move matter towards its end. The implication here is not
that nature may not always act for an end, but that it may fail to
attain its end because matter does not measure up to the task.
Furthermore, this failure lies in what he terms “the disobedience of
matter” (upan al-madda). When matter is compliant, nature’s acts are
for an end. The use of such expressions as “disobedience” to char-
acterize matter could suggest that matter is not mere passivity. As
we have seen, however, the emphasis is on the shortcomings of mat-
ter rather than those of nature qua efficient cause.”

% For Ibn Sina’s conception of evil see J. Michot (1986) 5968, and C. Steel
(2002). “Having established that evil per se consists in privation, Avicenna explains
how all forms of evil are connected to matter and therefore occur only in the sub-
lunary sphere. In fact, if evil is a privation, it can only occur in those beings that
are susceptible of privation, that is in those beings characterized by potentiality,
which according to Avicenna is due to matter” (178). For the relation between
potentiality/possibility and matter see J. McGinnis (forthcoming). I am grateful to
Jon McGinnis for showing me this article in advance of publication. The main
Neoplatonic themes of emanation and progressive degradation as one moves away
from God, the association of evil with matter, the necessity of evil, the providence
theme of the order of the whole are set out by Ibn Sina in his Commentary on
the Theology of Aristotle. For Plotinus’ views on the link between matter and evil, see
Plotinus (1951-1973), vol. 1, Ennead, 1.8.3—4 and 6-7.

% Danisnamah, 60.

%7 Because Ibn Sina does not really hold that matter is in any way autonomous,
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On a more detailed note he claims that corruption and death “are
due to the inability of corporeal nature to force upon matter its form
and preserve form in matter.””® Still, one must distinguish here
between the corporeal nature, which always strives to maintain a
particular body, and nature in general, which is always preserved
and always for an end. “Inasmuch as it has an order and is directed
towards a goal, corruption is an act of nature even if it is not an
act of corporeal nature.””

It is clear that any natural act is for an end, but where there is
incompatibility between the particular and the universal good, the
universal takes precedence; nevertheless, the universal order (nizam
al-kull) is preserved.*” Ibn Sina goes on to say that death and any
excess of matter is for an end, for nature always strives to find a
form for it. As for the necessity of matter to be found in the already
mentioned rain cycle, he stresses that divine action uses matter and
imposes an end upon it. In this sense, the necessity of matter does
not explain every natural process, as some Presocratics maintain;
rather, it is divine action that disposes and indirectly shapes matter
in a particular way and towards a goal.

Chapter fourteen closes with the reaffirmation of the fact that mat-
ter is for the sake of form and not the other way around and that
nature is for an end; these are themes Aristotle sets in his analysis
of chance. Ibn Sina’s explanation of evil is twofold: on the one hand,
evil 1s the exception rather than the rule and affects individuals rather
than the whole. On the other hand, it is an accidental consequence
of God’s benevolent design for the universe.

In these chapters, Ibn Sina has a twofold task: denying that chance
is an essential efficient cause in natural events/things and stressing
that nature always acts for an end. He seeks to show that chance
has only a secondary, accidental role. In my view, he is consistent
in affirming that every occurrence in nature has an essential efficient
cause. In that sense his view of chance reveals an undeniably deter-
ministic streak.! This determinism, expressed here in philosophical

we must take the expression ‘the disobedience of matter’ to be a mere rhetorical
device used by him to illustrate the shortcomings of nature.

% As-Sama‘ at-tabiT, 73.1-2; Al Yasin, 125.

% Thid., 73.7-8. Reading al-badan with MSS s, m and Al Yasin, 125, for Zayed’s
al-badan.

0 Tbid., 73.9-10; Al Yasin, 125.

* Within the history of philosophy Ibn Sina’s systematic determinism closely
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terminology and presented in Aristotelian and Neoplatonic trappings,
has deep roots in the Islamic notion of God’s decree and determi-
nation, as the treatises on gadar show. Towards that end, and in
order to salvage God’s benevolence, he seeks to demonstrate that in
nature everything is for an end and that matter and evil are purely
negative.

resembles that of the Stoics and that of Spinoza in the way that it does not admit
of any deviation or break in natural efficient causation. I am not here concerned
with the question of whether Ibn Sina was directly influenced by the Stoics or
Spinoza by Ibn Sina. See, for instance, A. A. Long and D. N. Sedley (1987),
1: 337-338; and Spinoza’s preface to the third part of his Ethics, in Spinoza (1955),
2: 129.



CHAPTER THREE

ON THE MOMENT OF SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE:
A VEXED QUESTION IN THE HISTORY OF IDEAS*

Jon McGinnis

Does substantial change occur immediately or gradually? That is to
say, when one kind of thing becomes a different kind of thing, does
the transformation take place all at once or does the process take
some time? That such changes occur is an empirical fact about our
world. Bread is eaten and converted into chemical substances that
our bodies either absorb and assimilate or excrete as waste. Leaves
and grass clippings decompose into soil. Wood combusts, producing
ash, charcoal and smoke. Iron, copper and certain other metals oxi-
dize producing rust, verdigris and the like. And of course this list
can be multiplied. In the argot of Aristotelian science all of these
transformations are instances of substantial change. The most salient
feature about these types of changes is that one kind of substance
becomes a new kind of substance such that the initial substance is
no longer found in the new substance.

Yet the question still remains: does substantial change occur all
at once or does it take place gradually? Although this question would
become standard in later medieval commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics,
interestingly, Aristotle himself, as far as I can judge, neither explic-
itly raised nor addressed the question either in the Physics or else-
where in his corpus." Moreover, Aristotle’s later Greek commentators

* I want to thank the participants of the Second Annual Avicenna Study Group
Symposium, meeting at WOCMES, Mainz, September 12-13, 2002, for their help-
ful comments on an earlier version of this paper. I am particularly grateful to Giil
Russell and David C. Reisman for their suggestions concerning technical aspects of
translating Ibn Sina’s Arabic. Finally, I would like to recognize the Center for
International Studies at the University of Missouri, St. Louis, who made my trip
to the WOCMES conference possible.

! See Thomas Aquinas (1954), L. VI, 1. viii (834). Ockham (1989), VI, 1, iii ad
3 and 4 (97-99). Also see Norman Kretzmann (1976) for a discussion of how later
medieval Latin logicians and natural philosophers treated this subject.
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do not appear to have explicitly raised the question either, although
certain comments that they make suggest that our question was begin-
ning to emerge as a philosophical problem.? For instance, Alexander
of Aphrodisias, Themistius, Simplicius and John Philoponus all con-
sider the more general question of whether instantaneous change is
possible at all.® All of their arguments for instantaneous change, how-
ever, were drawn from changes in the category of quality, not in
the category of substance. For instance, milk appears to curdle instantly
when rennet is added; or light seems to illuminate a dark room all
at once, when a lamp is uncovered; or again, two surfaces come
into contact all at once. Still, the more specific question of whether
substantial change is a case of instantancous change is absent from
these commentators.* The first person of whom I aware that explic-
itly addresses our question is Ibn Sina in the Physics of his Sifz’ (I1.3),
where he unequivocally argues that substantial changes must occur
all at once (duf“a).”

Despite Ibn Sina’s assurance of his answer, the question is a vexed
one. The question clearly has its source in Aristotle’s Physics, even if
Aristotle himself did not explicitly address the issue.® The difficulty
1s that different passages in Aristotle can be interpreted so as to give

2 Of the Greek commentators of Aristotle’s Physics known in Arabic, an-Nadim
in the Fikrist mentions Porphyry, Alexander of Aphrodisias, Themistius and John
Philoponus. For discussions and fragments of what is still extant of these authors
in Arabic, see the following. For Porphyry, see Porphyry (1933). For Alexander, see
E. Giannakis (1995-1996). An Arabic translation of Themistius’ paraphrases can be
found in M. Steinschneider (1960). A “free” summary of Philoponus’ commentary
of books IITI-VII of the Physics (and to a very limited extent book VIII) were attached
to Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s translation of this work under the name “Yahya”; see MS
Leiden Warner 583, which has been edited by ‘A. Badawi in Aristotle (1964/65).
G. Endress (1977) suggested that “Yahya” refers to John Philoponus, and this sug-
gestion has been systematically borne out by E. Giannakis (1992) and P. Lettinck
(1994). Lettinck has translated the Arabic Philoponus in Philoponus (1994). Although
Simplicius’ great commentary on the Physics is still a rich source for understanding
various debates generated by Aristotle’s Physics in the late antique period, it does
not seem to have been available in Arabic; see H. Gitje (1982).

5 Alexander’s and Themistius’ positions, along with Simplicius’ own views, are
recorded in Simplicius’ commentary on Physics VI, 4 (In phys. ad 234b10-20, 968,
1-969, 24); and Philoponus’ commentary ad 234b10-20, 649, 24-650, 4.

* T have not had a chance to check whether Arab philosophers, such as al-Kindt
or al-Farabi, address this issue and so will have to leave open the possibility that
Ibn Sina’s position may not be original.

> ASSYE: at-T abTpat, as-Sama“ at-tabtrc (1983), 98.5-101.7; henceforth, as-Sama*
at-tabit. Duf“a is probably the Arabic equivalent of the Greek ¢0pdog; see Aristotle’s
Physies 1 2, 186al5.

6 See Physics, VI 4 and 5.
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different answers to the question. For example, on the one hand, at
Physics VI 5, Aristotle argues for the thesis that whatever has changed
has done so in an indivisible now. This argument can be, and indeed
was, extended—admittedly in a way that Aristotle does not—to show
that at least substantial changes must occur all at once. On the other
hand, at Physics VI 6, he argues that whatever has changed was
changing earlier and this argument seems to apply to all types of
change, including substantial change, and so it suggests that all
changes, including substantial changes, are gradual.

In the following study I briefly consider these two passages in
Aristotle and their accompanying arguments both for and against
instantancous substantial change. Next, I examine in detail Ibn Sina’s
own position and arguments, especially his treatment of what appears
to be falsifying empirical evidence contrary to his thesis. I conclude
with a suggestion as to how Ibn Sina might have reconciled his own
position with the apparent opposing argument of Aristotle’s Physics.
The suggestion I offer is that Ibn Stna has an incipient notion of a
mathematical limit that he successfully applies to physical problems.

At Physics V 1, Aristotle distinguishes between change in general and
motion taken in the strict sense. Change in general (uetafoAn),
Aristotle tells us, 1s found in the categories of substance, quantity,
quality and place, while motion in the strict sense (kivnoig) belongs
only to the categories of quantity, quality and place. The reason for
this distinction is that motion in the strict sense is always between
two contrary poles, for example, completeness and incompleteness
in the category of quantity, or black and white in the category of
quality, or up and down in the category of place. In contrast, sub-
stances have no contraries, a thesis that Aristotle had argued for in
the Categories and reasserts in the Physics.” Consequently, since motion
in the strict sense is always a transformation between contrary poles,
and yet substances have no contrary poles, change of substance can-
not properly speaking be a type of motion and so is only a change
in general.

7 Cat., 5.
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Bearing this distinction in mind, let us turn to Physics VI 5 and
consider how the argument there might suggest that substantial change
occurs all at once.

It also is evident that that which comes to be, when it has come to
be, will be, and likewise, that which ceases to be will not be. For [this
conclusion] is said universally of all changes (mept ndong netoBoAfic),
but most clearly in the case of contradictories. It is clear, therefore,
that that which has changed, when it first has changed, is in that [to
which it has changed], but that in which that which has changed first
changed is necessarily indivisible (235b27-33).

“Indivisible” (étopov) at the end of the passage could mean either
an indivisible interval of time or an instant. Since Aristotle had
argued against the possibility of indivisible intervals or stretches of
time at Physies VI 3, it is safe to think that “indivisible” here means
an instant.® Thus this passage implies that when something has
changed from one state to a different state, whether in the category
of substance, quantity, quality or place, it acquired its new state at
an instant. Or in Norman Kretzmann’s summation of the passage:
“The acquisition of any designated changed state takes place instan-
taneously (235b31 fIl), and so each temporal limit must be identified
with some instant.”

Since substances have no contraries according to Aristotle, then «
Jortiori they have no intermediary contraries, e.g., as gray is inter-
mediate between black and white. Consequently, whenever a sub-
stance has changed and so acquired some designated changed state,
in this case a new species form, the change on this analysis would
take place instantaneously. For example, if one substance A changed
to B, the change would not involve the gradual transformation into
intermediary states between A and B, since substances do not have
intermediary contraries. Thus, the mutation from A to B would be
all at once or instantancously. Again, let me be clear that Aristotle
himself does not draw this inference, but Ibn Sina will and indeed
he will present an even stronger argument for this conclusion.

This would be all there is to say except that in the immediately
succeeding chapter (Phys. VI 6), Aristotle presents an argument that

8 This reading is reaffirmed by both Simplicius and Philoponus in their com-
mentaries on this passage. See Simplicius’ i Phys., 982, 3—6; and Philoponus’
Phys., 672, 2.

% Kretzmann (1976), 102.
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suggests that all changes take some period of time and so occur
gradually.

Not only is it necessary for that which is changing to have changed,
but also it is necessary for that which has changed to have been chang-
ing before; for that which has changed from something to something
else did so in time. For let a thing which has changed from A to B
be at an instant (¢v ©® vOv). Then it has not made the change at the
same instant at which it exists at A, for otherwise it would be at A
and at B simultaneously (Gpa); for that which has changed, when it
has changed, was shown earlier not to be at that [from which it has
changed]. And if it has made the change at another instant, there will
be time between [the two instants], for, as shown earlier, instants are
not contiguous.'® So since it has changed in an interval of time and
every interval of time is divisible, in half that interval it must have
made another change, and in half of that half it must have made still
another change and this is always so; hence, the thing must have been
changing before (237a17-28).

The argument relies on Aristotle’s earlier analysis of the nature of
time at Physics IV 11. There Aristotle argued that time is a continuous
interval (petaly) limited by nows or instants (t& viv). For Aristotle
all magnitudes, which includes time, are continuous and so dense.'
Consequently, no two points on a continuum are immediately adja-
cent to one another; rather, between any two points there is always
a potentially infinite array of other points. Thus, between any two
instants, i.e., temporal points, there is always some interval of time.

In a substantial change, then, there is the transformation from a
substance of kind A to a new kind B. Clearly, at any instant that
the substance is of kind A it cannot simultaneously be a substance
of kind B. For since to be a substance of kind A is not to be a sub-
stance of kind B, if something were simultaneously both of kind A
and kind B, then it would simultaneously both be and not be the
same thing, which is clearly a contradiction. Hence, any instant when
there is a substance of kind A is different from any instant when
there is a substance of kind B. We know from Aristotle’s analysis of
time, however, that any supposed last instant of being substance A
cannot be adjacent to some supposed first instant of being substance
B. Thus, there must be an interval between the two instants and so

10 See Physics, VI 1, where Aristotle argues generally that no indivisible can be
contiguous and VI 3, where he argues that the now or instant (t0 vdv) is indivisible.
" See Physics, VI 1-2.
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a time. Consequently, the change takes time and so is gradual. Thus
Richard Sorabji ascribes to Aristotle that:

in all four kinds of change [that is, whether in the category of sub-
stance, quantity, quality or place], [Aristotle] thinks that there is a
gradual process of transition. Qualitative change, such as change of
colour, is said to take time. Change to a new place or size involves
passing through intervening points. The creation of something like a
house takes time, and occurs part by part, the foundation before the
whole."?

Substantial change, so the argument suggests, is a gradual process.

Again, we should qualify this conclusion. Aristotle in this chapter
goes back and forth indiscriminately between petafoAn and xivnoic.
Thus, it is possible that this argument came before Aristotle distin-
guished between change in general and motion in the strict sense.
If that were so, though, then given the fundamental difference between
substantial change and the other motions, viz. the latter is between
contrary poles, while the former is not, his considered opinion whether
all changes require time may have been different.

Moreover, even in certain passages (237all—17) where he uses
uetaforf and its derivatives rather than xivnoig and its derivatives,
he seems to have in mind something that changes continuously or
gradually (10 cvveydg petafdrlov). Thus the argument may not be
intended to show that all changes are gradually, but only that there
cannot be motion or gradual change at an instant. Obviously, such
a thesis would be compatible with the claim that non-gradual changes
are instantaneous.

Finally, Aristotle’s example of the purported gradual generation of
a substance, which Sorabji mentions, is ambiguous. The passage runs:

Therefore it is apparent that both what is coming to be must come
to be before and that which is coming to be must have come to be,
in as much as they are continuous and divisible. Yet it is not always
that which is coming to be [for which this claim is true]; rather, some-
times it 1s something else. For example, some [part] of that latter thing,
such as the foundation of the house (237b913).

The example seems to allow that the gradual coming to be of a
substance might be explained simply through the successive coming
to be of its parts. In this case, however, the coming to be of the

12 Richard Sorabji (1983), 410.
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actual substance itself, as opposed to merely its parts, might come
to be all at once with the coming to be of its last part, or when the
disparate parts are informed by an organizing structure, i.e., a form,
that unifies and coordinates their activities. Indeed, this is the inter-
pretation that John Philoponus suggests in his commentary on this
passage.

He means by that [example] that when that which comes to be has
come to be, then it was not [necessarily] the case that that thing into
which it has changed has come to be and was completed; rather, it
might be something other than it. For example, that which will come
to be a human was before, while it still was not a human; rather, it
is flesh or some other thing that is not human. Similarly, the saying
concerning the coming to be of the house that it has come to be from
its foundation, and before the whole foundation [came to be] one of
its parts after another [came to be] (692.10-15).

Of the great later Greek commentaries on the Physics Philoponus’
was available in Arabic and almost certainly known by Ibn Sina.
Consequently, although Philoponus does not explicitly argue that
substantial changes occur all at once, his gloss on Aristotle’s example
is conducive to such an interpretation and most likely influenced Ibn
Sina’s own reading of this passage.

Again my purpose here is not to adjudicate between whether
Aristotle believed that substances change all at once or gradually,
but simply to observe that the question is both textually and philosoph-
ically open. Also, I would like to reiterate that neither Aristotle nor
his later Greek commentators, as far as I can see, explicitly ask the
question nor implicitly provide a decisive answer to the question.

II

Ibn Sina, in contrast, both explicitly raises and answers the ques-
tion. At IL3 of the Physics of his Sif@> Thn Sina decidedly affirms
that substantial change occurs all at once (duf‘@) and presents impres-
sive arguments for this thesis. Moreover, he explains away what ini-
tially appears to be an empirically falsifying counter example to his
thesis. The difficulty that remains, and is not explicitly handled by
Ibn Sina, is the argument of Aristotle’s Physics VI 6, which seems
to imply that all changes, including substantial changes, must be
gradual. Fortunately, based on arguments made both earlier and
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later in Ibn Sina’s Physics one can reconstruct a possible Avicennan
response to the challenge.

Ibn Sina’s arguments that substantial change must occur all at
once are found within the broader context of identifying the cate-
gories to which motion belongs. Motion only belongs metaphorically
to the category of substance, Ibn Sina tell us. For motion is gradual,
but “when the substantial nature is corrupted, then it is corrupted
all at once and when it is generated, then it is generated all at once”
(as-Sama“ at-tabit, 11.3, 98.10—11). The proof Ibn Sina gives for this
conclusion is similar to the one already suggested above. Between
the mere potentiality of being a certain substance and actually being
that substance there is no intermediary. Substantial forms do not
undergo intensification (istidad) or diminishing (tanagqus). That 1is to
say, with respect to any given substance there are not degrees of
“substancehood.” For example, among humans there are not some
humans who are “more” human and others who are “less” human.
All humans are identical in their humanity. Being a substance of a
certain kind, then, is an all or nothing affair. Consequently, when
one substance changes into another, it does not do so by becoming
less and less of one type of substance, while becoming more and
more like another. It simply changes all at once.

Ibn Sina is not content merely to assert that substances have no
intermediary. Thus he advances an argument for this thesis.

If [substantial forms] allowed of intensification and diminishing, then
cither (1) the species of the substance, when it is in the middle of the
intensification or diminishing, would remain or (2) it would not remain.
On the one hand, if its species remained, then the substantial form
would not change at all; rather, only an accident due to the form
would change. Thus, that which is diminishing or intensified [namely,
an accident] has ceased to be (‘adima), but the substance has not ceased
to be. This, however, is a case of alteration or the like, but not genera-
tion [that is, substantial change]. On the other hand, if the substance
does not remain with the intensification, then the intensification has
brought forth another [new] substance. And likewise for any instant one
posits during the intensification another [new] substance would come
to be, when the first has corrupted (batala). Now between a substance
and a substance there would be a potentially infinite [number of] sub-
stantial species [forms], just as with qualities.”® But one already knows

1% Reading a full stop after batala for Zayed’s comma and then no period after
Sawhar.
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that this i1s contrary to fact. Thus, the substantial form, then, [both]
corrupts and comes to be all at once (as-Sama“ at-tabiz, 11.3, 98.12—18).

The argument is fairly straightforward. If a substance were to change
gradually, then during the change either the species form remains
or it does not remain. If the species form itself remains during the
transformation (or any part of the transformation), the same specific
substance remains, and only an accident belonging to the substance
has changed. For example, grass clippings change from green to
brown during their decomposition to soil, but this change is not a
substantial change, but merely an alteration of a perduring substance.

In contrast, if the substantial form were to change gradually, then
the change would take some time, but at any instant during the
change there would necessarily be some new substantial form. Since
for Ibn Sina, as well as for Aristotle, time is continuous, that is to
say, it is potentially divisible ad infinitum, then during the purported
gradual change of a substance at any of the potentially infinite num-
ber of instants during the transformation there would necessarily be
a new substance. Consequently, during a purported gradual sub-
stantial change from a substance of kind A to a substance of kind
B, there would be a potentially infinite number of substances different
from either kind A or B that have come to be. Although Ibn Sina
claims that such a change is possible with respect to quality, he
thinks that one should already know that such cannot be the case
with respect to substantial forms.

The question that one can raise is “what principled reason does
Ibn Sina have for permitting a potentially infinite number of states
with respect to quality, but not with respect to substantial forms?”
Ibn Sina’s next argument for his thesis that substantial changes occur
all at once seems to have this question in mind. Ibn Sina, like
Aristotle before him, quite reasonably demands that there is no such
thing as abstract motion independent of concrete determinate things.'*
Thus, in the case of qualitative change, there is always the under-
lying substance that can be the subject of the potentially infinite
number of qualitative predicates or accidental forms. If there were
substantial motion (al-haraka al-gawhariya), then likewise there would
have to be an underlying subject of the various substantial forms;

4

" As-Sama“ ap-tabit, 11.3, 99.2-3; also see Aristotle’s Physics, 1T 1.
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however, this subject would already have to be a substance. If this
substance is the initial substance, then during the supposed substantial
motion there is only change of accidental states, but not a change
of the substantial form (as-sara al-gawhariya). If the substance is some
supposed intermediate substance, then one of two scenarios follows.
One, during the entire time of the supposed gradual transformation,
the intermediate substance remains and then all at once changes into
the final substance, in which case the change was not really gradual
at all, but occurred all at once. Or two, for part of the time of the
supposed transformation, there is the intermediate substance and for
part of the time there is the final substance. In this case, though,
the change from the intermediate substance to the final substance
has not required a second intermediate substance. Thus, there is no
principled reason why the change from the first substance to the
final substance could not take place without an intermediary.

Returning to our initial question, then, there is a principled dis-
tinction between substantial and qualitative changes. In every qual-
itative change there is a concrete determinant thing that underlies
the gradual change and can be the subject of various different qual-
itative forms. In contrast, when there is substantial change, no under-
lying determinate subject persists throughout the change that could
be the subject of a gradual change. Since there cannot be gradual
change without an underlying concrete thing, substantial change must
take place all at once.

One might maintain that prime matter, or hayiild, might underlie
the gradual change of a substance, but this suggestion fails to grasp
the nature of Avicennan hayild. Ibn Sina treats the nature of prime
matter in the first treatise of the Physics of the Sifa’.

Let it also be laid down that this which is the matter is never stripped
of form, positively subsisting on its own. It is not something existing
in act, unless the form is there so that through [the form] it exists in
act. And the form which departs from [the matter], were it not the
case that its departure occurs only with the appearance of another
form that replaces it and takes its place, then the matter would actu-
ally cease to be. This matter from the point of view that it is in potency
to receiving a form or forms is called “prime matter” (hayild) (as-Sama“
at-tabt 7, 1.2, 14.12-15).

Although Ibn Sina suggests that prime matter of its very nature does
possess the form of corporeality (as-sara al-gismiya), he is also clear
that prime matter considered in itself is indeterminate with respect
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to concrete existence.”” What gives prime matter any determinate
existence is the species form that it (contingently) possesses, but no
specific species form is inherent in prime matter. If prime matter
were ever without a determining species form, then it would simply
cease to exist.

Bearing this understanding of prime matter in mind, it is clear
why Ibn Sina argues that prime matter cannot underlie a gradual
transformation of one substance to another substance.'® All motion
takes place with respect to some concrete, determinant object, which
persists throughout the change. Prime matter, however, is only deter-
minate insofar as it possesses a given species form. Consequently,
prime matter could not play the role of a persisting concrete subject
of gradual substantial change, that is to say, a change involving the
replacement of one species form for another. For in order to per-
sist prime matter would need a persisting species form, but it is just
the species form that does not persist throughout a substantial change.
Substantial change, then, Ibn Stna unequivocally holds, must occur
all at once.

111

This would be all there is to say, if it were not the case that Ibn
Sind’s position scems to be at odds with what one actually observes.
Ibn Sina himself sets the empirical case against his position. “Since
it is seen that the sperm develops into an animal gradually and that
the seed develops into a plant gradually, it is imagined on account
of these [observations] that there is motion [i.e., gradual substantial
change|” (as-Sama“ at-tab7, 11.3, 101.1).

Y As-Sama“ at-tabit, 1.2, 14.10. Also see A. Hyman (1977); and McGinnis (forth-
coming).
' Ibn Sina’s proof appears indebted to arguments already present in Philoponus’
commentary, albeit in a different context. Thus, at 506, 20-23 Philoponus argues:
First, the moving thing must be something existing, but prime matter which
changes and receives the form is not something existing in the absolute sense,
since it is neither a perfection nor is it in act. But if it is not a perfection,
then it cannot be perfected, whereas motion is a certain perfection. Hence,
then, it does not belong to matter that it be moved.
Here, however, the argument is intended to show the distinction between motion
in the strict sense and generation. Also see Philoponus’ comments at 526, 17-23.
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Traditionally, the rational, one might even say a prior;, elements
of Ibn Sina@’s epistemology have been emphasized to the exclusion
of the empirical.”” Consequently, one might think that for Ibn Sina
a “metaphysically sound argument” trumps mere observation. One
would be wrong. At least with respect to the natural sciences Ibn
Stna was an empiricist. In 119 of his Kuab al-Burhan (Book of Demonstration)
he emphasizes the role of experience (fagriba) in arriving at scientific
theories. Theories in the natural sciences, of which physics is cer-
tainly one, are made against the backdrop of multiple observations
and might need to be re-evaluated in the light of new observations.'®
Thus, when a metaphysical argument is proffered in the natural sci-
ences it must line up with empirical observations.

Still, Ibn STna was no naive empiricist. One must carefully exam-
ine, test and analyze the data. One must investigate whether there
are any non-immediately perceptible factors that might be contributing
to the observation. In short, one must approach the observations as
a scientist and not merely as a lay person. Consequently, if the obser-
vation of the apparently gradual transformation of semen into an
animal truly is to count against Ibn Sina’s thesis, then this obser-
vation must be confirmed by the science of embryology."

Ibn Sina was not only an outstanding philosopher, but also an
accomplished physician and biologist. So it should come as no sur-
prise that in his major biological work, Ritab al-Hayawan (The Book
of Amimals), he dedicates an entire section to embryology.”” The proper
account of embryonic development, so claims Ibn Sina, is what one
might call “punctuated equilibrium” (with apologies to Stephen Gould).
Once the observations about the sperm’s development have been
properly, scientifically scrutinized, Ibn Stna argues that they actually
confirm rather than falsify his thesis about substantial change.

This claim is subsequently borne out in Rutab al-Hayawan:

7 This trend, I am happy to say, is changing. See Dag Hasse (2001) for a careful
discussion of the role of particulars, that is, empirically perceptible objects, in the
philosophy of Ibn Sina.

'8 See McGinnis (2003).

¥ Ibn Sina’s argument will be much like that of Philoponus’ gloss of Physics
237b9—-13 seen above, although Ibn Sina develops his own account significantly
beyond Philoponus’ comments.

0 AS-Sifa’: ap-Tabtpat, al-Hayawan (1970), IX.5. Also see Remke Kruk (2002), §5,
where she touches on the chapter discussed below; and Basim Musallam (1990),
33-34.
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Concerning an analysis of the alterations of the matter of the fetus up
to its completion, the first state is the churning (zabadiya) of the semen,
which is the actuality of the formal power. The next state is the man-
ifestation of the drop of blood in the uterine wall, and its continued
dilation in the uterine wall [or endometrium]. The third state is the
alteration of the semen into the embryo [lit. “blood clot,” ‘alaga] and
after [this alteration], its alteration into the fetus.?' Afterwards is its
alteration leading to the generation of the heart and primary organs,
as well as its blood vessels, which is followed by the generation of the
extremities [or limbs]. And for each alteration, or two together, there
is a period of time where [the developing thing] remains at rest in
[that state] (al-Hayawan, IX.5, 172.3-8).

Although it would be difficult to map Ibn STn@’s descriptive account
of embryonic development point for point against our current knowl-
edge of it, his observations do roughly approximate what modern
embryologists now believe, especially if we limit ourselves to naked
eye observations. So sctting aside the details, what 1s significant for
our purpose is the stages of the development. First, there is the initial
substance, the semen (minan), which remains for a while, and then
all at once a new substance appears, namely, the embryo (or blood
clot, ‘alaga).”* Similarly again, after a while the embryo is replaced
by a new substance that comes to be all at once, in this case, the
fetus (mudga). This state is followed by the generation of the various
organs and limbs. Finally, the perfected animal itself comes to be,
which is yet a different substance. The change from semen to animal,
thus, takes place through a series of discrete substantial changes, not
a continuously gradual process.

Unfortunately, Ibn Sina’s language in this passage can be mis-
leading. He speaks of “alteration” (istthala), which is the standard
Arabic term for change with respect to quality and thus implies grad-
ual change. Indeed, as we shall see below, Ibn Stna does believe
that during each state there are a number of gradual qualitative

2l Or perhaps Ibn Sina has in mind the neurula stage of the embryo.

2 Thn Sina’s example obviously relies on an ancient and medieval theory of biol-
ogy. Since early biologists were unaware of the female’s egg, it was believed, at
least by Aristotle, that the woman’s input in prenatal development was to provide
the nourishment for the man’s seed via her menstrual blood. Consequently, these
biologists did not realize that it was the man’s sperm and the woman’s egg, two
distinct substances, that came together to form a new substance, the zygote; rather,
they thought it was only the man’s sperm that became a human, albeit significantly
affected by the nourishment it received from the woman’s menstrual blood.
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changes; nevertheless, the transformation from state to state is not
gradual, but punctuated. Later in Ritab al-Hayawan he states explic-
itly that the transformation from state to state involves discrete “leaps,”
which we shall discuss more fully in the sequel.

The passage where he clarifies this point is made within the con-
text of addressing the question “Do females produce an equivalent
to male semen and if so what role does female semen play in pro-
creation?” Aristotle had argued that the female’s role in procreation
was wholly passive. The female merely provides the matter for pro-
creation, namely, the nutritive menstrual blood. Ibn Sina, following
Galen with certain important modifications, argues that in fact the
female does produce something akin to semen. Although the female
semen does not possesses a generative power in the way male semen
does, it nonetheless does possess a power by which it affects the
menstrual blood’s receptivity to the formative power of the male
semen. The female semen imparts to the matter, that is, the men-
strual blood, varying degrees of determinateness, which the male
semen in turn structures or organizes, and so gives an even greater
degree of determinateness. The stronger the influence of the female
semen on the matter, however, the greater the degree of determi-
nateness of the matter. Thus the male semen will have less oppor-
tunities to structure or organize the matter, and vice versa, the male
semen has more opportunities the lesser the power of the female
semen.

We might suggest an example that, though not found in Ibn Sina,
hopefully will clarify this point. Clay is receptive to a number of
different shapes or forms that the craftsman can impose upon it;
however, if the clay is exposed to the sun, then to the degree that
the sun affects the clay and so hardens it, the clay becomes less pli-
able and so becomes less receptive to the number of forms that the
craftsman can impose upon it. In our example, the clay would cor-
respond with the menstrual blood or matter; the craftsman and the
forms he imposes upon the clay correspond with the male semen
and its formative power; and the sun’s power to dry clay corresponds
with the female semen’s power to affect or determine the menstrual
blood. It should be noted that the sun does not actively structure
or impose form upon the clay, although it does positively affect the
clay. Similarly, neither does the female semen actively inform or
structure the menstrual blood, although it does actively affect it.
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This lengthy prelude is necessary to understand Ibn Sina’s next
point, which is directly relevant to our issue, namely, that embry-
onic development involves discrete, non-gradual transformations. Here
Ibn Sina is concerned with the interplay of the male and female
semen on the matter and particularly the various stages where the
matter either resists or is inclined towards the structuring or orga-
nizing of the male semen’s formative power.

These individual resistances and inclinations [of the matter] are not
unmixed [i.e., they are not gradual], but are punctuated (i4t:lagiya, lit-
erally “jerky”), as if each one of them were composed of motions; how-
ever, they are not completed except upon a number of convulsions
(jerks). Indeed, it is perceived that after each group of convulsions
there is a certain [period of] rest (al-Hayawan, 176.17-19).

As I understand Ibn Sina’s intent in this passage, the matter under-
goes several stages of preparation such that it is in varying degrees
of receptivity to a form. The transformation from one stage to the
next, however, does not occur gradually, but in discrete or punctuated
leaps (iptilagat).

Indeed, this reading is confirmed if we return to the passage in
the Physics that initiated our discussion.

What one must know is that up to the point that the semen develops
into an animal, other developments befall [the semen] and between
[these other developments] there are continuous alterations with respect
to quality and quantity. Thus the semen is still being altered gradu-
ally, though it is still semen up to the point that the seminal form is
displaced and it becomes an embryo (blood clot, ‘alaga). And likewise
is [the embryo’s| state up to the point that it is altered into a fetus
and after it bones, a nervous system, veins and other things that we
shall not mention. And [the development goes on] like this up to the
point that [the developing thing] receives the form of life. Thereupon,
it is altered and changed like this [that is, in stages] until it becomes
viable and then is separated [from the parent]. Someone perceiving
the transformation, however, imagines that this is a single process from
one substantial form to another substantial form, and from that [per-
ception] supposes that with respect to substance there is a motion.
That is not the case; rather, there are many motions and rests (as-
Sama“ at-tabr T, 101.2-7).

At each stage in the embryonic development there are numerous
accidental changes that do occur gradually. For instance, there may
be changes in the bulk or shape of the substance. Similarly, there
may be changes in the hotness or coolness or dryness or dampness
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of the substances.” All of these changes as it were prepare or ready
the matter of the currently existing substance so that the matter can
take on a new substantial form. Once a sufficient number of grad-
ual accidental changes has occurred in the matter, then the matter
is capable of receiving a new substantial form all at once. The stages
continue in this fashion until the developing thing receives its ulti-
mate substantial form. Thus far from undermining Ibn Sina’s phil-
osophical thesis, the development of the embryo, when carefully
examined and understood in its proper scientific context, actually
supports it.

v

One difficulty remains. As we have seen at Physics, VI 6, Aristotle
provided an argument that at least seems to imply that all changes
must occur gradually. The argument again briefly is this. If some-
thing were to change from A to B all at once, and so not gradu-
ally, then one of two things would seem to follow. One, the last
instant of being A would be immediately adjacent to the first instant
of being B; however, if time is continuous, as both Aristotle and Ibn
Sina believe, then no two instants can ever be immediately adja-
cent. Thus, the suggestion of instantaneous substantial change seems
incompatible with another deeply embedded philosophical thesis. Or,
two, if something were to change from A to B all at once, and so
not gradually, then, the change would occur at either the last instant

# The contrary sets of hot/cold and wet/dry were the most basic “constitutive
forces” or “powers” in both ancient elemental theory and medicine. Both humors
and elements were ultimately defined in terms of the relative proportions of these
basic powers. For example, the element fire and the humor yellow bile involved a
preponderance of hot and dry; air and blood a preponderance of hot and wet;
earth and black bile a preponderance of dry and cold; and finally water and phlegm
a preponderance of wet and cold. Thus, for instance, if the substance water were
heated, then at some point, when there is a greater preponderance of heat than
cold, the water becomes the new substance air (we would say steam). This exam-
ple exactly fits Ibn Sin@’s account. A gradual accidental change or alteration of a
quality of the water, namely, its temperature, leads ultimately to a substantial change.
The substantial change, however, occurs all at once and only the accidental change
in temperature occurs gradually. One would not say that when cold water becomes
tepid, it has become any less water. It only ceases to be water, when it becomes
steam and this change, according to Ibn Sina, is instantaneous.
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that the changing thing is A or the first instant that it is B. If A
changes into B at the last instant that it is A, then at one and the
same instant it is simultaneously A and B, and mutatis mutandis if A
changes into B at the first moment it is B. Thus this suggestion
seems to entail a contradiction. In either case, instantaneous change
is philosophically problematic.

Ibn Sina does not explicitly address this problem in the present
chapter of the Sifz’. Fortunately, based upon what he has said in
an earlier chapter of the Physics of the Sifa’ as well as in a subse-
quent chapter, one can reconstruct what his response might have
been.?* In II.1 of the Physics Ibn Sina makes the quite remarkable
claim, especially for a medieval Aristotelian, that motion is possible
in an instant.”

[The form of motion found in the moving thing] is its intermediate
state when it is neither in the first limit of the spatial interval nor actu-
ally existing at its end. Rather, [the moving thing] is in an interme-
diate point (hadd) in such a way that it does not exist as something
fully realized at that point, nor [as something fully realized] in one of
the instants (an min al-anat) which occurs during the duration of its
emergence into act, but its fully being realized at any moment (wagi)
you posit is as something traversing (¢gaf) some spatial magnitude
(masafa), while it 1s still in that traversal. This 1s the form of motion
found in the moving thing, i.e., an intermediateness between the posited
starting point (mabda’) and the end so that, unlike the two points of
the two termini (hadd: tarafayni), any point (hadd) in which [the moving
thing] is posited neither its before nor its after is found in it (as-Sama“
at-tabi 7, 11.1, 84.10—14).

Ibn Stna is here considering the moving thing only insofar as it is
at, or passes through, an intermediate point. Since points do not
have extremities, the motion at, or through, an intermediate point
cannot have a “before” and “after.” For if the object had a before

2 These are as-Sama‘ at-tabit, 1.1 and I1.12. The first has been translated and
commented by Ahmad Hasnawi (2001), and I have translated the latter in McGinnis
(1999). As Hasnawi has rightly noted (Hasnawi (2001), footnote 47) my commen-
tary of II.12 does not adequately take into consideration Ibn Sina’s dual notion of
motion articulated by Ibn Sina at II.1.

% See Hasnawi (2001), 234-235. Hasnawi’s analysis of this thesis rests on a dis-
tinction Ibn Sina makes between mental and extra-mental motion (II.1, 83.18-84.17).
My analysis, which I do not believe is incompatible with Hasnawi’s, exploits Ibn
Stna’s notion of a limit (faraf) sketched in II.1 and then more fully developed at
II.12.
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and after state at the intermediate point, then in fact it would be
at rest at that point for the increment of time between these two
states. In other words, then, there is not some temporal point when
the moving object has come to be at some intermediate spatial point
and then some different temporal point when it has ceased to be at
that same intermediate spatial point. Roughly speaking, then, the
moving thing is not at an intermediate point for more than an instant,
and so it does not remain at rest at that point, nor is the instant
some minimal atomic unit of time since it has no positive magnitude.
Therefore, the moving thing is literally in motion at that point for
only an instant, where “being in motion at a point” signifies being
at an intermediate limit (taraf).

The challenge for Ibn Sina, as well as us as his interpreters, is to
make sense of the notion of a limit and thus motion at a limit. The
challenge is all the more difficult since “limit” here seems to refer
to an instant, which is not a period of time, while motion seems to
require some period of time during which a certain interval is covered.
The needed explanation, I believe, can be found at Physics 11.12,
where Ibn Sina explains different senses of “non-gradual.”

It is natural to think that the opposite of occurring gradually is
to occur all at once in the sense of in an instant. Ibn Sina, how-
ever, points out that this is a false dichotomy (as-Sama“ at-tabrz, 11.12,
161.12-162.14). The logical opposite of “gradual” is not “all at once,”
but “not gradual.” “All at once,” or the Arabic duf e, Ibn Sina indi-
cates can be understood in two distinct ways, both of which mean
non-gradual, but entail different philosophical commitments.

We say that the nonexistent or existent happening “all at once,” in
the sense of occurring in a single instant (an), is not necessarily the
opposite of what either gradually (galilan qalilan) ceases to be or comes
to be; rather, it is more specific than that opposite. [The opposite of
what comes to be gradually] is what does not go gradually to existence
or nonexistence. . .. This holds true of (1) what occurs “all at once”
[in the sense of occurring in a single instant]; but it also holds true
of (2a) the thing which is non-existing in all of a certain time, but is
existing in [time’s] limit (faraf), which is not time, or (2b) the thing
which is existing in all of a certain time but is not existing in [time’s]
limit which is not in time. For indeed it is not the case that these
[last] two exist or not exist gradually. .. (as-Sama‘ at-tabi, 11.12,

161.14-162.1).

On the one hand, if one takes duf“e in the first sense, as occurring
in a single instant, Ibn Sina tells us, one i3 committed to treating
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the instant like a period of time (162.2). Just as one period of time
immediately follows another period of time, so one instant would
immediately follow or be adjacent to another instant. In short, one
treats the instant as if it were a minimal duration of time, or a time
atom, and so i3 committed to a type of temporal atomism, a posi-
tion that Ibn Stna explicitly denies.?

On the other hand, if one takes duf“a in the second sense, one
treats the present instant as time’s limit (fargf). In this sense, no two
instants are ever immediately adjacent to one another, nor does the
instant have an inherent positive magnitude, i.e., it is not some small-
est increment of time capable of existing. Thus, if one takes some
instant ¢ as a limit, then for any other instant ¢, no matter how
close one wants to take ¢” to ¢ then there is another instant ¢”” that
is not identical with ¢ but is closer to ¢ than ¢". Since this same
analysis will be true of ¢”', {”"" and so on, one can get indefinitely
close to t without actually being at £ Given this interpretation of
Ibn Sina’s text, I want to suggest that Ibn Stna has a notion of a
limit that is closely akin to our modern mathematical notion of limit.

Moreover, if Ibn Sina does have a mathematical notion of a limit,
then it is relatively easy to see how he can make sense of motion
at an instant, where an instant is considered a limit. Motion at an
instant just involves motion at indefinitely decreasing increments of
time. At the limit there will indeed be motion at an instant.

One can now see how Ibn Sina might make sense of a substan-
tial change’s occurring all at once or at an instant. Let some limit
point ¢ be the dividing point between two consecutive states, where
one state involves the period where there is a substance of kind A
and the other state the period where there is a substance of kind B.
Also, let ¢ be the first instant where we have the new substance of
kind B. Consequently, given the suggested analysis of an Avicennan
limit, then for any instant prior to ¢, no matter how close to ¢ one
cares to chose, the substance is still A. One can get arbitrarily close
to ¢t and there is still substance A, but at ¢ itself, there is the new
substance B. There is no gradual process of changing from A to B
here, and there is no instant where one has a substance of both kind
A and kind B. Moreover, on this analysis the substance has not
changed in an instant such that the change entails an atomic con-

% See as-Sama‘ at-tabi7, 11.11, 159.9-16.
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ception of time. The substance has changed at an instant in the
sense of at time’s limit.

Clearly more can and should be said about Ibn Sina’s concep-
tion of a faraf, or a limit. I suggested that there are certain affinities
between Ibn Sina’s notion of faraf and the modern mathematical
idea of a limit; however, the evidence for such a thesis is as of yet
far from conclusive. Consequently, I shall merely claim that the above
reconstruction is a possible Avicennan account of the instant of
change, and that more research must be done before one could even
begin to give a definitive answer. Still, I hope that these brief com-
ments suggest both that Ibn Sina had the resources to respond to
the challenge and how he might have answered the objection.

I conclude by way of summary. The question of whether sub-
stantial change occurs all at once or gradually appears to have its
source in Aristotle’s Physics. Aristotle himself, however, never explic-
itly raises the question. Moreover, it is not clear what Aristotle’s
answer might have been. Indeed, Aristotle’s text lends itself to two
mutually exclusive answers to this question. Ibn Stna explicitly raises
the question and unqualifiedly asserts that substantial change must
occur all at once. This thesis not only stands up to rigorous philo-
sophical scrutiny, but also best explains our empirical observations
concerning substantial change, albeit once these observations are
understood within their proper scientific context. Finally, Ibn Stna’s
analysis of a limit may well be an untold chapter in the history of
the calculus that has yet to be written.



CHAPTER FOUR

INTELLECT, SOUL AND BODY IN IBN SINA:
SYSTEMATIC SYNTHESIS AND DEVELOPMENT
OF THE ARISTOTELIAN, NEOPLATONIC AND

GALENIC THEORIES

Robert E. Hall

The writings of Ibn Stna (Latin, Avicenna, 980—1037) presented the
best-unified general system of thought in Western traditions up to
his time and probably in any tradition; certainly so, if one takes into
account only systems that included natural science. One of the most
striking attributes of his corpus is the importance of encyclopedic
works and self-standing expositions of fields and topics, as opposed
to commentaries; that fact is surely explained by Ibn Sina’s high
valuation of system, i.e., of ordered completeness.

More tightly integrated and better organized than Aristotle’s, Ibn
Sina’s systematizing embraces medicine, which Aristotle’s did not,
although it is worth noting that Aristotle had intended to write an
account of medicine. Kitab as-Sifi> (The Book of the Cure), Ibn Sina’s
most important encyclopedic work, covers logic, physics and meta-
physics and also the four mathematical disciplines of the quadrivium,
whereas Aristotle only makes passing remarks about mathematics.
Still, those mathematical disciplines are not well-integrated into Ibn
Stna’s philosophy as a whole, and I shall not consider them. Unlike
Aristotle, Ibn Stna does not write systematic accounts of ethics and
political science, although he intended to; but some topics in these
areas, especially ones relating to metaphysics, he does take up.

My aim is to probe the remarkable interconnectedness of Ibn
Stna’s thinking. The task of making sense of past thought by close
and non-anachronistic analysis of texts and the search for contra-
dictions and inconsistencies, as well as the investigation of the ori-
gins and later use of particular concepts, doctrines and methods,
should be supplemented by a search for long-range conformities
within a thinker’s writings, especially unexpected ones. That is cer-
tainly the case with Ibn Sina, whose systematizing is detailed and
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crosses the boundaries of all the scientific and philosophical disci-
plines. Ibn Sma immerses himself in Aristotelian, Neoplatonic, Galenic
and Muslim currents and integrates them within his own system in
accordance, as he believes, with the ordered pattern of the celestial
Active Intellect. His system shows the strains of its diverse origins,
and it is impossible to understand his thought well without knowing
the sources of his theories.

An especially large number of important problems that confront
Ibn Sina lie within theoretical psychology, and the centrality of psy-
chology within his system is one of its most conspicuous features.
Psychological theory extends from noetics down to faculty psychol-
ogy and to physiological psychology; it connects smoothly with cos-
mology at one end and physiology at the other. It connects also with
astronomy and with a celestial thaumaturgy at the cosmological end;
with epistemology and methodology; with anthropology, in the orig-
inal sense of the theory of the person; with political theory; with
dynamics; with chemistry; and with anatomy and zoology and botany
at the physiological end. Helping to structure and support a very
large part of Ibn Stna’s philosophy and science, psychological the-
ory is really the spine of the system. Morcover, Ibn Stna secems to
find the congruence of other parts of his thought with psychologi-
cal theory to be a prime means of testing them.

Ibn Sina@’s theorizing is grounded in Aristotelianism. In matters
regarding the rational soul/intellect and its individual immortality
and its relationship to the higher world, however, Neoplatonic and
Muslim thought supplement or replace Aristotle. There, psycholog-
ical theory joined to ontology becomes central in religious or reli-
giously sensitive topics, such as human immortality, salvation, Prophecy
and Prophethood, God’s knowledge, (veridical and other) dreams and
(inward) prayer. More mundane questions relating to religion and
to theoretical psychology include what kinds of knowledge (%m) are
properly Islamic and what roles there are for the intellectually gifted
believer in an Islamic community. The nature, origin and certainty
of human knowledge are among the large questions of pure philos-
ophy needing attention from theoretical psychology. Physiological/med-
ical concerns of that sort include the relations between soul and body
in cognition and action.

Strains and conflicts are frequent in his writings, the more so as
Ibn Sina likes to take over whatever ideas he finds valuable. Some-
times—too often—he aggregates doctrines and theories and integrates
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them ad hoc. Sometimes—and admirably—he follows out a line of
reasoning to a point where it cannot be entirely integrated. Yet the
greater part of his synthesizing is done properly and thoroughly from
fundamentals. The result of Ibn Sina’s efforts to produce an inclu-
sive and interlocking system is very successful. Moreover, Ibn Sina
sets the standards and prepares the way for the later systematic
thinkers of the Islamic and Jewish middle ages and helps to do so
also for the systematizers in the medieval Christian West.

It is some of the problems in psychological theory that are the
focus of the present paper.! They enter also into fields outside of
psychology that I have mentioned. I take into account primarily the
Sif@> and the comprehensive medical work al-Qanan fi t-tibb (The
Canonical Work on Medicine), the major writings of Ibn Stna’s first fully
mature period.? (I do not go later than that here.) I also give atten-
tion to Auab an-Nagat, the famous introductory work written at about
the same time and in the same spirit as the Sif@’;* and to the Magala
Ji n=Nafs.* T shall present a psychology-centered sketch-map of Ibn
Stna’s systematizing, showing lines of connected thought drawn in
terms of problems, concepts and doctrines.

! The “higher” part of the Avicennan system, involving the rational soul, immor-
tality and associated matters of epistemology and ontology, is well known, and I
shall not investigate it here. I shall look at some matters in ordinary, and not-so-
ordinary, cognition and action and at some aspects of physical cosmology, chem-
istry and dynamics, although my principal focus is the relation of psychology to
physiology. (It is impossible to cover all the point and arguments, but the aim here
is different—as I hope I have made clear.) On faculty psychology and noetics, or
related, especially metaphysical, parts of Ibn Sina’s system, see variously: Dimitri
Gutas (1988) (with a chronology of writings, which I adopt unless otherwise stated;
the work has a helpful orientation towards psychology); Jean R. [Yahya] Michot
(1986); Lenn E. Goodman (1992); Fazlur Rahman (1963), 1: 480-506, and Rahman’s
“Introduction” and “Commentary” to Avicenna, Kitab an-Nagat (1952) (partly outdated
and exaggerates the possibilities of Stoic influence; but still essential); M. Mahdi
(1989), 3: 66-110. 5

? The references to the Sif@” will be given below for the individual books as they
are cited. Avicenna, al-Qanan fi (-tibb (1877).

* Avicenna, Ritab an-Nagat (1938); English translation of the psychological part by
Fazlur Rahman, Kitab al-Ngjat (1952).

* Al-Magala fi n-Nafs ‘ald sunnat al-ihtisar (1875), 339-372; included in this work
is also a German translation by S. Landauer, 373-418.
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The Active Intellect (nous poetikos; al-‘aql al-fa“al), that complex idea
of the intellect that produces the actual intelligibles (the objects of
what we call conceptual thinking), was first presented by Aristotle in
the overly brief, even cryptic, De Anima, 111 5. It became, arguably,
the most discussed topic in the Aristotelian corpus, and several roles
were variously assigned to it over the centuries through the excogi-
tation of Aristotle. According to Ibn Sina, the Active Intellect emanates
the human soul, which is essentially the rational soul, to the fetus
that becomes its particular body. There it emanates its own sub-
rational (animal, vegetative) faculties. The Active Intellect is respon-
sible thereafter for human intellection-in-act. Ibn Sina considers the
human soul an individual substance, and thus it can survive the
death of the body. (Allowing the survival of the individual soul is
surely Ibn Sina’s motive—mnot only because of religious pressures,
but because this matters greatly to him himself.) The subrational fac-
ulties, which require the body, simply need no longer be actualized.
The rational faculty—the human intellect—remains, embedded in
an incorporeal and eternal individual substrate, an “ego,” the ulti-
mate substrate of personal experience. Ibn STna is a pioneer in argu-
ing for such a substrate, and his basic idea regarding the afterlife is
that the intelligibles of the Active Intellect will forever be present to
the soul.

In this life cognition and action proceed in an Aristotelian way,
but Ibn Sina’s theory includes important clarifications and exten-
sions. The main addition is an “estimative faculty” (wakm or quwa
wahmiya; vis aestimativa), which seems to be original with Ibn Stna in
that he made it a separate faculty with cognitive objects of its own.
The wahm is one of the “Internal senses,” the faculties of the sen-
sory part of the soul that lie beyond the external or special senses.
The proper objects of the wahm, apprehended only by this faculty,
are the ma‘ani (Latin, intentiones); they somehow accompany the spe-
cial sensibles (colors, pitches and the like) or are contained in them,
yet differ from them in kind. Standard instances are benevolence/
desirability and enmity/undesirability—like the tentio of enmity found
by the sheep in the wolf.

The highest cognitive product of the animal level of the soul is
“experience” (empeiria; tagriba). In Aristotle’s accounts (Posterior Analytics,
IT 19, and Metaphysics, A 1), the starting-points of the arts and the
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sciences come from “experience” and the content of experience arises
from sensory images via memory and imagination. For Ibn Sina,
however, “experience” must be composed of cognitive objects more
abstract than images. These are the objects of wahm, the ntentiones;
here they include pre-conceptual “common natures” (quiddities) of
natural species (horses, oaks, etc.) and artifacts (knives, tables, etc.).
Not fully abstract, not yet intelligible, in the human soul these are
“proto-intelligibles” (or “pre-intelligibles”), but not potential intelligi-
bles: the wtentiones lead to the acquisition of actual intelligibles but
are not converted into them. The establishing of an intentio by wahm
occasions the reception by the human intellect/rational faculty of
the corresponding (truly abstract) intelligible from the Active Intellect.’
The space for genuinely empirical knowledge, that in which obser-
vation of the sensible world and acquisition of intelligible premises
through flagriba are strictly necessary—if truly there is any—is found
in areas such as medicine, where many universals are radically immat-
tered. The most famous example of a proposition whose truth can
be known only through tagriba is “scammony purges yellow bile.”®
There are other important theories in Ibn Stna’s natural philoso-
phy/science that have a structure parallel to the psychological doctrine
of the receiving of actual intelligibles by a prepared soul. In these,
the Active Intellect acts as walub as-suwar, what the Latin scholastics
called the dator formarum.” In Ibn Sina’s account of the ensouling of
an embryo, the (primarily “chemical”) nature of the embryo as it
develops makes it suitable to receive its soul—its particular individ-
ual soul in the case of a human being at least—and this soul emanates
from the Active Intellect onto this prepared matter.® This doctrine
obviously belongs both to psychology and to embryology.
Analogously, in “chemical” change (substantial change of non-liv-
ing entities), when one or more materials are heated or otherwise
appropriately prepared, they become potentially one or more new

> For (lagrid, tagriba and acquisition of intelligibles, see Robert E. Hall (1979),
54-73.

% Avicenna, af—gy‘d): al-Mantig, al-Burhan (1956), 111.5, 224.2; an-Nagat, 182.19-21;
tr. Rahman, 55.31-35; and elsewhere. The locus classicus is Qanan, 11.1.2; 1: 225.9-11.

7T have had the privilege of reading Jules Janssens’ paper related to this topic
that was delivered at the Eleventh International Congress of Medieval Philosophy
(Porto, 26-31 August 2002).

% Hall, (1979), 5053, has an introductory discussion. See also note 48 below.
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materials of different species. The new specific difference(s) (sing.,
diaphora; fasl; differentia) shines down upon them from the Active Intellect
and they become actually the new species. Despite Ibn Stna’s denial
of transmutation of metals in the Sifz’, alchemy can be understood
exactly as a preparation of materials to receive new specific differences
in the Avicennan way: as some later alchemists, for example at-
Tugra’t (1061-21121), realize.’

Practical knowledge, that which relates to actions and habitual
behavior, is the domain of the human intellect qua practical. Again,
wahm 1s required; for the practical intellect acts on the body through
that faculty. The incomplete, conflated, even jumbled, account given
by Aristotle of the soul gua practical (of practical wisdom, the “prac-
tical syllogism”—a later expression—and actions) in the Nicomachean
Lithics, particularly Book VI (Eudemian Ethics, V) and his analysis in
De Anima, 111 9—11, became the starting-points for much of the later
theory-construction in that area. Ibn Sina’s more advanced and
orderly account makes an important contribution in the concept of
wma“ and the qawa i¥ma‘ya: this consensual faculty “weighs” the
desires, the one of repulsion, the other of attraction, and initiates
movement (or refuses to initiate it) accordingly. A cluster of complex
matters 1s at issue: I shall only quote Ibn Sina’s statement that “desire
(Sawq) does not exist at all except after consideration by wahm (tawah-
hum) of the object of desire.”"

The wahm, as the leading sub-intellectual faculty, is assigned many
jobs, most of them leading to a stronger integration. The impressive
treatments by Ibn Sina of instinctive behavior and of the emotions
center on wahm. So does his reoriented account of Aristotelian “rec-
ollection.” The “processing” of visible forms (and probably of every

9 Avicenna, as-Sifi’: al-Tlahiyat (1960a), IX.5, 2: 410-414; French translation by
Georges C. Anawatl in as~Sifa’: al-Ilahiyat (1978-1985), 2: 145-148. As-Sifa: at-
T abtpat, al-Ma‘adin wa-l-atar al-‘ulwiya (1960), 1.5, 20—23, and an earlier edition of
the same (1927); French translation by G. C. Anawati (1971). Ibn Haldan: T#e
Mugqaddimah of Ibn Khaldan (195; translation), 3: 272-277, and 279-280 (for the
habitually ignored actions at the level of soul). Ibn Haldan discusses transmutation
in works from al-Farabi onwards, including Ibn Sina and at-Tugra’i. See below, 9
and note 14, on “operant wahm.”

" Tbn Sina, as-Sif@’: at-Tabipat, Kitab an-Nafs (1959), IV.4, 196.10—-11 (the dis-
cussion of wahm and igma‘ runs from 196.8 to 197.2). Another important account
appears at Sifa’: Nafs, V.1, 206.10—208.7. Note also Qanan 1.1.6.6, 1: 72.31-32,
where Ibn Sina speaks of the additional nature ({abi‘a) in every muscle whereby it
follows the judgment of the wahm, which necessitates igma".
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sensible) uses all the internal senses, especially wafm and its store-
house."

So far the wahm has appeared as an element in an Aristotelian
structure, one that fills perceived gaps in Aristotelian faculty psy-
chology.'” There is also an “operant wahm” (or “wahm that acts,” al-
wahm al-‘amil; aestimatio operans) that is associated with thaumaturgy
and the power of souls to act directly upon other souls or bodies,
where its actions are a form of supernatural causation.” Ibn Sina
remarks that true medical healing is that which occurs when the
form (sara; then tawahfhum) of health, found in the soul and specifically
in the wahm of the physician, is transmitted directly to the patient
and is the cause of his cure. Moreover, a powerful soul can go
beyond its own body and establish new forms in the external world,
that is to say, it can act directly at the level of soul on other bodies
without contact. It does not follow the standard processes of Aristotelian
science, where bodies that change “chemically” must be in contact
with each other and act and be acted upon through the primary
natural qualities of hot and cold, moist and dry. Stll in acting in
supernatural ways, such a soul must nevertheless operate in accor-
dance with the intelligible structure of the world."* This theorizing
is in harmony with the more extreme currents of Neoplatonism and
with Hermeticism, and I see no clear path for the activities of the
operant wahm in Ibn Sina’s systematized physics, faculty psychology
and ontology. Still, Ibn Sina likes the explanatory power of the oper-

! Instinct features in Galen’s thought, and the emotions are more prominent in
Plato’s and Galen’s theoretical psychology (see below) than in Aristotle’s—the ethics,
political theory, rhetoric and poetics of Aristotle have interest in this regard. Ibn
Sina’s analysis, however, is Aristotelian in outlook. For instinctive behavior, see espe-
cially Syf@’: Nafs, IV.3, 183-184; for the emotions, 187, and IV.4, 196; for recol-
lection, IV.1, 167-168, and IV.3, 185-187. On visual “processing,” see note 37
below.

2 For a general introduction to wakm, as treated in the same works of Ibn Sina
that are considered here, see Robert E. Hall (forthcoming).

" The actions of the operant wahm have been too little discussed in Western
scholarship. A nice mise-en-scéne for the operant wahm is provided by Michot (1986),
142-147.

" Sifa’: Nafs, IV.4, 197.3-201.9. Notice that the operant wakm should be able to
effect a change of metallic species; for transmutation of metals, see above, 6 and
note 9. It is likely that the account of transmutation in the “Meteorology” of the
Sif@’ is an example of “exotericism”: alchemy produces socio-political, economic and
religious risks. The possible role of the Avicennan idea of the operant wakm in the
“occult” or “Hermetic” disciplines, whether in the medieval Islamic world or the
medieval or Renaissance and early modern West, wants serious attention.



INTELLECT, SOUL AND BODY IN IBN SINA 69

ant wahm, perhaps especially in connection with Prophecy, and he
introduces it regardless.

The operant wahm concerns Ibn Sina’s celestial hierarchies. There
the Active Intellect is the lowest in a hierarchy of separate intellects:
all of them incorporeal, eternally in act and emanated eternally from
the Necessary Being (Avicenna’s “God”). Such hierarchies are standard
components of philosophical noetics, but they derive from physical
cosmology and ultimately from Aristotle’s discussion of the heavenly
movers for his cosmos of concentric spherical shells (Metaphysics, L 8).
Al-Farabi (ca. 870-950), Ibn Sina’s most important predecessor in
this area, had only a hierarchy of separate intellects. It was corre-
lated with the spheres of the physical heavens, whose motions were
essentially natural. Ibn Stna, however, has also a second hierarchy,
this time of celestial Souls, which are the movers of the corresponding
celestial bodies. (Ibn Sina’s talk of Intellect and Soul in the celestial
realm should not be understood in terms of Neoplatonic hypostases—
despite the emanation and the thaumaturgy. The elaboration of the
structure of the Higher World is as much Aristotelian in kind as it
is Neoplatonic.) The mathematical astronomy of the Ptolemaic tra-
dition, however, presented in an undeveloped form in the astro-
nomical work (Zm al-hay’a) of the mathematical division of the Sif&’,
and elsewhere in the Avicennan corpus, is incompatible with Ibn
Stna’s psychologico-physical cosmology. This is a major failure of his
systematizing."

Another matter that concerns the celestial hierarchies is Ibn Sina’s
theory of Prophethood. This is important, more so than it might
seem, because it enables the theoretical identification of true prophets,
and thus authentic religions and legitimate political regimes: a good
society/polity is one that obeys a Law revealed by a true Prophet.
The criteria for a true Prophet, which relate to actions both by sep-
arate Intellects and by celestial Souls, are the key matter and they
are determined by psychological theory: thus psychology underlies
political theory in part.'® Ibn Sina, like al-Farabi, has further aims

5 Ibn Sina seems aware of this failure; for he is said to have sought to estab-
lish an observatory and an observing program in Isfahan just prior to his unex-
pected death. This desire might be related to the “scandal” in astronomy, namely,
the incompatibility of Ptolemaic astronomy with Aristotelian physical cosmology.
Ending that notorious state of affairs would become a primary concern of later
Islamic astronomers. 3

18 The basic account (which depends primarily on the Sifa’, however) remains
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in this theorizing. (Al-Iarabt introduced a major synthesis with Plato’s
political theory, much of which is retained by Ibn Stna.) The teach-
ings on the afterlife, the “ascent” of the soul and Prophethood are
important for developing philosophy ( falsafa) so as to make it accept-
able as Islamic %m and credible as the version of Muslim faith that
is best for the intellectually gifted believer. Had that goal been
achieved, thinkers like Ibn Sina and thought like Ibn Sina’s philos-
ophy and science would be fostered in the Islamic world (and author-
itative Muslim opinion would find orthodoxy in views like Ibn Sina’s,
not al—GazélT’s).

Ibn Sina’s cosmology with its dual hierarchy of Intellects and Souls
is perhaps ontologically too complex. The basic scheme and the phys-
ical cosmos are satisfactory; ordinary intellection and even intellec-
tual conjunction (ittisal) are well-analyzed. Still, there are unresolved
difficulties in the ontological aspects of the ensoulment of the embryo,
the intellectual ascent (in this life), the interrelations with the celes-
tial souls, and—least clear of all—the ontology of the afterlife. The
ontological problems run deep.

The next topic is largely non-celestial, but not entirely so. “Impetus,”
an “impressed, incorporeal motive force” is an anti-Aristotelian con-
cept used in the first instance to modify Aristotelian dynamics. The
result is a halfway house between Aristotelian and Newtonian dynamics
that does not make the crucial change to Cartesian-Newtonian inertia.
Ibn Sina bases his efforts in impetus-theory on a good knowledge of
earlier work, especially that of John Philoponus (ca. 490-570s). He
defines three kinds of impetus (maypl): natural mayl, associated with
the natural upward or downward movement of light or heavy bod-
ies; violent mayl, associated with the unnatural, forced movement of
bodies, including projectile motion; and psychic mayl, associated with
movements initiated by a soul. Psychic may/ is introduced not only
to complete a symmetry, but also to fill important explanatory gaps.
The movements of the ensouled heavenly spheres need to be brought
within the same general analysis as sublunar movements (with cir-
cular rather than rectilinear motions). So too, the movements caused

Fazlur Rahman (1958). Ibn Sina’s most systematic discussion, among many, is in
Al-Mabda® wa-l-ma‘ad. All of them are considered in M. Afifi al-Akiti, “The Three
Properties of Prophethood in Certain Works of Avicenna and al-Gazali,” which
appears in the present volume.
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by souls outside their own bodies need a proper grounding in dynamics:
psychic mayl makes a start. Ibn Sma also applies may/ to heating. In
fact, he uses mayl as a technical term with wide analytical applica-
tions in his works in natural philosophy and science generally, as he
explains early in his book on general physics (as-Sama“ at-tabi7) in
the Sif@>. The systematic attention to mayl and the idea of psychic
mayl appear to be new with Ibn Stna. Mayl is another important
system-integrating concept and again one that ties into theoretical

psychology.'’

II

Some of the subjects that have been considered have already extended
into the domain of medicine, and there is much to be said about
the integrating of psychological theory on the biomedical side. The
influence of medical authors on Ibn Sina extends into his philoso-
phy. The works of Ibn Sina that have the most bearing on such
matters are the Qanin, Books I and III. Also the Sif@’: Kitab an-Nafs
has important passages (and there are a few also in the psycholog-
ical part of the Nadai); however, it is especially the zoological book
of the Sif@’: Fi Taba’r al-hayawan (On the Natures of Animals; hereafter,
“Hayawan”) that is in question here."® (The Hapawan corresponds
with Aristotle’s Historia Animalium, including the spurious Bk. X, plus
De Partibus Amimalium and De Generatione Animalium, the three of which
entered Arabic as a single work, Aitab al-Hayawan.)

The Islamic medical tradition built upon Greek medicine in the
very largely Galenic form it acquired by the fourth century. Theoretical
psychology in that tradition was materialist: no intelligibles, no intel-
lect. Nor did the physicians have a separate faculty corresponding
with the wahm. Materialist psychology is hateful to Ibn Sina since
the central insights of his system are Aristotelian/Neoplatonic/Muslim
in orientation. Still, he has to deal with the Galenists because he

7 For impetus generally, a§—§ﬁ’: at-Tabipat, as-Sama“ at-tabi T (1983), 1, passim,
especially 5. See Ahmad Hasnawi (1984); of particular interest are the remarks on
circular mayl. Impetus in medieval Islamic dynamics overall is treated in Robert E.
Hall (2001), 320-333. There is no extended study of psychic map/ in Ibn Stna. On
psychic mayl and operant wahm, note Sif@’: Nafs, IV.4, 200.17-20.

8 Avicenna, as-Sifa@’: at-T abpat, al-Hayawan (1970).
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takes on the duties of localizing the appropriate sub-intellectual fac-
ulties of the soul in bodily organs and of explaining their corre-
sponding functions in terms of a material substrate, tasks that he
inherits from both the medical and the philosophical traditions.

Aristotle assigned all psychological functions except intellection
(which has no corporeal organ) to the heart. Anatomical and physio-
logical research in the third century B.C., however, led Greek physi-
cians to allocate the higher psychological faculties/functions to a
nervous system seated in the brain. Psychological thinkers in late
antiquity and the Islamic middle ages faced philosophical naiveté in
the Galenic tradition, but anatomical and physiological ignorance in
Aristotle and the philosophical tradition. In theoretical psychology,
Ibn Sina wants to protect his fundamental doctrines against Galenic
subversion. Yet he must accept Galenic anatomy and physiology,
especially with respect to the nervous system. Both Aristotle and
Galen must have had exceptionally good contact with the Active
Intellect, yet their systems are far apart and lie partly askew to each
other. What is he to do?

What Ibn Stna does do is to create a well-systematized synthesis,
using his own well-connected intellect. He begins by defining the
areas of strength of the philosophers and the physicians in a suitably
fine-grained way. In the Qanin, a work aimed towards physician
readers familiar with Galenic (Graeco-Islamic) medicine, Ibn Sina
says very early that matters in theoretical natural science and meta-
physics—and thus theoretical psychology and cosmology—Ilie outside
the province of the physician qua physician; it is a point he continues
to emphasize." The chapter of the Qanin, “On the Faculties (quwd)
and Functions (¢f@l),” is very important.”” Physicians are instructed
here not to deal with the wahm or the intellect: indeed all theoreti-
cal questions relating to the “internal senses” and even to external
sensation are to be decided within physics by trained philosophers.
The same applies to questions of the dividedness of the soul, of the
organs that serve as the seats of the main faculties of the soul and
of the pneumas that are the media of their functioning. For practical

9 Qanan, 1.1.1.2; 1.1.5, introductory sect.; and especially 1.1.6, 1: 4-5, 19-24,
and 66-73. A French translation by P. de Koning of Qanan, 1.1.5, introductory
sect. 1s in Qanan fi t-tbb (1903), 432-451; henceforth, de Koning.

2 Qaniin, 1.1.6. It also treats the pneuma(s), and states clearly that (simple) func-
tions and faculties correspond one-to-one.
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purposes, Ibn Sina says, a physician may use the accounts from the
medical tradition (the Galenic-Platonic psychological scheme and
related doctrines), but in terms of theory, Aristotle is right. In fact,
Ibn Sina often nudges his physician readers towards an Aristotelian
understanding of the soul and its faculties.

The most important task in synthesizing the opposed Aristotelian
and Galenic traditions in psychology is getting away from the deeply
and unsatisfactorily divided soul of Plato, which was adopted by
Galen. The Platonic tripartition of the soul/person is almost an asser-
tion of three contending souls within each individual and is disastrous
for general theoretical psychology—however interesting it may be as
a starting-point for abnormal psychology or for certain aspects of
the psychology of ordinary actions. The exclusively human viewpoint
of Galenic psychology was also a disadvantage (ironic in that Galen’s
mature dissections were only of animals), in contrast with the com-
parative Aristotelian perspective that included all species of life.
Unfortunately, having the heart as the central, primary organ made
Aristotle’s more unified psychological model almost a non-starter.

The Galenic person had a rational soul (to logistikon), but one which
had no possibility of contact with the Forms; an irascible soul (o
thumoeides); and a concupiscent soul (to epithumetikon). The Galenic
rational soul was divided into sensory, motor and hegemonic (“con-
trolling”) parts.?’ The three faculties of the hegemonic part ({0 hége-
montkon), responsible for the three highest mental functions, were
“imaging,” “cogitation” and memory (see below).”” The brain for
Galen was not only the seat of the rational soul, as with Plato, but
also the center and source of the nervous system. In the heart, Galen
placed the higher emotions, which belonged to the irascible soul;
there, too, he located the “vitalizing” function, which maintained life
throughout the body by way of the arterial system. The liver had
the lowest of the three Galenic souls, an ill-analyzed entity that was
stretched between two poles; one was Plato’s concupiscent soul, which

2 Tt is a startling fact that although “/ hégemonikon” often emerges properly in
Arabic as al-mudabbira, it also comes out as al-‘agl; an example in Al bn al-‘Abbas
appears below.

2 Galen’s faculty psychology has been little studied in recent decades (Rudolph
E. Siegel’s work is to be used with caution); some discussions by R. J. Hankinson
are relevant in part; see Hankinson (1991a) and (1991b) (especially 208-216 for
Galen, and 249-250 for a bibliography), as well as (1993). Galen’s accounts are
found mainly in De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis [De Plac.], Galen (1980—84).
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was the seat of the lower emotions/appetites, and the other was the
very different vegetative soul of Aristotle.

The corporeal substrates that all Galenic psychological faculties
required for their functions and for communication were pneumas,
i.e., breaths or vapors. Aristotle had thought in terms of a single
pneuma, formed by evaporation from the blood in the heart (or
from the nutriment there in the final stage of its transformation). It
was the substrate for all sensory processes, external and internal;
it had major but unclear roles in causing bodily movements; and it
controlled the formation of the embryo. Galen normally talked of
two pneumas. The nervous system had as its instrument the psychic
pneuma (or “animal spirit”), which filled the ventricles—the hollow
spaces—of the brain, (probably) permeated its substance, and flowed
through the sensory and motor nerves. The arterial system, serving
the irascible soul, used a zoic pneuma (“vital spirit”), produced in
the left ventricle of the heart and carried through the arteries along
with the arterial blood (and secondarily with the venous blood through
the veins) in order to maintain the vitality of all the parts; the effects
are to be compared with those of oxygen. The Galenic pneumas
were maintained at least partially—Galen may have wanted to be
consistent on this—from the outside air. The main transformation
that produced zoic pneuma took place in the left ventricle of the
heart. For psychic pneuma there was a further transformation in a
supposed arterial network near the base of the brain (the rete mirabile)
and in the ventricles of the brain; or else a sufficient transformation
of the breath as it passed in through the olfactory bulbs.”

So, having learned above that Ibn Stna gives short shrift to the
Galenists regarding cosmology and most of psychological theory, we
need to examine his treatment of the matters that have just been
set out: the primary divisions of the soul, the organs that are their

% Systematic physiology in Galen is also poorly served. Mention should be made
of Jerome J. Bylebyl (1969), 10-137; and Owsei Temkin (1973), passim. Among
Galen’s own works the most important for general physiology is De Usu Partium
[UP]; English translation in Galen (1968); May’s introduction is less authoritative
than one would hope and it is inadequate on the pneumas). See also De Plac. On
the pneumas specifically, see Temkin (1950); in Galen’s writings, especially De plac.,
VIIL.3—4, 2: 438-449; UP, VIIIL 10, IX.4 (rete and psychic pneuma), and VIIL6 (olfac-
tory buds and psychic pneuma); De Methodo Medendi, X11.5; and De Usu Respirationts,
5. To the liver-centered venous system Galen usually allotted the venous blood as
the operating fluid, but a third pneuma, mentioned in De Methodo Medendr, XII. 5,
became standard among later Galenists.
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physical seats and the pneumas that are their instruments. Because
of the differently educated audience, the exposition in the Qanin is
less straightforward than in the Sif@’. Ibn Sina is consistent, care-
fully so, between the Qanin and the Sif@’, while tending to cite or
not to cite Galen or Aristotle in ways that will make his medical
readers, on the one hand, and his philosophical ones, on the other,
feel easy with what he is saying. In fact the Qanan and the Hayawan
of the Sif@> have many passages in common.?* For the moment, I
shall follow the Qanin, as being more illustrative of the tensions.

How, then, does the Qanin use the teachings of the philosophical
and medical traditions? First, Ibn Stna takes over the four elements
and the four humours, which are common to Aristotle and Galen;
he embraces the temperaments, which are primarily Galenic; but
the causes that he uses are the four of Aristotle, not Galen’s five.”
The process of integration continues impressively when Ibn Sina lists
three main divisions of the human faculties/functions, choosing for
them medical names that are conciliatory towards Aristotelian ter-
minology: the natural (fab?7ya) faculty(-ies) [natural soul], the animal
(or vital; hayawaniya) faculty(-ies) [irascible soul]; and the “mental”
(nafsaniya) faculty(-ies) [rational soul].?

The vital faculty, which is associated with the heart, provides the
parts of the body with their potentialities for sensation, motion and
other functions of life above those of plants. (Actual sensation and
actual voluntary motions belong to the nafsaniya faculties.) The vital
faculty provides those potentialities through the vital spirit (riif), which
is produced by evaporation in the heart. The emotions of fear and
anger are also included in the vital faculty because of their association
with this raf; but the emotions are roused by the cognitive processes

** Some of this ground is covered in Basim Musallam (1985-), 94-99; for a list
of Qanun—Sifa’: Hayawan correspondences, 98. The topic is nicely developed in
Remke Kruk (2002).

» Qaniin, 1.1.1.2, (esp. causes), 1: 4-5; L.1.2 (elements), 1: 5-6; 1.1.3.1 (tempera-
ments, or constitutions; sing., mizaj), 1: 6-9; L.1.4.1 (humors), 1: 13-17. Sif@’: Hayawan,
XIL.2, 192-197, on the mizaj, is approximately the same as Qanian, 1.1.3, but the
accounts of causes and elements are elsewhere in the Si/a’. A very interesting aspect
of these physiological foundations is the theory of the homoeomerous parts of the
body—moist/liquid/liquefiable parts and dry/solid parts—where Ibn Sina works
between Aristotle, especially in De Partibus Animalium, and Galen, e.g., in On the
Homoeomerous Parts of the Body; note Sifa’: Hayawan, XII.1, 189—191.

% Qanin, 1.1.6; 1: 66-73; this is the systematic account of faculty psychology for
the Qanan.
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in the brain. The vital faculty (like the physical/vegetative faculty)
is without volition—a matter that is decided in natural philosophy.”
The nafsaniya faculty, which is associated with the brain, Ibn Sina
divides into cognitive (mudrika) and motor (muharrika) faculties. The
cognitive faculties are (1) the external senses, (i) the internal senses
and (iii) the human rational (natiga) faculty.” As for the other basic
matters, Ibn Sina affirms that there is a single primary and central
organ, which is the heart. Moreover, like Aristotle and Harvey, Ibn
Sina says that it must be the heart since that is the first organ formed
in the embryo (a view that is essentially correct in the sense that is
meant). After suitable development of the organism, however, the
relevant functions are delegated to the brain or to the liver.”

In the same spirit, Ibn Stna makes it clear that there is only a
single rith, which is connate and associated initially with the embry-
onic heart, then renewed after birth by evaporation in the heart of
the newly independent organism. At an appropriate stage of devel-
opment, however, the rif starts to be modified in the brain and the
liver for their specific functions. The three kinds of pneuma are fur-
ther modified, one assumes slightly, for each of the more specific
faculties; e.g., into a visual pneuma. The effects on the Galenic
scheme in the case of the pneumas are rather small, although the

2 Ibid., 1.1.6.4, 1: 70-71 (vital faculty); see below for locating it in the heart.

% Ibid., 1.1.6.5, 1: 71-72 (cognitive faculties); I.1.6.6 (motor faculties), 1: 72; see
below for locating it in the brain.

* For the chief organs see the following (1) Qanin: 1.1.5, in the preliminary sec-
tion of that chapter, 1: 20.29-22.12; tr. de Koning, 436—445; also Sifa’: Hayawan,
1.2, 13.2-16.5; and Qanin, 1.1.6.1 and 4, 1: 66-67 and 70-71. All of those, par-
ticularly Qanan 1.1.6.4, relate to the pneumas as well. (2) Si/@’: Hayawan, especially
III.1, 40—46, on the faculties (on the heart as first organ formed, 44.12-14); see
also VL1, 771%, for the embryonic development of a bird (on the two semens, see
below); XII.1, 190.14-191.1, for the heart as principal organ; XII.7-8, 222.18-230.14,
on the faculties and pneumas in connection with the parts; for the anatomy of the
brain in XII.8 and in the Qaniin, see below; on the anatomy of the heart see XIIL.3,
283.4-284.9 (= Qanan, 1II.11.1.1, 2:261.5-262.10; tr. de Koning, 686-693), which
has little for psychological theory; and for remarks on the emergence of the facul-
ties in a baby, XIX.1, 428.5-429.2. Sifa’: Nafs is richer on the physiological side
than one might think, although there are several forward references to the Hayawan.
On the heart, brain and liver and the pneumas and faculties see the following. (1)
Sifa’: Nafs, V.7, 252 (the mistaken schema, unattributed, of Plato and Galen). (2)
V.8, 263.9-268.19, for (i) rak; (i) the heart (is the one primary organ a unitary
soul requires, uses the raf, and—as dissection showed—is the first organ generated);
(1) delegation of faculties from the heart; (iv) the other interrelations among heart,
brain, and liver; and (v) the faculties relating specifically to the brain and to the
liver, in physiological context. For embryology and ensoulment, see note 49.
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formulation is made more precise, and the origin of the pneumas is
made exclusively internal.”® After the changes regarding the principal
organs and the pneumas have been made, the nervous, arterial and
venous systems function very largely in the Galenic way.

A particularly intractable problem of synthesis arises when Ibn
Sina attempts to localize his “internal senses,” which are partly anal-
ogous to the faculties of Galen’s hégemonikon, but also exhibit great
differences from them. Galen did not assign places to the faculties
of the hegemonikon, for he was still unsure about the role of the brain
substance. The Galenist schema for localizing those three faculties
in the ventricles of the brain emerged at latest in the writings of the
fourth-century Byzantine physician, Poseidonios, and had some basis
in Galen’s descriptions of the effects of serious wounds to the brain.*!
Islamic physicians, including the great medical writers, Muhammad
ibn Zakariya’ ar-Razi (Latin, Rhazes; ca. 855-925 or 935) and ‘Alt
ibn al-‘Abbas al-Magus1 (Latin, Haly Abbas; d. ¢ca. 990), both very
well known to Ibn Sina, used this later Galenist schema.*

The encephalon has four ventricles; Galen’s writings made that
already well-established fact plain. Two, paired ventricles at the front
join together and connect at the middle ventricle; the other end of
the middle ventricle is linked to the rear (cerebellar) ventricle by a
short channel. The ventricles became treated functionally as three,
however, the front pair taken as a single organ. The vermis (vermiform
epiphysis), a wormlike structure between the middle and rear ventricles,
was thought by Galen, who had made a rare mistake in dissection,
to be able to open and close the passage that connected them. Galen’s
dissection-based descriptions of the ventricles and the vermus (includ-
ing the idea that it served as a valve) provide the anatomical foun-
dation for the discussions of the encephalon in Islamic medicine.”

% For the pneuma(s) see the preceding note and also below for pneuma and the
internal senses.

' On the effects of head injuries, the main Galenic texts are De Locis Affectis 111.9,
in Galen (1821-1833), 8: 160-161, and De Symptomatis Differentiis 4, in Galen
(1821-1833), 7:60—62.

3 A convenient presentation of the developments in the medical tradition from
Galen to Avicenna (which is based, however, on the Latin texts) is found in E. Ruth
Harvey (1975), 8-21.

# For the ventricles and vernis in the works of Galen see De Anatomicis Administrationibus
(On Anatomical Procedures) [Anat. admin.], IX.3—7 and 10-12, and UP, VIIL.6 and
10-14, and in Galen (1968) the valuable notes to these chapters of UP (for the
vernus, especially 1:420—421, note 76); two English translations are Galen, Galen on
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Among Islamic physicians, “Alf ibn al-‘Abbas seems to have par-
ticularly impressed Ibn Sina.** Since his principal work, the Malaki, has
a notably materialist orientation, the problems on the physiological
side of theoretical psychology are made all the more urgent for Ibn
Stna. ‘Alf ibn al-‘Abbas localized the faculties of tadbir (“controlling,”
“managing”; i.e., the faculties of the Galenic hégemonikon) as follows. (1)
In the “front ventricle” he puts “imaging” (phantasia [Greek and Latin];
tahayyul, also tasawwur and tawahhum/ wahm), the faculty that unifies the
data of the external senses, equivalent to Aristotle’s and Ibn Stna’s
“common sense.” (2) In the middle ventricle comes “cogitation” or
“reasoning” (dianoia; fikr, also nazar and zann; cogitatio), the only ratio-
nal faculty, which functions like Ibn Stna’s mutahayyila and involves
solely the manipulation of images in the pneuma. And (3) in the
rear ventricle is placed (sensory) memory (mnéme; dikr, also hifz; memo-
na), the storchouse for the other two faculties of the /ggemonikon.®

Ibn Sina has more difficulties than ‘Alf ibn al-‘Abbas did. He does
not need a physical substrate or a bodily location for the intellect
(the rational faculty), but he does require places for the “internal
senses,” of which there were five, but only the three ventricles. As
well as being relatively larger, the paired front ventricles in human
beings have a shape that is different from and more complicated
than their shape in the species of animals dissected by Galen (espe-
cially Barbary apes), where the front ventricles are prolonged into the
olfactory bulbs but have no posterior horns.”® The Galenic geometry

Anatomical Procedures (1956) and Galen on Anatomical Procedures, the Later Books (1962).
Greek and Arabic texts of De Anatomicis Adminmistrationibus are in Galen (1986 and
2000); and the Arabic text with a German translation is in Galen (1906).

# Claims of very strong influence on Ibn Sina by ar-Razi that have been made
by A. Z. Iskandar should be kept to one side for the present; see Iskandar (1967).
It is not unlikely that the manuscript on which they are principally based has been
misattributed to ar-Razi and should be assigned instead to a follower of Ibn Sina
or to Ibn Sina himself.

# “Alf ibn al-‘Abbas al-Magusi, Kamil as-Sina‘a ai-Tibbiya (al-Kitab al-Malikt) (1877),
Liv.9, 1: 143-144. Anatomy of the brain, ibid., Lii.11, 1: 93-97; tr. de Koning,
278-297). At 93.20 (tr. de Koning, 278.14) to hégemonikon is represented by al-‘agl
(“intellect” or “noectic reason,” Greek nous; tr. de Koning, 279.21, “lentendement”)
wa-t-tamyzz (“distinguishing,” “differentiating”; but also renders the Greek dianoia,
and that must be the meaning here).

% See notes from On the Usefulness of the Parts of the Body to VIIL6-14, passim.
Galen regarded the “channels” in the optic nerves, as well as the olfactory bulbs,
as joining the double front ventricle; see especially UP VIIL6 for the olfactory bulbs
and Anat. Admin., IX.7). The front ventricles are not unique in being a paired organ
regarded as single: the most famous example is probably Aristotle’s designation of
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makes Ibn Sina’s localization of the internal senses somewhat less
unbelievable than would the actual shape of the human ventricles.

The topic of the internal senses and their localization is a very
interesting one in the thought of Ibn Sina. Here I shall summarize
the primary introductory account in the Sifa@> and Nagat; it accords
with the partial, “expurgated,” description in the Qanan. The names,
definitions, and locations of the five faculties/functions called the
“internal senses” are as follows. (1) Al-fuss al-mustarak is the Aristotelian
“common sense” (sensus communis), which integrates the reports of the
special sensibles and adds “common sensibles” of its own; Ibn Sina
gives an alternative, “medical,” name, bantasiya (in the gg’ﬁi’; Jantasiya
in the Nagaf). It is placed in the “front half™ of the front ventricle of
the brain. (2) Al-musawwira 1s the passive imagination, which is the
sensory memory, the passive storchouse for the products of sensus
communis; sometimes called al-hayal (which can also mean imagination
in a less specific sense). It is placed in the “rear half” of the front
ventricle. (3) Al-mutahayyila is the combinative, or active, imagination;
alternatively called al-mufakkira, and specifically so when being used
by the intellect. It is placed in what must be interpreted as the “front
half” of the small middle ventricle. (4) Al-wahm (or al-qawa l-wakmiya
and sometimes at-tawahhum, which is often used, however, in a non-
technical sense). The “estimative” faculty (virtus aestimativa), rarely also
called az-zanna (the “opinative” faculty), is squeezed into the “rear
half” of the middle ventricle. (5) Al-hafiza (ad-dakira or ad-dikr) is the
retentive, or memorative, faculty and is the storehouse for the inten-
tiones, the products of wakm. This faculty is sometimes given other
names, including al-mutadakkira, the “recollective” faculty, in the
Aristotelian technical sense. The retentive faculty is placed by itself
in the rear ventricle; there it is beyond the dida (vermis), which is
supposed to control the inward and outward flow of wntentiones in the
pneuma.”’

the lungs as “the lung.” The external senses are paired, and since smell and vision
(seem to) report to the front ventricles, the other senses may be inferred to do so;
yet the effect is single. The correlating of left and right inputs, as well as the com-
bining of the different species of sensory reports, must be considered when pro-
ducing an anatomical and physiological account of the ventricles.

7 Sif@’: Nafs, 1.5, 43.1-45.15; Nagat, 162.6-163.16; tr. Rahman, 30.3-31.30; Qaniin,
[.1.6.5, 1:71.28-72.25. For bantasiya/fantasipa see Sifa’: Nafs, 44.4 and Nagat, 163.1.
To the usual five internal senses, Ibn Sina suggests in the Qanan that there might
be added a faculty of recollection (al-mutadakkira), if it actually is distinct; he would
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Ibn Sina employs the Galenists’ names, or close cognates, as alter-
natives for three of those faculties, one in each ventricle. Yet this is
a specious synthesis, not least because two of the names used by the
physicians are introduced in a way that is badly misleading, at least
initially (and most of all to physician readers). Al-mufakkira relates to
Sfikr, the Islamic Galenists’ usual translation of dianoia; it means here,
as it does for the physicians, combinative imagination. In Aristotelian/
Neoplatonic usage, dianoia, “discursive reason,” is a process that uses
only intelligibles; the Galenic physicians take dianoia, “cogitation,” to
be a process that uses only (corporeal) images in the psychic pneuma
(rih nafsaniya), but to be the only possible process of reasoning. Let
me repeat that this is far from being a true faculty of thought for
Ibn Sina, let alone the only one. Ad-dakira is the Galenists’ name for
the entirely different sensory memory, which is actually the musawwira
in Ibn Sta’s scheme. Dakira is placed in the rear ventricle, where
the Galenists have their faculty of the same name, yet they have
nothing which resembles the ma‘ani/intentiones, the objects that Ibn
Sina stores there.”

The knowledge that Ibn Sina has of anatomy is derivative (remem-
ber the Muslim dislike of dissection), and he does not have very
good judgment on anatomical matters. That is the case with the
ventricles of the brain. He simply does not know anything about the
actual structure of the ventricles beyond what he can gather from
Galen’s descriptions based on animals. Inconsistently and unsatis-
factorily, Ibn Sina adopts Galen’s idea of the role of the vermus. This
“worm” is not located where it could open and close the channel
between the middle and rear ventricles, but even if it were, Ibn Stna
would need two such structures: one to separate the combinative
imagination from sensory memory—the function that the vermis has
for the Galenists—as well as one between wahm and its storehouse.™

place this in the rear ventricle along with the memory for the products of wakm
(with which it would primarily be working). For Ibn Sina’s anatomy of the brain see
Qanan, 111.1.1.2, 2: 3.6-5.33; tr. de Koning, 646-661; also at Sifa’: Hayawan, XI11.8,
226.6-233.6.

% Gotthard Strohmaier (1988) has little for the present topic, since the article
shows insufficient familiarity with Aristotelianism, but see 234-238.

% Even so, Ibn Stna provides a marvelous and impressive (but impossible) account
of how the internal senses work by means of their specific pneumas; the subject is
the processing of a visible form, which involves all the internal senses. The form
travels through the ventricles until it is acted upon by wahm and suitable ntentiones
are sent to be stored in the rear ventricle; it then returns to the fayal (i.e., the
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It 1s difficult to praise too little this part of the attempt to inte-
grate Galen and f£2bb with Aristotle and falsafa. In this instance, unusu-
ally, the discussion by Ibn Sina has as much to do with rhetoric
and conversion of the intellectually able physician as it does with
proper theoretical systematization.

Ibn Sina is certainly aware of some of the difficulties, and his
carly treatments of the internal senses illuminate a large number of
problems in his theoretical philosophy and science. The scheme of
the internal senses in his first psychological work, the Magala fi n-
Nafs, differs in several particulars from the one just described, for
example, in the location of wakm. In the Magala, the quwa mutawah-
hima (as the wahm is called at this point) is said to have its domin-
ion (sultan) in the whole of the brain, but especially in the domain
of the combinative imagination (i.e., the middle ventricle)." Wahm
ought to be in direct contact with all the other inner senses, but
geometrically it cannot be. Moreover, Ibn Stna has a tendency to
think of the human wakm as pushing towards the unlocalizable status
of the intellectual faculty. Despite the elaborate account I have just
presented, he does not forget this early idea when he is composing
the Sifa’. In Sifa’: Kitab an-Nafs, V.8, Ibn Sina says that the wahm
has mastery over the whole brain, but that its dominion (sultan) is
in the middle [ventricle]."! On this and the other points of difference
in the analyses of the internal senses, there is a fascinating history
of development in Ibn Sin@’s writings from the Magala fi n-Nafs to
the time of the Sif@’.*

The rest of the integration of the theoretical psychology of the
philosophers and the physicians leads into what is now purely phys-
iology, but the boundary is drawn differently at that time and some
of this fascinating process ought to be sketched in. The lowest set
of faculties of the Aristotelian soul is the vegetative faculties of nutri-
tion, growth and reproduction.*® Neither in Kitah an-Nafs of the Sifa’

musawwira): a remarkable description of something like the perceptional process in
the modern psychological sense. See Si/a’: Nafs, I11.8, 153.9-154.10.

Y Magala fi n-Nafs, 360.18-19; tr. Landauer, 402.

268.9.

2 T am preparing an article on the localization, functions and nomenclature of
the internal senses in Ibn Sina’s writings to the end of his “middle period” (ca.
1027).

* This neat arrangement comes from a somewhat smoothed and tightened
Aristotle, but is authentic enough.
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nor in the psychological part of the Nagat—where the approach is
unusually simplistic—is there much indication that Ibn Stna has any-
thing un-Aristotelian to say.** Moreover, neither the book on plants
of the Sif’ (Kitab an-Nabat) nor the Hapawan of the Sifa’ gives a com-
plete overview of how Ibn Sina wishes to analyze and structure the
vegetative level of soul. For such a presentation, given in a succinct
and introductory way, one has to turn to the Qanian and, once again,
to the chapter on the faculties and functions.”

Here in the Qanin Ibn Stna speaks of two sets of “natural facul-
ties.” The “nature” in “natural faculties” is Galen’s “nature” understood
as lower soul. The higher set of these faculties is equated by Ibn
Stna to Aristotle’s vegetative soul, and it indeed comprises nutrition,
growth, and reproduction.’® Ibn Sina groups the faculties of nutri-
tion and growth together and subdivides the faculty of reproduction
into the generative and formative faculties. (The “formative” faculty
is called al-musawwira and thus bears, surprisingly and unhelpfully,
the same name as the [passive] imagination/sensory memory of the
philosophers.) The faculty of reproduction has as its purpose the pre-
serving of the species and it is served by nutrition and growth, Ibn
Sina says. The division into nutrition, growth and reproduction is
Aristotelian, whereas the sharp separation of reproduction from nutri-
tion and growth, and its subdivision into generative and formative
faculties belongs to the physicians.

* See, however, the following places: Sifa’: Kitab an-Nafs, 1.5, 51.8-16; also, with
slight differences, an-Nagat, 168.16-20; tr. Rahman, 37.30—38.2 and 122, notes 4
and 5 to Ch. VI. Those texts include mention of the four natural faculties treated
by Galen and their interrelationships (the latter are given variously in the Nagat
MSS). Yet the main account of the vegetative soul in Kitab an-Nafs, 11.1, 52.1-57.14
(not in the Nagaty—which immediately follows the passage just mentioned—does not
continue with even the Galenic natural faculties. The last part of the chapter (56.44%.),
however, deals with the question of why a given vegetative soul produces the right
kind of living thing; the answer includes the constitution (mizag) of the new being—
something that is largely but not entirely a Galenic theme (one that I shall not dis-
cuss). At the very end of Rutab an-Nafs V.8, 269.10-15, Ibn Sina brings up the
faculty of reproduction and is Galenic in speaking of the testes as basic organ and
mentioning their attraction and expulsion of matter; he refers the reader forward
to Kitab al-Hayawan; see next note. 5

¥ Qanin, 1.1.5. intro., 1: 20.29-22.12; tr. de Koning, 436-445; also in Sifa’:
Hayawan, 1.2, 13.2-16.5. What are effectively the “natural faculties” of Galen are
mentioned at the start (these texts have already been cited with respect to the inter-
relations among the organs). In the Hayawan (and the Nabat), such faculties appear
in specific physiological accounts without being situated in a general theory; such
a theory, with its many Galenic elements, is set out in Qanin, 1.1.6.1-3, 1:66-69.

% Qanan, 1.1.6.2, 1: 67-68.
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The natural faculties just discussed, called in full the “served”
(mapdiama) natural faculties, are indeed served—by the second set,
called in full the “serving” (hadima) natural faculties.*” The latter are
actually the ones treated by Galen in his well-known work, On the
Natural Faculties, namely, attraction, retention, alteration and expulsion.
“Alteration,” however, is represented by the “digestive faculty” (hadima)
in the Qanin, since Ibn Stna needs a term that means, in the language
of falsafa, a change of substance, not of quality, as Galen’s did." The
“serving” natural faculties are served in turn by the primary qualities,
which in both traditions were hotness, coldness, dryness and moist-
ness. That is a lot to join together, but the combining has been done
well, on the whole, and has produced a properly systematic result.

Those doctrines are connected with Ibn Sina’s identification of
the vital organs: one might expect three, the brain, the heart and
the liver—and indeed there are—but there is another, the testes,
which are the seat of the faculty of reproduction. Aristotle was noto-
rious for his male bias in questions of reproduction and heredity,
but he gave a very good account of embryological development (in
the chick). Galen was not as discerning as one would expect in
embryology, but he assigned roughly equal and symmetric roles to
men and women in generation and heredity. Ibn Stna follows Aristotle
in saying that the heart is the first organ generated, whereas Galen
claimed the liver was first (although the matter is not entirely straight-
forward). Ibn Sina, though, does accept, as far as he has to, the
Galenic view that there are both a male and a female semen. Aristotle
allowed only a male semen in his writings, with the important excep-
tion of the (in fact pseudonymous) Book X of the Historia Amimalium;
and Ibn Sina is familiar with Book X, which was included in the
Arabic translation of Aristotle’s Historia Animalium (Ritab al-Hayawan).
The female analogue of the testes is the ovaries, again parts that were
discovered after Aristotle’s time but well before Galen’s. Once more,
Ibn Stna must accede to post-Aristotelian anatomical knowledge.

¥ For the “serving” natural faculties, Qanan, 1.1.6.3, 1: 68-69.

% Ibid., 68.2. At Qanan, 1.1.5, 1: 20.29-30; tr. de Koning, 436; Sifa’: Hapawan, 1.2,
13.2-3. Ibn Sina says that every member has its own innate power (qiwa gariziya)
of being nourished; this comprises the four Galenic natural faculties, but instead of
“digestion” he now uses “making similar and incorporating [the nutriment|” (tasbihuhi
wa-ilsaquhd). In current physiological usage, those constitute “assimilation.” The other
three functions/faculties are gadb (attraction; al-gadiba, in the Qanan), imsak (reten-
tion; al-masika, in the Qanan), and daf* (expulsion; ad-dafi‘a, in the Qanan).
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Ibn Sina’s acceptance of the apparent fact of two semens is not
the end of the story, however. In the full account given in the Sifi’,
Ibn Stna refutes Galen’s attribution of an equal role to the female
parent and returns to Aristotle’s view that the woman’s contribution
to the forming of the embryo is passive, a material cause only—a
view fully compatible with Ibn Sina’s own cultural environment.*
The female in truth does not have semen, Ibn Sina says, for her
fluid has no active generative power (gawa muwallida) but only a pas-
sive one (quwa mulawallida). More technically (although Ibn Sina is
being loose with his gawa’s here), the female fluid does not possess
the necessary (active) formative faculty (al-giiwa l-musawwira), but only
a “faculty” (potentiality) of being formed (qawat at-tasawwur), a capac-
ity to be acted upon in the requisite way.” (So tasawwur is another
word with a second technical use—if the use here is indeed techni-
cal—for it is also, of course, the term much used in Ibn Sina’s logic
and epistemology for the grasping of intelligibles.) The female “semen”
plays in this regard the part played by the (pre)menstrual blood for
Aristotle. The features observed in offspring are (very) hard to square
with the Aristotelian-Avicennan theory, it is true; but how skillfully
the differing Aristotelian and Galenic ideas have been drawn together
and systematized here.”’

In relation to the souls of lower animals, Ibn STna makes an inter-
esting and significant extension to Aristotelian theory; he does not

1 Sifa’: Hayawan, IX, especially chapter 3, 158—164. This is at the place of the
relevant passages in Historia Amimalium, X; the further discussions answering to De
Generatione Amimalium are mostly in Hayawan, XV.2 and 3 and XVI.1 (which corre-
sponds with De Gen. An., I 3). That is a point missed by Musallam in his discus-
sion of the two-semen problem, (1989), 96-97; he creates a drama here in what
he sees as the relocation of the discussion from a later place. Hayawan, XVI.1,
401.7-405.12, is a principal text on the ensoulment of the embryo; see note 8
above,

0 Sif: Hayawan, 1X.3, especially 161.5-162.16 (161.16 and 162.8 for musawwira
and tasawwur). The chapter-title (158.3-5) is “Return to the Source in the First
Teacher [Aristotle], and Proof that Women in Truth Do Not Have Semen and
that the Matter from Women which is Called Semen Does Not Have an [Active]
Faculty of Generating but Only [a Faculty] of Being Acted upon in Generation, . ...”

' There is much more to be said on the systematizing of Ibn Sina’s embryol-
ogy, even on the synthesizing of Galen and Aristotle and even on the “first-formed
organ.” Basim Musallam (1990) adds little on Ibn Sina; but Kruk (1990) is valu-
able on generation, including the topic of the two semens. Moreover, a major study
is available; see Ursula Weisser (1983). A considerable part of the book is devoted
to Ibn Sina and both the Qanin and Sifa’: Hayawan are carefully covered, note esp.
B.10.2.2.2, “Dreiblaschen-Theorie,” 244—249. See also Weisser (1985).
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refer to anything Galenic, but exhibits the independent side of his
systematizing. He argues that since there is a lowest species of sen-
sation in the souls of animals, there should be, correspondingly, a
lowest species of self-movement. He identifies this as contraction and
expansion, a kind of movement found in certain shellfish that lack
a proper power of locomotion, and says that he has observed and
tested it for himself.’?

The vegetative faculties and seed (= semen) enter not only into
the theory of human and animal life but also the life of plants. An
important topic is the localization of the faculty of reproduction and
that of growth in plants and lowly animals (in reproduction of plants
by cuttings, grafting of plants, regrowth of starfish “arms,” to take
familiar modern examples). Such matters I also omit—and, again,
they are now physiological.

I have also ignored external sensation in general and all the indi-
vidual senses; and the functioning of nerves, pneumas, and muscles
in producing movements; and the grand Galenic theme that the dis-
position of the soul (the character of the person) follows the tem-
perament (or constitution; phusis, tabi‘a) of the body. So the map of
Ibn Sina’s systematizing, drawn in terms of psychological theory, has
large blanks where it covers physiological psychology and Galenic
matters. Still, the pervasiveness of themes from theoretical psychology
in Ibn Sina’s system has been widely illustrated where it reaches into

physiology.

111

Ibn Sina strove to integrate the knowledge and theories of the Galenic
physicians with his Aristotelian natural science. Most of Galenic
anatomy and physiology is saved (as are the strictly medical fields
of diagnostics, prognostics and therapeutics), but at the same time,
the anatomical and physiological matter is integrated with and sub-
sumed under Ibn Sina’s basic philosophical doctrines in ontology
and psychology. In physiological and faculty psychology, Ibn Sina

2 Dag Hasse (2000), 93-95. He cites Sifa’: Nafs, IL3, 68.6-19; and Magala fi n-
Nafs, 351.7-14; tr. Landauer, 388. Ibn Sina’s own observations are described in the
Magala but not the Sifa’.
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brings Galen and Aristotle into a far-reaching, if incomplete, syn-
thesis. Certain anatomical components are regrettable. Yet the unsat-
isfactory Platonic faculty psychology promoted by Galen is eliminated,
as is the materialism of Galenic theory, and the worst of Aristotle’s
physiology is thrown out. (Remember that Aristotle was unaware of
the nerves and ovaries and other parts; was ill-informed on the heart,
lung, arteries, veins and other parts; and was risible in his views on
the brain and some other organs as well.) Over a large and central
area of incompatibility, Ibn Stna combines Galenic medicine with
Jalsafa, at most places into a full and successful synthesis within his
overarching theoretical system. That is a major achievement.

The large domain of theory that has been discussed gains much
of its interconnectedness and integrity from theoretical psychology.
Ibn Sina’s integration of noetics, faculty psychology and physiologi-
cal psychology interlocks with ontology and epistemology and phys-
ical cosmology; incorporates topics from ethics and political science,
dynamics and chemistry; and combines closely with physiology proper
and anatomy. The synthesis includes Greek and Islamic thought in
the Aristotelian, Neoplatonic (and Platonic) and Galenic traditions.
Muslim teachings and sensibilities are accommodated or embraced;
for psychological theory saves, among other beliefs, the fundamental
ones concerning individual salvation and prophethood.

The systematizing itself is one of the most interesting features of
the reasoning and of the resulting structure. Doctrines are often
developed or selected for the sake of systematization in order to
strengthen the construction or fill it in or extend it. Very frequently
the motive is to preserve a solution or insight from one tradition of
thought in a synthesis with another. Understanding a doctrine depends
on grasping its place in the synthesis and its function in the system.
Heeding the synthetic and systematic nature of the thought of Ibn
Stna should improve our comprehension of it—and our apprecia-
tion—and help us to define and analyze the problems that he encoun-
tered and that he so often admirably resolved.



CHAPTER FIVE

NON-DISCURSIVE THOUGHT IN AVICENNA’S
COMMENTARY ON THE THEOLOGY OF ARISTOTLE*

Peter Adamson

Did Avicenna believe that thinking could be non-discursive? If so,
what would he have understood by non-discursive thinking, and what
role would such thinking play in his epistemology? The present paper
attempts to begin answering these questions, which as far as I know
have not explicitly been addressed in their own right before. They
are important questions, not only because of their obvious relevance
for Avicennan epistemology, but also because answers to them would
in turn help us to answer another basic question about Avicenna:
how strongly was he influenced by Neoplatonism? He certainly knew
about the central Neoplatonic distinction between dianoia and noésis:
discursive thought and intellection. He would have found it, among
other places, in the Theology of Anistotle, the famous Arabic version of
parts of the Enneads of Plotinus." Not only did Avicenna know this
work, but also he wrote a commentary on it as part of the immense
but mostly lost work titled al-Insaf, or The Fair Judgment? The Insaf,
the only other extant part of which discusses Book Lambda of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics, was to give Avicenna’s evaluation of impor-
tant works of philosophy in the light of his own original system,
which he at that point in his career was calling the “eastern phi-
losophy (al-hitkma al-masrigiya).” Though the commentary on the 7heology

* I would like to thank for their useful suggestions the participants in the Avicenna
Study Group, especially Dimitri Gutas, Jon McGinnis and David Reisman, and also
members of the Philosophy Department at King’s College London.

! The Arabic text for the Theology and other parts of the Arabic Plotinus are in
Plotinus (1955). Citations are to page and line number of this edition. An English
translation by G. Lewis is in Plotinus (1951-1973). See also Adamson (2002).

? For an edition of both extant sections of The Fair Fudgment, see Avicenna, al-
Insaf (1947), with the commentary on the Theology at 37-84. French translation by
G. Vajda in Avicenna, al-Insaf (1951). Citations are of the page and line number
from the (1947) edition.
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is largely sympathetic, Avicenna does not refrain from taking excep-
tion to what he finds in Plotinus (as filtered through the Arabic ver-
sion), as I have shown elsewhere.” In general, the commentary is of
course an important document for establishing Avicenna’s attitude
towards Neoplatonism. I hope to show here that the above questions
regarding non-discursive knowledge in Avicenna can also be answered
by looking at the commentary against the background of his more
familiar works.

In order to discuss the problem clearly, a distinction is in order.
It is often assumed that “non-discursive” knowledge is the same as,
or akin to, “mystical” knowledge. Clearly both terms are in need of
definition, but it seems to me wrong to assume that “non-discursive”
thought need be “mystical.” Consider Plotinus himself. He certainly
does have a theory of non-discursive thought, and he also has a the-
ory about knowledge that is sometimes described as mystical, but
they are not the same theory. For Plotinus discursive thought (dianoia)
is proper to the soul, while non-discursive thought is the knowledge
that pure intellect has of itself. It is non-discursive at least in the
sense that it cannot adequately be represented in language. But it
is not mystical: it is part of, in fact the essence of, rational philoso-
phy and it does not involve any extraordinary experience. In fact,
according to Plotinus it happens not only frequently but always for
every human, even if we are not always aware of it.* This is to be
sharply distinguished from the knowledge or awareness that pure
intellect has of the One. If Plotinus does countenance mysticism, it
is only at this rarefied level. Thus mysticism does not play a significant
role in Plotinus’ general epistemology, as opposed to his theology.

We need to bear this distinction in mind as we turn to Avicenna.
Like Plotinus, Avicenna distinguishes between the knowledge or
thought that happens at the level of the rational human soul and at
the level of pure intellect. In some respects the latter kind of knowl-
edge is indeed non-discursive, as we will see. But like Plotinian noésts,
it is not in any way mystical. Studying Avicenna’s general theory of
intellection needs to be kept apart from the question of whether

* See Adamson (forthcoming). Other studies of the commentary include L. Gardet
(1951a) and J. Janssens (1997).

* This is because of Plotinus’ infamous doctrine of the undescended soul. On the
late ancient debate over this doctrine see C. Steel (1978).
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Avicenna believes that the intellect’s knowledge of God must be mys-
tical. Though the latter question is not my main focus, I will address
it at the end of the paper by showing that we can understand intel-
lectual knowledge of God within the theory that accounts for all
other intellection. There is something special about knowledge of
God, but it has to do with the affective experience that accompanies
the knowledge, not the mode of the knowledge itself. Purely from
an epistemological point of view, for Avicenna knowing God is not
unlike knowing a triangle.

Avicenna’s theory of human intellection is set out in numerous
works, especially his treatises on the human soul. These range from
what was probably his first work, the Compendium on the Soul, to his
very last work, the brief On the Rational Soul, by way of the Nafs sec-
tions of an-Nagat, a5-Sif@> and al-Isarat, to mention only some of the
main texts.” In all of these works Avicenna is happy to refer to the
rational soul’s knowledge of an intelligible as the “grasping of a form
(siira).” This he has taken from Aristotle. How does one go about
grasping such an intelligible form? The first step is to go through a
process of abstracting the forms from sense experience.® It is impor-
tant that the resulting abstracted forms are universal and not par-
ticular. As such they cannot come solely from encounters with
particular objects; rather, the grasp of the intelligible must be facil-
itated by contact with the active intellect, which is the seat of the
intelligible forms. Thus the soul receives the form, as it were, from
two directions: more accurately, it receives the intelligible form from
the active intellect, but is “prepared” to do so through the process
of abstraction. How does the soul understand the form that is
emanated into it from the active intellect? Avicenna says that the
soul engages in a process called “combination and division (fartzh and

> T have made use of the following editions, consulting translations where they
were available. Avicenna, Magala fi n-Nafs ‘alé sunnat al-ihtisar (1875), with German
translation by S. Landauer. Avicenna, Fi n-Nafs an-natiga (1952), 195-198; English
translation by D. Gutas in Gutas (1988), 72-78. Avicenna, an-Nagat: an-Nafs (1912),
256-316; English translation by F. Rahman in an-Nagat (1952). Avicenna, as-Sifa’:
Kitab an-Nafs (1959); henceforth Rahman. Alternate edition and French translation
in Sifa’: Kitab an-Nafs (1956); henceforth Bakos. Avicenna, al-Isarat wa-t-Tanbihat
(1957-1960); French translation by A. E. Goichon in al-Iiarat wa-t-Tanbithat (1951).
All translations given in this paper are my own unless otherwise noted—where I
have used the translations of others I have sometimes modified them in the inter-
est of keeping terminology consistent.

6 See D. Hasse (2001).
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tafsil).” The terminology has as its ultimate ancestor the method of
“collection and division” used in Plato’s Sophist, though in Avicenna’s
hands its use owes more to the procedures of Aristotelian science.’

Let us take for example the intelligible form “man.” The soul
knows this form only after it has gone through a process of seeing
what is common to all men (tarttb), as well as what it is that distin-
guishes man from other species, such as horse (tafs7/). The Avicennan
text that explains this process best is as-Sifa’: an-Nafs V.6. Here
Avicenna says that “forming the concept of the intelligibles (tasawwur
al-ma‘qulat)” occurs “in the soul when it divides and combines them”
(Rahman, 241.5f1; Bakos, 237.14). He goes on to add that the process
of dividing concepts is proper only to the rational soul:

One of the two [kinds of knowledge]® is knowledge involving discur-
sive thought (%m fikr7), which is perfected completely only when it is
combined and synthesized (larattaba wa-tarakkaba). The second is sim-
ple knowledge (al-im al-basit), which does not involve having one form
after another; rather, it is the only [kind of knowledge] from which
the form emanates into what receives the form. The latter [sc. simple
knowledge] 1s knowledge that is the agent (m fa%l) of the thing that
we call knowledge involving discursive thought (%m fikr7), and is its
principle. It is” the absolute intellectual power of the soul that partic-
ipates in the active intellects. Division (fafsil) belongs to the soul as
such, and what does not have this does not have psychic knowledge.
[. . .] Know that in the unmixed intellect there is from these two [kinds
of knowledge] no multiplicity at all, and no combining (tartzb) of forms.
Rather it [sc. the intellect] is the principle of all the forms, which

7 The Platonic echo is also noted by C. Baffioni (1981), 609.

8 The context of the passage cited here is a discussion of how one can store pre-
viously acquired knowledge such that it is immediately (fi l-wagi) available, for
example, if someone asks you a question to which you already know the answer.
Avicenna goes on to point out that you could be certain that you know something
without actually thinking about it—perhaps an example would be knowing that I
know what the Pythagorean theorem is, even though I am not thinking about it
or using it now. Avicenna suggests that the “simple knowledge” is the knowledge
one has, e.g., of the theorem, while the discursive knowledge is what provides cer-
tainty that one has the knowledge. To extend our example: one grasps the theo-
rem intellectually and simply, but one can also think discursively through the proof
by which one first arrived at the theorem (in general this is the kind of knowledge
used to answer any instance of the question “but how do you know that?” or “how
can you be sure?”). All of this, however, is only one application of a distinction
between two kinds of knowledge, one simple and one discursive, which is of wider
significance in Avicenna’s epistemology, as we will see presently.

? Reading /uwa al-gawa with MSS C, D, E, F and H for Rahman’s huwa 4-I-
qawa, which is found only in MSS A, G and K.
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emanate from it to the soul. [...] But the soul of the knower, inso-
far as it is soul, forms concepts by combining and dividing, and there-
fore it is not simple in any way. (a5-Sifa’: an-Nafs, Rahman, 243.7-244.4;
Bakos, 239.11-240.8)

Avicenna here sets out a distinction between two kinds of knowl-
edge. The first 1s called %m fikri, or “knowledge involving discursive
thinking.” It belongs to the soul and only to the soul. (For reasons
that will become clear shortly I will translate fikr as “discursive
thought,” rather than simply “thought.”) The second is “agent” or
“simple” knowledge (um fa%l or basit). It belongs to pure intellect,
but soul partakes of it when it “participates in the active intellects.”
What Avicenna seems to be saying here is that fikr involves divid-
ing up concepts or intelligible forms that are simple and unified in
the intellect. The division happens only afler these forms are emanated
from the intellect into the soul (243.17).

This theme is a constant one throughout Avicenna’s epistemolog-
ical works. Already in the Compendium on the Soul, he had written of
“analysis and synthesis (at-tahlil wa-t-tarkib)” (364.7) ascribing this to
“intellect (‘ag/),” which here as often means the theoretical faculty
of the soul. At the end of his career in On the Rational Soul, he defines
Jfikra as reaching the secondary intelligibles via “composition and syn-
thesis (at-ta’lif wa-t-tarkib)” of the primary intelligibles (196.1). This
seems to take us rather close to something we might call “discur-
sive” knowledge, as is already suggested by the terminology he uses:
fikr 1s used in the Theology of Aristotle as a rough analogue to dianoia.
The notion of dianoia in Plotinus and other Neoplatonists turns, like
Avicenna’s notion of “division and combination,” on the relation-
ship between intellect and soul. For Plotinus the soul thinks discur-
sively because it “unfolds” or divides the pure forms that are in
intellect. The distinction between these two kinds of mental activity
is the basis of the Plotinian distinction between soul and intellect.
For Avicenna, both kinds of mental activity exist in the soul: the
soul’s proper and basic ability is, as we have seen, fikr, which is the
division and combination of intelligibles. Still, it is also capable of
pure intellection, which is its immediate reception of intelligibles in
an emanation from the active intellect.'’

10" Actually things are even more complicated than this, because eventually Avicenna
will recognize a secondary kind of thought (fikr) that takes place in the “cogitative
faculty,” which is located in the middle ventricle of the brain, as has been shown
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This puts us in a position to say more clearly what Avicenna
might have in mind when he gestures towards a non-discursive kind
of thinking. As so often in Neoplatonism, the basic contrast is between
what is simpler and what is more complex or multiple. Here are
three closely related candidates for explaining what is distinctive
about non-discursive thought, all of them based on the contrast
between simplicity and multiplicity:

(a) Discursive thought requires time, because it “goes from thing to
thing”: as a thought process it has discrete parts or stages that
are not grasped all at once. Non-discursive thought does not
require time, but happens outside of time or in an instant.

(b) Discursive thought, on the one hand, has as its object something
multiple, because the various parts of the temporal process just
mentioned grasp either different things or different aspects of the
same thing. Non-discursive thought, on the other hand, has a
simple object. A corollary is that what engages in non-discursive
thought is itself simple, for such a thinker grasps its object by

by Dimitri Gutas (2002b), 22. Like the thinking that happens in the rational soul,
the thinking in this embodied faculty has the responsibility to “combine” and
“divide,” but using images gathered by the senses rather than intelligibles. I have
been greatly helped by Gutas’ paper, though the connections between my account
here and his are too complex to detail here. Essentially I am accepting Gutas’s
interpretation of what he calls the “standard version” of Avicenna’s epistemology,
i.e., the version found in ai~87@” and other texts from the middle period of Avicenna’s
career (including his commentary on the 7Theology). I am suggesting, though, that
there is an aspect of the soul’s knowledge that Gutas does not discuss, namely, a
non-discursive kind of knowledge in which soul “thinks” the way that a pure intel-
lect thinks. In the standard version intuition (hads) is part of fikra, or discursive
thought. Following Gutas, I believe that what happens in the “revised” theory of
al-Isarat and al-Mubahatat 1s that Avicenna fundamentally changes his notion of intu-
ition. I would add, though, that in the revised version intuition takes on some char-
acteristics of what in the standard version had been non-discursive thinking. This
1s shown, first, by the fact that in the standard version intuition is not instanta-
neous. Even the quickest form of intuition, namely, “acumen (dak@’),” is merely
“very fast” (taking “an infinitesimally short period of time”; see Gutas (2002b), 4-5),
while non-discursive knowledge is instantaneous, as we will see below; however, in
the revised version intuition is instantaneous or “all at once” (see Gutas (2002b),
20). Second, intuition in the standard version is explicitly said to be an aspect of
discursive thinking ( fikra), whereas it is opposed to fikr in the revised version. Despite
these differences, and despite the development of a split theory of fikr into two
processes, one bodily and one immaterial, the doctrine I am outlining is generally
consistent through all of the texts I have examined. In particular, the standard and
revised versions are united in using the term fikr to refer to a specifically discursive
kind of thought, which involves combination and division.
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becoming identical with that object; if the object is simple, then
so 1s the subject.

(c) Discursive thought is structured linguistically or propositionally,
whereas non-discursive thought is not. This is suggested by points
(a) and (b): to express something linguistically takes time, and
what i3 expressed (the utterance, or the bit of linguistically struc-
tured thought) has parts. Because of his commitment to Aristotelian
logic, Avicenna believes that knowledge is expressed in language
by means of propositions that are arranged in syllogistic argu-
ments. Thus, for Avicenna the proposal that there is a kind of
thought that is non-linguistic boils down to the proposal that
there 1s thought that is non-syllogistic.

As it turns out, Avicenna believes that the properly intellectual mode

of thinking is non-discursive in senses (a) and (b), but not in sense

(c). That is, it grasps its object “all at once” and it grasps a simple

object, but its grasp is nevertheless structured syllogistically. I will

first review the evidence for this interpretation in Avicenna’s psy-

chological works, before moving on to his commentary on the 7heology.
Regarding (a), time, Avicenna says this:

Now concerning the intellect, when it perceives things among which
there is prior and posterior, it necessarily knows time along with them,
yet it does this without being in time itself, but in one instant (wa-
dalika la fi zamamin bal fi amin). The intellect thus knows time in an
instant. As for its synthesis (lark7b) of the syllogism and definition, it is
without doubt in time, except that its forming a concept of the con-
clusion and of what is defined happen all at once (duf“a). (a5-Sifa’: an-
Nafs, Rahman, 237.12—15; Bakos, 234.5-8)

The terminology here is also used throughout Avicenna’s career.
Early on his epistemological theory has not yet been worked out
fully, but still he speaks of intellect proper as grasping something in
an instant (al-ana, corresponding with the Greek to nun):

The process (tarzg) of the intellect’s act takes place in a period of time,
as it goes through the syllogisms by using deliberation (rawiya). But its
reaching the conclusion in itself—which is the fruit of discursive thought
(fikr) and the end of the inquiry—does not require any time and hap-
pens in an instant (fi an [cf. Gk. fo nun]). In fact, the essence of the
intellect is completely above time.!! (Compendium on the Soul, 364.10—14)

' The last statement should be compared to Liber de Causis Proposition 2, and
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Later than the Sif@’, Avicenna is still using the “all at once” lan-
guage, when he defines “divine emanation” as an “Inspiration com-
ing from the Lord (al-ilham ar-rabbani),"” occurring all at once (duf“a)
and revealing some intellectual truth” (On the Rational Soul, 197.18-19,
Gutas’ translation, modified).

The idea presented in all of these passages is that the intellection
of soul does not require time. In the passage from a5-Sif@’, Avicenna
speaks of the “intellect (‘ag/),” which again here means the theoretical
faculty of soul,” as thinking in two ways. The passage alludes to the
“composition” that is involved in fikr and affirms that this does require
time. The properly intellectual way for it to think is for it to grasp
its objects “in one instant,” despite the temporal relations that obtain
between them in the physical world. An example of the contrast is
also supplied: one may be thinking one’s way through a syllogism
or working towards a definition via the process of combination and
division outlined above. This takes place over a period of time, but
when the conclusion is reached, or the definition is achieved, that
is a moment of pure intellection and is instantaneous, requiring no
time at all.

When this occurs, the soul has gone beyond fikr and engaged in
the “simple knowledge” that is proper to intellection, which, as we
saw above, does not need to go “from one form to another,” but
grasps the relevant intelligible or intelligibles all at once. The soul
thus engages in a kind of thinking that fulfills criterion (b) for non-
discursivity: its thinking is simple. To use once again our example of
the form “man,” one might go through the process of noting that men
are rational, that they are mortal, that they are animals, and that
they are substances. “Rational,” “mortal,” “animal” and “substance”
are separate forms and are grasped separately, so this process takes
time. Still, there is also a single, intellectual grasp of the form “man.”
This one act of intellection includes within it a grasping of the forms

Theology of Anistotle 11.14, which both say that the soul is above time. It is perhaps
worth reminding the reader that, according to the Aristotelian conception of the
instant or “now,” which Avicenna broadly accepts, the instant is not a minimal
part of time or even an infinitely small period of time, but occupies no time at all.
It is therefore, in a sense, “outside of time.” See further J. McGinnis (1999).

12 Compare this to the phrase iham ilakt at Compendium on the Soul 361.11; see
further below.

3 This becomes clear when Avicenna subsequently speaks of this ‘gl as being
“weak” because the soul is paying attention to the body (Rahman 237.16-18; Bako§
234.8-10).
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“rational,” “mortal,” “animal” and “substance” and is instantaneous
and is nothing more than coming to understand that “man” is defined
as a “rational, mortal, animal substance” (the example is drawn from
the Compendium on the Soul, 364.6ff.). The non-discursive intellection
will normally happen only when one has already gone through the
more laborious discursive process.

Like Plotinus, Avicenna accepts that there are numerous grades
of simplicity. He often speaks as though all immaterial things were
alike in their simplicity, whereas material things are complex. According
to this broad division the rational soul is simple, and Avicenna proves
this on the basis that its objects are immaterial, which is in turn
shown by the fact that the objects are universal. Avicenna follows
Aristotle, however, in holding that an immaterial knower is of the
same nature as, if not completely identical to, its object. Thus if
soul’s rational knowledge is more complex or divided than the knowl-
edge that belongs to a pure, separated intellect, then there must be
a corresponding difference between the simplicity of soul and of pure
intellect. Avicenna affirms this in the following passage (partially cited
above):

Thus one must believe that the state of separated, pure things is in
accordance with (/7) their intellection (‘aql) of things. For their intel-
lection is the intellection that makes and creates the forms, not the
one that is because of the form, or in accordance with the forms of
the soul. But the soul of the knower, insofar as it is soul (min haytu
hya nafs), forms concepts by combining and dividing, and therefore it
is not simple in any way. (a5-Sifa’: an-Nafs, Rahman, 243.17-244.4;
Bakos, 240.4-8)

This passage is clear that the human soul, wsofar as it is soul, is com-
plex precisely because of the discursivity of its thinking,'"* and this
despite the fact that it is both immaterial and capable of grasping
immaterial objects. Indeed, Avicenna will in the Discussions (al-Mubahatal)
say that “synthesizing (farkib) universal terms is not something that
is apt to be done through faculties or organs of the body.”” So the
soul’s ability to combine and distinguish universals proves that it is

" Avicenna is not particularly consistent on this point, especially in other con-
texts where he is only trying to contrast soul to bodily things. Thus in ar-Risala al-
Adhawiya fi l-ma‘ad (Epistle of Immolation on the Afierlife) he says that the rational soul
1s “completely simple (basita ‘ald l-itlaq)”; Avicenna, ar-Risala al-Adhawiya fi l-ma‘ad
(1969), 197.4.

15 Cited in Gutas (2002b), 22; Gutas’ translation, modified.
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simpler than body; yet its need to go through this process shows
that it 1s less simple than intellect. This leaves open the question of
what we should say about a rational soul that has achieved intel-
lection, either sporadically in this life or eternally in the next: per-
haps a soul like that would be equal to intellect both in its simplicity
and its mode of thinking.

The final and most problematic question about Avicenna’s theory
of non-discursive thought is (c): whether he believes that intellectual
knowledge is structured syllogistically. Or, to put it another way,
whether there is any way to grasp an intelligible other than by grasp-
ing propositions and fitting them together into syllogisms. The ques-
tion is a matter of controversy with regard to Plotinus,'® and with
Avicenna the answer is equally difficult. In the early Compendium, he
seems to hold that there is indeed knowledge that is non-syllogistic.
This emerges from two passages:

Intelligible forms come about in [the rational soul] in two ways. The
first is through divine inspiration (ikam ilahi), without learning or using
the senses, for instance the self-evident intelligibles (al-ma‘qalat al-badihiya),
such as our conviction that the whole is greater than the part and
that contraries are not joined in one and the same thing at the same
time. Accomplished and learned persons are in agreement in accept-
ing these forms (suwar). The second way is acquiring them syllogisti-
cally (giyas?) and finding them out through demonstration (burhani).
(Compendium on the Soul, 361.10—14)

In some people, the rational faculty may be prepared by alertness
(yagza) and conjunction with the universal intellect, such that it may
refrain from having recourse to syllogism and deliberation (al-giyas wa-
r-rawiya). Instead, it is provided for sufficiently by inspiration (:/ham)
and revelation (wahy). (Compendium on the Soul, 364.19-365.2)

Both of these passages contrast syllogistic thinking to something
Avicenna calls “inspiration (i/ham).” In the first passage the mecha-
nism in question seems to provide only first principles, but in the
second it would seem to cover all intelligible objects, since the inspired
person is thereby “provided for sufficiently.”

The view expressed here, though, is left behind in later works. As
Dimitri Gutas has shown, Avicenna developed a different theory of

" A. C. Lloyd (1969-1970) holds that intellection in Plotinus is non-proposi-
tional. This was questioned by R. Sorabji (1983), chapter 10. A rejoinder appeared
in Lloyd (1986).
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how we grasp the first principles, namely, the theory of intuition
(hads)."” 1 believe that the development of the theory of intuition is
part of a more general rethinking of the rather vague epistemology
of the Compendium and that another aspect of this shift is that Avicenna
comes no longer to accept the idea of non-syllogistic thinking. In a
text already cited above, Avicenna contrasts the soul’s assembling or
“synthesizing” ({arkib) the syllogism to “drawing a conclusion” from
that syllogism and says that the latter is instantaneous. The point
seems to be that in this non-discursive sort of knowledge the whole
syllogism is grasped at once rather than that in such knowledge there
is no syllogism to be grasped.

There are many passages in Avicenna’s mature works where he
says that the rational soul or mind in general always grasps intelli-
gibles by laying hold of the terms or middles of syllogisms." I do
not see any reason to exclude from this rule the knowledge that the
rational soul has when it is actually receiving an immediate ema-
nation from the separated intellect. It is also worth noting that even
in the Compendium, though Avicenna claims that the first principles
can be grasped without using syllogisms, he is happy to express them
in propositional form (e.g., “that the whole is greater than the part”).
Indeed it may be that in these two passages from the Compendium he
does not even mean that the “inspiration” is non-syllogistic in form,
but only that if you have an inspiration you may reach it without
the trouble of going through the syllogism step-by-step, much as he
suggests in the later works.

In the Mubahatat, however, Avicenna is clear that such emanation
is syllogistic. Consider the following two passages:

17 See D. Gutas (1988), 159—-176. Remarking there on the first of these two pas-
sages, Gutas writes that “the body of what was later to become his theory of intu-
ition is perceptible, but its soul, intuition itself, is missing. He says that intelligibles
are acquired either through syllogistic reasoning or, in the case of some keen-minded
people, through inspiration and revelation” (171).

% See e.g. an-Nagat, 272.17-273.2: “the intelligible truths are acquired only when
the middle term of a syllogism is obtained” (parallel to ai~Sifa’: an-Nafs, Rahman
249.4-5; Bako§ 245.9—-10; tr. Rahman, 36). For discussion of a useful example from
Avicenna’s logical writings, see D. Hasse (2000), 181. Here the middle term of the
syllogism, which Avicenna expresses as a proposition (“the cause of the shining of
[the moon] is the sun”)—though as Hasse notes strictly the middle term should be
“having the sun as the cause of shining”—is grasped by “intuition (fads),” which I
take to be a kind of non-discursive thought (see above, n. 9).
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Discursive thinking ( fikr) needs to come in contact with the principles
in order to bring forward definitions and to form concepts of them
and in order to bring forward the middle [terms]. But the function of
combining (tarkib) is up to it. (al-Mubahatat, 595, Gutas’ translation
modified)

Middle terms come only from the divine emanation. Sometimes they
come through intuition . . . and sometimes they come without any atten-
tion having been paid even to the two extreme terms. (al-Mubahatat,
599-601, Gutas’ translation modified)

Gutas aptly cites these passages' in tracing the development of
Avicenna’s account of intuition. I think that they also show some-
thing more general about his epistemology. The first passage makes
it clear that, as we saw in the Svy”a') and other works, the rational
soul goes through two stages in its grasp of an intelligible. The sec-
ond stage, as mentioned here, i3 “combining” the intelligibles. The
first stage is its union with the active intellect. We saw before that
this union is non-discursive in senses (a) and (b)—it takes no time
and grasps a simple object with a simple act of intellection. Yet here
it is said to be concerned with forming concepts, definitions and
middle terms, in other words, with acquiring the building blocks of
syllogisms. The second passage shows the same thing, because it
states that emanation of intelligibles from the active intellect involves
middle terms. It seems fairly clear, then, that in Avicenna’s psy-
chology there is no such thing as knowledge that is non-discursive
in the sense (c) that it is not structured syllogistically.”

9 Gutas (2002b), 19 and 27.

% An obvious problem for Avicenna, on my interpretation, is that he says both
(b) that intellection is simple, that is, without parts and (c) that it is syllogistic—but
syllogisms have parts. As we have seen Avicenna would recognize that there are
grades or degrees of simplicity: not everything called “simple” is equally simple.
The most straightforward way of understanding this 1s that the more multiple is
characterized by more kinds of multiplicity than the simpler. For example, intellec-
tion is simpler than discursive thought, because intellection has parts only in the
sense that its object is complex (the syllogism has parts), whereas discursive thought
is multiple in this sense, but also in other senses, notably that it takes time, that
is, has temporal parts. As we will see below, however, Avicenna also believes that
the intellect grasps numerous intelligibles implicitly by grasping a single intelligible.
For example, as suggested already, it grasps “rational” and “animal” by grasping
“man,” not separately. Ultimately it may be supposed that the active intellect grasps
itself, and thus grasps without any separation all of the intelligibles with which it
is identical. This is implicitly to grasp all the syllogisms involving those intelligibles.
On this view, the division of the syllogisms into parts is not actually, but only
implicitly, present in the act of intellection.
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We can now turn to Avicenna’s commentary on the 7heology of
Anistotle, which will help us to confirm and deepen our understanding
of non-discursive thinking in Avicenna. As one would expect, the
commentary is also quite revealing about Avicenna’s attitude towards
the Plotinian source text. In his commentary he is at pains to agree
with the Theology, at least superficially. In fact, though, he does so
simply by glossing the text so as to bring it into line with the system
familiar from the encyclopaedic works of Avicenna’s middle period.
Epistemological issues are no exception. All of the key aspects of
Avicenna’s epistemology are deployed in the commentary, even when
the view put forward in the Theology runs counter to Avicenna’s view.
More often, the points Avicenna raises seem simply irrelevant to the
line of thought being pursued in the passages he is commenting.

For instance, the Theology inherits Plotinus’ pessimism about glean-
ing knowledge from sensation and urges us to turn away from the
body entirely. Avicenna takes a more optimistic attitude towards the
body throughout the commentary®' and alludes to the soul’s need to
abstract the intelligibles from sense experience. This i3 in response
to a passage in the Theology (19.9-10) that sets out a distinction
between the soul’s “universal desire” and its “particular desire.” The
point of this is to say that the soul, as the principle that gives form
to the physical world, exercises providence over material things in
two ways. On the one hand, as the world soul, it governs the world
as whole, expressing a “universal desire.” On the other, it may gov-
ern individual physical things and “adorn them and augment them
in beauty and purity.” Here is part of Avicenna’s commentary on
this passage:

In other words, the thing that perfects the soul when the soul desires
it may be something universal or something particular. If it is some-
thing universal, the soul takes on the thing’s universal form in act, and
treats it as a universal, “without separating from its” intellectual, “uni-
versal world.” That is, even though this intellect of the soul is in the
body in a way appropriate for its essence, insofar as it is united to the
active intellects, it is not separated from them, i.e., turned towards
other things. Whereas if this desire is for particular things, which are
forms in [matter] that imitate the universal forms, then the soul “adorns
them and augments them in purity and beauty,” and so on. The soul
“augments them in beauty” insofar as it abstracts them in the ways

2 On which see Adamson (forthcoming).
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mentioned in the books De Anima and On Sense and Sense Objects. The
most excellent of these is intellectual abstraction. (Commentary on the
Theology, 40.5-9)

Here Avicenna, essentially ignoring the point of the source text, intro-
duces the two chief components of his own epistemology: on the
one hand, the soul takes its intelligibles through contact with the
agent intellect, but, on the other hand, the acquisition of these intel-
ligibles will normally require a process of abstraction from sense
experience. Avicenna even refers us to Aristotle’s psychological works
so that we can understand how this occurs.

This passage and others like it show us Avicenna’s remaking the
Theology in his own image. The (rational) soul is an immaterial sub-
stance related both to the body and pure intellect. The body is the
source of the soul’s knowledge of particulars. Pure intellect, which
he in the commentary calls the “world of intellect” in deference to
the terminology used in the 7keology, is the seat and source of uni-
versal forms. This incidentally raises a problem for Avicenna, familiar
from his famous discussion of God’s knowledge (see as-Sifa’: al-Ilahiyat
VIIL.6), namely that a pure intellect apparently cannot know par-
ticulars. As usual Avicenna’s answer is that the intellect knows the
particulars indirectly, insofar as particular truths are derivable from
universal truths.”? Avicenna says that even the soul, in its state of
greatest separation from the body, lacks knowledge of the particular
qua particular.”

Avicenna uses this distinction between the universal and particu-
lar to great effect in glossing problematic sections of the 7Theology.
One such section is found in the second chapter of the Theology. This
passage 1is original in the Arabic version and represents a consider-
able departure from Plotinus, both textually and doctrinally.”* The
part of the argument relevant for us reads as follows:

The intellect is ignorant of the things that are under it, as we have
said before, because it does not need knowledge of them, since they
are in it and it is their cause. The ignorance of the intellect is not a
privation of knowledge; rather, it is the ultimate knowledge, for it

2 He says, for example, that “every particular is grasped there [i.c., in the intel-
lectual world] as necessitated by its causes, and this manner of grasping makes the
particular universal” (Commentary on the Theology, 48.17-18).

3 See Commentary on the Theology, 48.2-3: “it is known that the soul, when its
essence 1s separated, does not attend to the particulars insofar as they are particular.”

# On this passage see C. D’Ancona Costa (1993) and Adamson (2002), 4.2.1.
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knows the things not as with the knowledge the things have of them-
selves, but [with a knowledge] above this, and more excellent and
higher, because it is their cause. The knowledge that things have of
themselves 1s, for the intellect, ignorance, because it is not proper or
complete knowledge. (Theology of Aristotle, 37.10—14)

The author seems to be saying that intellectual knowledge is like
“ignorance” only in the sense that it is “not knowledge,” where
“knowledge” means the sort of knowledge proper to lower things:
the knowledge involved in sense perception or the dianoia that is
engaged in by soul, for example. To call intellection “knowledge”
in this lower sense would be to damn intellect with faint praise.
While the author is clear that he means to contrast intellection to
these lower forms of knowledge, he is not very forthcoming about
the basis of the distinction. He seems to draw primarily on the
premise that adequate knowledge is knowledge through causes, a
commonplace of Greek philosophy since at least Aristotle (see e.g.,
Posterior Analytics, 1 2, 7T1b10fL). It is better to know the cause than
the effect, and intellect does this by knowing itself; it does not know
its own effects at all, except insofar as they are contained within its
own causal power.

In his commentary Avicenna agrees with the author of the 7heology
that intellection is differentiated from lower forms of knowledge
because it is a grasp of different objects. Insofar as it is so distin-
guished one might call it “ignorance.” Thus Avicenna says, “and
this kind of awareness . . . is ignorance of the particular insofar as it
is particular” (53.4-5). The position is much more rigorous than
what we find in the 7heology: intellect grasps universals, whereas lower
kinds of awareness grasp particulars.” Really, though, Avicenna is
being disingenuous when he accepts the Theology’s epithet “ignorance”
for intellection, as contrasted to “knowledge,” ma‘rifa or wm. For
Avicenna is in fact simply asserting that intellection is Aristotelian
episteme (usually translated %/m), insofar as it grasps universals and not
particulars: a point for which Aristotle has argued in Posterior Analytics
I 24. If he calls this ignorance, it is merely to point to the fact that
there are objects not grasped in this manner, namely, particulars.

» He has just made the same point in his comment on Theology, 11.40: heavenly
souls, insofar as they are embodied, “perceive the corporeal states through the
medium of their perception of their corporeality, the perception’s being corporeal
and particular, separated from the pure intellectual perception” (51.2-3).
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% “in many cases it is better not

As Avicenna adds, quoting Aristotle,
to know than to know” (54.6).

Clearly then Avicenna draws a sharp distinction between intel-
lectual awareness of universals and a lower kind of awareness that
deals with particulars. Still, his taxonomy of awareness proves on
closer inspection to be more complicated. Awareness of particulars,
as Avicenna proves in the Nagat and Sif@’ using a geometrical dia-
gram, must be awareness that is located in the body: only the body
can receive a form together with the accidents that necessarily accom-
pany the particular as such. When we distinguish between discur-
sive and non-discursive thought, though, this is not a distinction
between awareness of particulars and of universals respectively; rather,
it is a distinction between two different ways for the immaterial soul
to think about universals. To recapitulate, the distinction is based
on the differing functions of pure intellection and “psychic” discur-
sive thought ( fik7): the former has an instantaneous and simple grasp
of intelligible objects, whereas the latter has the responsibility for
dividing and combining intelligibles that are so grasped.

This distinction is maintained in the commentary on the Theology,
and Avicenna presents some aspects of the distinction in greater
depth than elsewhere. Consider the following passage:

For there is no transition (in#igal) there [sc. in the intellect] from state
to state. So much so, it does not happen that the universal concepts
precede the particular concepts in time, as happens here when one
possesses the intelligibles. For the universal occurs first, then some time
elapses, and then division (ffsil) occurs. But rather, the knowledge is
undivided (mugmal), insofar as it i1s undivided, and divided (mufassal),
insofar as it is divided, simultaneously, not at two different times.
(Commentary on the Theology, 48.10—14)

In these important lines Avicenna makes several of the points we
have seen elsewhere. First, and most importantly, he reaffirms the
two-stage process outlined in the Sifz’: when the soul grasps an intel-
ligible, first it acquires the universal (e.g., “man”) and then it engages
in division of the intelligible (e.g., into “rational,” “animal” etc.). This
is in contrast to the active intellect, which grasps everything together,
including the division that is implicit in this encompassing awareness.”

% Badawi identified the source as Metaphysics XII(L) 9, 1074b33; see al-Insaf
(1947), 54 n. 4.
¥ In this at least Avicenna is on firmer ground in his interpretation of the Theology.
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Second, intellectual thinking does not require the passage of time.
The reason is given in the passage just cited: unlike the lower think-
ing of the soul, intellection need not make a “transition from state
to state,” precisely because it grasps the thing in its complexity all
at once rather than in stages. Elsewhere in the commentary Avicenna
writes:

The quiddities (mahiyat) are not known by the principles [sc. the pure
intellects] as separated, paradigmatic quiddities like the Platonic Forms.
Rather, the second quiddity is known only because it gets its existence
from and is necessitated by the first quiddity. But to the extent that
[a quiddity] is not necessitated in [the intellect], the intellect does not
know the many separate parts among which there is no single order
and in which no priority and posteriority occurs. (Commentary on the
Theology, 50.15-18)

Again, Avicenna says here that to the extent that there is any essential
structure of prior and posterior in a single intelligible (an example
might be that the human must be an animal before he can be ratio-
nal), or between two intelligibles (for example that fire necessitates
heat, perhaps) the intellect will grasp this structure. Yet the intellect
grasps this all at once, in a simple act of awareness. It is thus out-
side of time:

The higher world is in the domain of endless duration and eternity
and is the stable world, not the world where new things happen (‘@lam
at-tagaddud),® for example discursive thought (fikr) and memory. The
world where new things happen is precisely the world of motion and
time. The pure intellectual concepts, as well as the intellectual con-
cepts that come to be particular and material are all there [sc. in the

A passage he does not comment directly reads as follows: “I say that all intelligi-
bles and living things are in the intellect, because they are divided (fangasimu) in it.
The division in the intellect, though, is not because the things there are abiding in
it, nor because the things are composed in it; rather, it is the maker of the things,
even though it makes one thing after another thing, with ordering (fart7h) and arrange-
ment (fagis, transliterating the Greek faxis)” (98.9-11). In his commentary, Avicenna
also emphasizes the simplicity and unity of the forms in the intellect, despite the
implicit structuring or division among the forms: “these forms that are in the intel-
lectual world are not distinguished or separated from each other, nor does any one
of them stand in isolation from any other, as in the corporeal world where you see
that the sun is isolated from the moon, and Zayd from ‘Amr; rather, all of them
are simultaneous (ma‘an), and each of them is in every other” (59.2—4).

* Jon McGinnis has pointed out to me that the terminology here reflects that
used in the Physics of the Sifa’, and in fact might most accurately be translated “the
world of temporal becoming.” This is confirmed by the next sentence, where
Avicenna explains that ‘@lam at-tagaddud is “the world of motion and time.”
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higher world] in act, and likewise is the state of our souls. (Commentary
on the Theology, 48.6-8)

We have here again the opposition of an atemporal act of intellec-
tion to fikr, which takes place in time. Note too that our souls, as
long as they are in contact with the pure intellect, are also said here
to escape time; it is only the lower, discursive activity of soul that
is temporal.

Intellection as described in the commentary thus fulfills conditions
(a) and (b): it takes no time and is simple, having a simple object.
We now need only to determine whether Avicenna would here rec-
ognize thinking that is (c) non-syllogistic. The answer is already sug-
gested to some extent by passages we have just examined: although
the intellect’s act of awareness and its object are simple, there is a
structure for the object insofar as there is an order of priority and
posteriority within the intelligible. At one point Avicenna even goes
so far as to admit that multiplicity is not completely excluded from
the world of intellect, precisely because there are still relations of
entailment between the intelligibles. It would be natural to suppose
that these entailment relations could be captured syllogistically, and
this seems to be confirmed by the following passage:

He says that this world [sc. the intellectual world] is complete in the
extreme, which is its excellence. There is no doubt that in it are all
things. In other words, insofar as it is intellect, it necessarily knows its
own essence and all things necessitated by its essence. For if it knows
its essence, it knows what its essence necessitates, with no intermedi-
ary. It also knows all the things that are in turn necessitated by what
it necessitated, without an intermediary. For it is not intellect in potency,
needing anything to be brought to its attention. (In which case it could
happen that something that it necessarily knows and could not possi-
bly be ignorant of, would yet come to its attention; that happens only
in deficient intellects. If this were the case, then its understanding (hukm)
would be the same as our understanding had the middle terms been
brought to our attention according to their ordering (tartzb), after which
we would by necessity know all the conclusions.) There [i.e., in the
mntellectual world], however, what we have in deficient potency, or in
potency that is near completion, i1s complete in act, so it is necessary
that [the intellect] knows everything, and that everything is known:

2 “It is not the case, as some say, that there is no multiplicity there [sc. in the
intellect]. Not that there is multiplicity there in the sense that its essence would
have parts; rather, the multiplicity is due to what is necessitated by the essence,

since some things are necessitated by others in the intellectual world.” (Commentary
on the Theology, 58.7-9)
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that the form of every intelligible thing is present to it, purified of for-
eign trappings. (Commentary on the Theology, 62.7-15)

According to this, the difference between intellection and the deficient
knowledge of soul is not that the soul’s knowledge is syllogistic and
intellect’s knowledge is non-syllogistic. Instead, the difference is that
the intellect grasps all the middle terms and the resulting conclu-
sions (the relations of necessitation mentioned earlier in the passage)
necessarily and always, and all at once. The soul, by contrast, grasps
them only potentially and so must discover them separately.

Here Avicenna definitely disagrees with the Theology, which says
at one point:

If the intellect were the producer (mubdi‘) of discursive thought (fikr),
then it would no doubt be so either through premises or through con-
clusions. But premises and conclusions belong to the knowledge of sen-
sibles, and the intellect does not know anything from the sensibles,
with knowledge of the sort involved in sensation. Therefore the intel-
lect 1s not the principle of discursive thought. For the intellect begins
in and ends at its knowledge from the spiritual intelligible (al-ma‘qal
ar-rithant). If the intellect is this way, then how could the intellect reach
the sensibles through discursive thought or deliberation ( fikr wa-rawiya)?

(Theology of Anistotle, 66.16-67.2)

The Theology anticipates Avicenna in contrasting discursive thought
to pure intellection. This is a contrast the author often draws when
pointing out that God’s thinking is non-discursive, when he says that
God thinks without fikr or rawiya, a frequently used couplet in the
text. The author, though, also says explicitly here that the premises
and conclusions that make up a syllogism belong only to this dis-
cursive, non-intellectual mode of thinking. Avicenna does not follow
the Theology this far, but keeps to the position that he has suggested
elsewhere, namely that all knowledge, discursive or not, involves syl-
logistic reasoning.

The commentary thus agrees with Avicenna’s other works in its
portrayal of the non-discursive awareness possessed by intellect and
intermittently shared by the rational human soul. This leaves open
a final question, however: in the passage just cited from Avicenna’s
commentary, we saw that the intellect, and eventually the human
soul, is able to discover everything about itself and therefore everything
about what it necessitates. This takes in quite a bit, in fact every-
thing about the sensible world as well as the intelligible world; how-
ever, it leaves out God. Indeed, it suggests strongly that the intellect
cannot know God, at least not in the same way it knows other things,
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because it cannot know God by knowing itself. This is why we must
investigate separately the question of whether knowledge of God must
be “mystical” in a way that normal intellection is not, even though
the latter is non-discursive in the sense seen above.

Again, the commentary on the 7heology is helpful in determining
Avicenna’s answer to this question. His answer is twofold. On the
one hand, there is a way that the intellect can know God by know-
ing itself. On the other hand, this self-knowledge is not the only way
for it to know God: the intellect can also receive a direct revelation
from God Himself. Both paths are described in the following passage:

The true nature of the divine (al-hagiga al-ilakiya) is not conceived in
the intellect except through a kind of analogy (mugayasa), through a
consideration of what [God] necessitates and through the things that
emerge from Him, like something that is brought to one’s notice, by
means of His trace (rasm). If the essence of the intellect could on its
own achieve a clear understanding of the true nature (kunh hagiqa) of
the First, then it would be as though the essence of the intellect were
what makes the essence of the First necessary. [...] But its quiddity
(mahiya) is not what makes the quiddity of the First necessary—rather
the reverse. The fact that the intellect has its own essence revealed to
it does not bring it on its own to the essence of the First. Instead, the
truth of the essence of the First appears to the intellect only from the
essence of the First in such a way that the appearance is necessary
for everything prepared to receive it, but the necessity is on the side
of God, not on the side of the receiver, apart from the requirement
that the receiver be prepared. [The intellect’s] perception of it is such
that it receives from it only, with no necessity at all from the intel-
lect’s own essence or quiddity. (Commentary on the Theology, 53.9-16)

On its own, the intellect can achieve an indirect knowledge of God
simply by observing what God has created (His “trace”). An exam-
ple might be that the intellect becomes aware of God’s generosity
and goodness by seeing that He has created a good world. But intel-
lect can also receive a more adequate knowledge of God from an
extrinsic source, namely, God Himself. The intellect’s role in bring-
ing about this bestowal of knowledge, which Avicenna here and else-
where in the commentary calls a “revelation” (taghya, 49.10), is limited
to making itself ready to receive it. It cannot provoke the revelation
using its own resources, because the revelation is necessitated only
by God’s generosity.”® This is an epistemological analogue to the
necessary emanation of existence in the ontological sphere.

% See Gardet (1951a), 140. Avicenna further argues (50.6-10) that if intellect
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There is thus a structural similarity between God’s relationship to
the pure intellect and the intellect’s relationship to soul. Avicenna
explicitly draws attention to the similarity, in fact:

The essence (huwiya) of the True One is revealed when it is attained
by the essence of the intellect, and the form of the intellect [is revealed]
when it is attained by the soul. (Commentary on the Theology, 58.15-16)

The emanation of the intelligibles to the soul is thus analogous to
the revelation of the true nature of God (His fagiqa) to the intellect.
How close an analogy is this? As we have seen, at the level of soul
there i1s a two-stage reception of the intelligibles: the first a moment
of non-discursive intellection, followed by properly “psychic” and dis-
cursive thinking about the intelligible. This suggests that there could
be a similar two-fold process in intellect: the moment of revelation
could involve a fuller grasp of God than properly intellectual knowl-
edge of God. There is an equally good reason, however, to suspect
that this is not the case. The reason that the rational soul is capa-
ble of the higher kind of knowledge is that in its highest perfection
it becomes assimilated to, or even identical to, pure intellect. Thus
it transcends its nature as soul—as Avicenna says, it cannot partake
of this kind of thinking insofar as it is soul. If intellect had an anal-
ogous grasp of God, it would have to become unified with, even
identical to, the divine essence. Avicenna seems to suggest that this
is not the case when he points out that the reception of the divine
revelation happens only in accordance with the innate powers of the
receiver:

The First Good bestows three things on the things [that He creates].
The first is existence. The second are the secondary perfections of exis-
tence. And the third is the revelation of His essence, [which allows
things| to attain Him and to know Him wmsofar as is possible. (Commentary
on the Theology, 52.4—6, my emphasis)

The question is how to take this final caveat: what limits are placed
on the reception of divine revelation in the case of pure intellect?
The idea that there is a special, super-intellectual grasp of God
1s superficially suggested in the commentary by the fact that Avicenna
has a special term for it: al-musahada al-hagqa, or “true vision.”*' I

knew God it would be His cause, an argument that also appears in the Theology of
Anistotle (37.7-8).
31 For citations of the term in Avicenna’s other works, see E. Panoussi (1968),

248, nn. 40-42. See also A. M. Goichon (1938), 165.
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take it that this true vision is supplied when God bestows a revela-
tion of the sort just discussed. Avicenna describes it as follows:

Perception (idrak) is one thing and true vision is another. True vision
follows perception, when the intention is turned towards the True One,
and is kept away from all that preoccupies it and detains it from sce-
ing Him, untl there 1s, together with perception, a cognizance of the
object of perception, inasmuch as the object of perception is suitable
and delightful. And this is the resplendence of the pure soul that is in
a state of that kind, and is liberated from every ordeal, and attains
the beloved, which is loved in itself: not inasmuch as it is merely an
object of perception and intellection, but inasmuch as it is beloved in
its substance. When preoccupations veil perception from it [sc. the
soul], how can there be true vision?! I say that this is something dis-
closed to you only by experience; it is not among the things known
by syllogism (gipas). For in the case of every one of the sensible and
intelligible things® there are states known by syllogism and certain
aspects (hawdss) of states that are known by experience. Just as taste
(ta‘m) 1s not grasped through a syllogism, and likewise the true nature
of sensory pleasures (in fact, the most that can be perceived of them
through syllogism is the vague affirmation of them on the basis of
analysis (lafsil)), so too, with regard to intellectual pleasures and the
true nature of the states of witnessing the highest beauty, the syllo-
gism provides you only with the fact that they are the more excellent
in splendor. As for the specific nature (fassiya), you are not informed
about this except by being contacted directly (mubasara).*® (Commentary
on the Theology, 44.5-16)

Several aspects of this passage deserve comment. First, at least two
features of the passage suggest that Avicenna was here influenced
by, or at least alluding to, sufism. The mention of God as “the
beloved” (al-‘asig) evokes the sufi theme of love for God (%g), and
Avicenna also compares true vision to “taste” ({fa‘m), a common sufi
metaphor for the direct experience of God.* Finally, Avicenna seems

% Following the MS variant wa-l-umir al-aqliya ahwalun wlamu bi-l-giyas for the
text’s bal aktar ma yudrik minha bi-l-qiyas.

# My translation and interpretation of this passage have been greatly helped,
once again, by Dimitri Gutas, who discussed it in a paper delivered at Cambridge
University in June, 2002, titled “Avicenna: Imagination, Intellect and Mysticism.”
I also received valuable help from David Reisman, who confirmed that the man-
uscript readings followed here (see BadawT’s apparatus) are found in the most accu-
rate manuscript, Cairo Hikma 6m, and Jon McGinnis.

% The classic term for this in sufism is not tam, but dawg. Still, the context of
the passage, where taste is used to illustrate direct experience, supports reading the
passage as influenced by sufism. A similar passage, Commentary on the Theology, 56.10—13,
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to say that one cannot know what true vision is like until one has
experienced it; it is ineffable in that “it is not among the things
known by reason.” Thus there are at least rhetorical gestures in the
direction of mysticism here.

A second feature of the passage might also seem to support a
mystical interpretation: Avicenna says explicitly here that there is
something about true vision that is inaccessible to syllogistic reason-
ing. If true vision is non-syllogistic, then it is knowledge of a very
different kind than pure intellection, which as we have seen is syl-
logistic despite its non-discursivity. A closer inspection of the pas-
sage, though, does not bear out this mystical interpretation. All that
Avicenna says is that a syllogism cannot capture the experience of
having the true vision: in other words, grasping a syllogism will not
tell you what it is like to have such a vision. Uncharacteristically,
Avicenna provides an illuminating example: a syllogism about taste
(such as “all sugary foods are sweet, apples are sugary, therefore
apples are sweet”) will not tell you what it is like to experience taste
(what it would be like to bite into the apple). Analogously, grasping
something about God syllogistically will not provide you with an
understanding of the pleasure of seeing God’s essence; this affective
experience can be grasped only directly.

This does not mean, however, that on the epistemic front there
is any non-syllogistic knowledge of God.* Indeed Dimitri Gutas has
pointed out that when Avicenna’s students pressed him about the
nature of true vision, he responded in the Mubahatat by saying that
in such vision “the middle term does not cease to be present.”*
Other passages in the commentary also indicate that the intellect’s
grasp of God is just like its non-discursive grasp of the intelligibles:

When God reveals Himself to the intellect, the intellect knows Him
and knows itself and from these two it knows everything all at once
(dufa), not through inquiry or discursive thought ( fikr). (Commentary on
the Theology, 60.6-7)

compares true vision of God with the perception of sweetness. In the [5arat, Avicenna
does use the term dawg in a similar context (261.10).

% For a contrary view see L. E. Goodman (1992), 124: “If the idea of God is
not to remain an opaque virtuality, it must be the object of thoughts which a syl-
logism merely frames and to which a progression merely points the way, but which
are grasped not discursively at all but in a pure intuition, the very intuition that
orients any such progression and anchors any such syllogism.”

% This is discussed in Gutas’ paper, “Avicenna: Imagination, Intellect and
Mysticism.” The passage is at al-Mubahatat, 597.
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This passage shows that intellect’s knowledge of God is part and
parcel of its general intellection, which is here described along lines
now familiar to us: it transcends fikr, and takes in all things at once.
Still, as we have seen, this does not at all imply that the revelation
is non-rational or non-syllogistic. What it implies, in fact, is that the
revelation is received by the intellect wtellectually, that is, non-dis-
cursively but syllogistically.?’

In numerous passages in the commentary that mention the divine
revelation in question, Avicenna is concerned with the “directness”
and immediacy of the revelation. This might, again, be taken to ges-
ture towards a kind of mysticism, but in fact all Avicenna means
to say is that God can reveal Himself directly, without using any
intermediaries:

In the revelation of the truth, there is no screening of God’s essence
from those who receive it. Even if the reception does not happen
except through an intermediary, then this intermediary is the con-
junction [itself], which is removal of any screen [that could prevent
immediacy]|. So the intermediary is like the removal of mediation, and
the revelation of the truth goes forth to the furthest thing that can
receive knowledge—even if the intermediaries are many—so as to tear
the screen apart. (Commentary on the Theology, 52.10—13)

The dramatic language brings with it a subtle critique of the paral-
lel passage in the 7Theology (36.8-16), which does say that nothing
can “screen” God from what He creates, but also makes the more
general point that God is always known through intermediaries,
except by His first effect. Avicenna rejects this, insisting that God
can reveal Himself immediately to any creature capable of grasping
the revelation. This immediacy goes along with the visual metaphor
conveyed by the term musahada and with Avicenna’s emphasis on
the “experience” that results from the revelation. Again, though, it
does nothing to imply that the revelation is mystical, any more than
soul’s equally immediate relationship to the active intellect 1s mystical.

%7 Compare as-Sif’: al-Ilahiyat (1960a), VIIL7, which describes even God’s own
knowledge in similar terms: “You must know that one speaks of the First as ‘intel-
lect (‘aql)’ in the simple sense that you learned about in the Book on the Soul, namely,
that there is in it no differentiation of ordered forms, differentiated the way they
are in the soul, in the sense made clear in the Book on the Soul. Thus He knows
(ya‘qilu) things all at once (duf“atan waludatan), without being multiplied in His sub-
stance, or forming a concept in the true nature of His essence (fi hagigati datihi)
through the forms [of the things]” (362.17-363.2). Notice again the contrast here
between psychic knowledge and intellection, which is “all at once” and not multiple.
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Whether there are other Avicennan works that describe knowledge
of God in a more mystical way is not a topic I can address here.
But it is in any event significant that in the commentary on the
Theology, we do not find any mystical epistemological doctrine. This
implies at the very least that if Avicenna was a mystic, he did not
get his mysticism from reading Neoplatonists. The fact that Avicenna’s
commentary alludes to the sufi tradition, but without in the end
endorsing sufi mysticism, suggests, further, that Avicenna was not
inclined towards mysticism by his acquaintance with that tradition.*®
The question of mysticism, though, should not distract us from what
is genuinely Neoplatonic about Avicenna’s epistemology, both in the
commentary and his other works: he recognizes the existence of a
non-discursive kind of thinking, which is the principle of discursive
thinking, and he associates the former with the intellect and the lat-
ter with the soul. Although various aspects of this distinction show
Avicenna’s originality (the analysis of fikr as a faculty of the rational
soul, for example) and his Aristotelianism (the syllogistic nature of
both kinds of thought), still, in its broad outline, the distinction rep-
resents one of Avicenna’s most important and nuanced borrowings
from Neoplatonism and one in which his reading of the Theology of
Anistotle itself played an important part.

% An adequate exploration of this dimension of Avicenna’s thought would require
an analysis of the infamous final part of al-Isarat; see English translation by S. Inati
in al-Isarat wa-t-tanbthat (1996). For a skeptical view, see D. Gutas (1989), 79:
“Avicenna . . . did maintain the validity of Sufism, just as he maintained the validity
of other manifestations of Islamic religious life, but he interpreted it, just as he
interpreted them, in terms of his own system.” The same goes, I would say, for
his interpretation of Neoplatonism.



CHAPTER SIX

THE CONCEPTION OF THE ANGLE IN THE WORKS
OF IBN SINA AND AS-SIRAZI*

Irina Luther

In this paper, I present one aspect of the mathematical legacy of
Ibn Sina, based on my research into the commentaries of the famous
Iranian astronomer, mathematician and philosopher Qutb ad-Din
a§-Sirazi (634-710/1236-1311)" on the no longer extant treatise On
the motion of rolling and the relation between the plane and curve (£7 harakat
ad-dahraga wa-n-nisba bayna-mustaw? wa-l-munhani) composed by his
anonymous contemporary.? A3-Sirazi, known primarily as the fore-
most disciple of the eminent scholar-encyclopaedist Nasir ad-Din at-
TasT (597-672/1201-1274), was equally a true admirer and adherent
of Ibn Sina’s thought. In fact, it was precisely the philosophical and
medical works of Ibn Sini, available to a3-Sirazi in his youth, that
had predetermined his scientific future. For it was a§-Sirazi’s very
desire to master the philosophical and logical doctrines of Ibn Sina
and to find a teacher corresponding to Ibn Sina’s level that had led
him finally to the Maragha scientific community headed by at-Tusi.

* I would like to thank Jamil F. Ragep, David C. Reisman and Jon McGinnis
for their comments on an earlier draft of this paper.

! A§-Sirazi is also known for his writings on medicine, geography, theology and
language. He composed a commentary on Ibn Sina’s al-Qanin, and his famous
Persian encyclopedia of Peripatetic philosophy and sciences, titled Durrat at-tag was
greatly influenced by Ibn Sina’s works and was modeled on as-Sif@’. For further
information on ai-Sirazi see H. Suter (1900), 158-159 (no. 387), C. A. Storey (1972),
1:64 and S. H. Nasr (1970-1990), 11:247-253.

2 A3-Strazi describes the anonymous work that was the subject of his commen-
tary as an interesting treatise (ris@la) and notes that he was asked by the anony-
mous author “to explain the treatise, to give some useful opinions, to answer those
who have objections, and to find the truthfulness of the problem,” etc. See also
E. Wiedemann (1970), 2:644-652, who describes the commentaries as “erliternden
und erweiternden Bermerkungen”; and S. H. Nasr (1970-1990), 248, n. 1. As-Siraz1
himself appears not to have given his commentaries any formal title. They are
extant in three manuscripts, used for this study: Ahmet III 3336, fI. 130v—140v;
Yeni Cami T 221/2, ff. 1v—26; and Gotha 158/18, fI. 70v—94.



THE CONCEPTION OF THE ANGLE 113

The commentaries of a3-Sirazi are very important for a number
of reasons, chief among which, for the present context, is a3-Sirazi’s
discussion of numerous aspects of Ibn Sina’s mathematics.” In the
course of one such discussion, a3-Sirazi quotes a treatise by Ibn Sina
devoted to the study of the angle, or more precisely, to the so-called
“horn-like” angle.* A horn-like angle is an angle between a circum-
ference (muhif) and a tangent (mumdass) of a circle (see fig. 1). It is
also known as an angle of tangency (zawiyat at-tamass). A3-Sirazi writes:

This is one of the weak points put forward by the wise men thor-
oughly versed in philosophy, including the Sayh ar-Ra’fs. For he has
a treatise (magala) [in which he argues| that an angle which is between
a circumference and a tangent, such as angle CAE, does not have
quantity (kammiya). [This argument] results from his [view] that it is
an angle only in quality (kayfiya) since it is a contact of two lines under
inclination (bi-inhiraf’) to one another in a plane and whose intersec-
tion (itusal) is not in a straight line (istigama).”

K

Figure 1

% For a discussion of a3-Sirazi’s refutation of Ibn Sind’s treatment of syllogisms,
see Luther (2002).

* See as-Sirazi, Dahraga, MSS Gotha, 86v—87r; Yeni, 17v-18v; Ahmet III, 137v.

> Ibid. MSS Gotha, 86v; Yeni, 17v—18r; Ahmet III, 137v.
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Here we should note Ibn Sina’s definition of a plane angle presented
in the geometrical part (Usal al-handasa, al-Fann al-awwal min gumlat
al-%m ar-nyad?) of his as-Sifa’, which is in fact his redaction of the
geometrical chapters of Euclid’s Elements: “A plane angle is bounded
by two lines joined (muttasil) so as not to be straight and bending
outward in a plane (def. I, 6).”° As a rule, when a given commen-
tator or editor of Euclid’s Flements had doubts about a certain state-
ment in the book, he either commented and argued it or simply
replaced it with his own opinion. At first sight Ibn Sina has changed
almost nothing in Euclid’s definition of a plane angle, which is the
following: “A plane angle is the inclination to one or another of two
lines in a plane which meet one another and do not lie in a straight
line (Elements, def. 1, 8).”7

But there is an essential difference. In their definitions of a plane
angle both Euclid and a3-SirazT (though he ascribes his definition to
Ibn Sina) explicitly indicate the genus of a plane angle as an incli-
nation and a contact, whereas Ibn Stna’s actual statement tacitly
skirts such a direct indication by saying only that it is something
bounded in such-and-such a way. Thus, it would seem quite pre-
mature to assert here that Ibn Sina followed Euclid and considered
a plane angle as an inclination (inhuraf) or a contact, thereby putting
it in the category of relation (idafa).® We will see below that such a
definition of a plane angle by Ibn Sina was quite intentional and
carefully considered.

To return to ai-Sirazi, he next presents Ibn Sind’s proof of the
statement that a horn-like angle is not a magnitude. First, Ibn Sina
had proceeded from the fact that a horn-like angle is always less
than any acute angle (the statement proved in proposition III, 16 of
Euclid’s Elements; in Ton Sna’s a5-Sifa’, Usil al-handasa it is proposition
III, 15).” Then he had proceeded from the notion of a magnitude

5 Avicenna, a5-Sif@’: Usil al-handasa (1977), 16.

7 Euclid, The Thirteen Books of the Elements (1956), 1:153.

8 In the Metaphysics (1.9) of his Danisnamah-yi ‘Ala’7, Ibn Sina defines a relation
as “the characteristic condition of a thing by which it is known because another
thing exists in relation to it and something else is an object to it.” See P. Morewedge’s
translation in Avicenna, Danisnamah-yi ‘Ala’t (1973), 26; henceforth, Metaphysica. On
relation also see G. C. Anawati’s translation of as-Sif@’: al-Ilahiyat (1978-1985),
III.10, 1:200-5; henceforth, La Métaphysique.

? For a brief historical survey of the concept of a horn-like angle, sce Heath’s
commentary on Euclid in Euclid (1956), 2:39—-42.
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that was peculiar to the geometry of that period; in accordance with
that notion, any magnitude must satisty the conditions of the so-
called Archimedes-Eudoxus axiom (such magnitudes are now called
the Archimedean magnitudes). The axiom is in fact definition V, 4
of Euclid’s Elements, which asserts that “magnitudes are said to have
a ratio to one another which are capable, when multiplied, of exceed-
ing one another.”"” This is worth comparing to Ibn Sina’s version
of this definition in af-s‘gfa), Usul al-handasa, def. V, 5: “Magnitudes
having a ratio (nisba) are those that exceed one another by multiplica-
tion (bi-t-tadaf).”"" Ibn Sin@’s proof that a horn-like angle or an
angle of tangency is not a magnitude is based on a reductio ad absurdum.
He begins with a supposition that the given angle of tangency EAC
is a magnitude. In this case it satisfies the Archimedes-Eudoxus axiom,
that 1is, there is such an n-multiple (id‘af) of EAC that exceeds, for
example, the right angle EAB. Let it be the angle EAH (see fig. ).
Then Ibn Sina divides the right angle EAB by n and obtains a rec-
tilinear angle less than the angle of tangency EAC (for, if angle EAB
< angle EAH, then the acute angle EAB/n < EAH/n = EAC). It
contradicts the above-mentioned proposition III, 16 of Euclid’s Elements,
however, which states that any angle of tangency is less than any
acute angle. Therefore, the supposition that an nz-multiple of the
horn-like angle EAC can be greater than a rectilinear angle is not
true. Therefore any n-multiples of an angle of tangency is not capable
of exceeding a rectilinear angle, that is, the angle of tangency does
not satisty the Archimedes-Eudoxus axiom and is not a magnitude.

As it follows from a3-Sirazi’s commentaries, Ibn Sina had also
proved that a horn-like angle does not satisfy one more condition
imposed on magnitudes, scil., that expressed in proposition X, 1 of
Euclid’s Elements:

Two unequal magnitudes being set out, if from the greater there be
subtracted a magnitude greater than its half, and from that which is
left a magnitude greater than its half, and if this process be repeated
continually, there will be left some magnitude which will be less than
the lesser magnitude set out.'

1" Euclid, Elements (1956), 2:114.
" Usil al-handasa, 153.
12 Euclid, Elements (1956), 3:14—15.



116 AVICENNA ON NATURAL PHILOSOPHY AND THE EXACT SCIENCES

Ibn Sina’s version of this statement in as-Sifa’: Usil al-handasa, prop.
X, I is as follows:

The magnitude AD being greater than E, if one subtracts from AD
[its part or a magnitude] greater than its half, and from the remaining
[a magnitude] greater than its half, there will be left a magnitude less
than E."

It should be noted that the proposition in turn is based on the
Archimedes-Eudoxus axiom.

Moreover, Ibn Sina’s conclusion that a horn-like angle is not a
magnitude allowed him to prove that the angle between the cir-
cumference and diameter of a circle, such as angle CAB (fig. 1), is
a right complete ({amma) angle.'*

As-Strazi sets out to disprove Ibn Stna’s conclusion that a horn-
like angle is not a magnitude. He points out that it is false in the
first place because it is refuted by “sensation and intellect,” for one
can divide a horn-like angle infinitely (gayr nihdaya) by circular arcs,
but it is precisely divisibility that is a characteristic property of quan-
tity. Furthermore, in a§-Sirazi’s opinion, the falsity of the conclusion
1s proved by the fact that not every magnitude has a ratio to another
magnitude; otherwise a line could have a ratio to a surface. A§-Sirazt
indicates that a horn-like angle does not have a ratio to a right angle
because they are non-homogeneous magnitudes, unlike those of line
and surface: their boundaries are in fact the lines of different species,
whereas the line and surface are of different dimensions. He adds
the reminder that a quantitative ratio between magnitudes 1s possible
only if they are homogeneous. Therefore, a3-Sirazi concludes, the
absence of the ratio between these angles does not signify that a
horn-like angle is not a magnitude. By proceeding in this manner,
a§-Sirazi has in fact extended the concept of a magnitude to the
case of those magnitudes which do not satisfy the Archimedes-Fudoxus
axiom and which are now called the non-Archimedean magnitudes."

B Usil al-handasa, 299-301.

" The right angle EAB is equal to the sum of the horn-like angle EAC and
angle CAB. Therefore, since the angle EAB is a right angle and the horn-like angle
EAC has no magnitude, the angle CAB is equal to the right angle EAB.

Y For Archimedean and non-Archimedean magnitudes, sece F. Klein (1925),
Geometrie, Part II, Chapter III: “The foundations of geometry” and the section
on “Archimedean axiom” in Euclid’s Elements and digressing [from the subject] on
the “horn-like angles” as a non-Archimedean system.
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It is odd that Ibn Sina had omitted from his argument this essen-
tial condition of homogeneity of two magnitudes that have a ratio
to each other, since this condition was undoubtedly known to him.
After all, the Archimedes-FEudoxus axiom used by him is based on
the Euclidean definition of a ratio between two magnitudes in which
their homogeneity is specified: “A ratio is a sort of relation in respect
of size between two magnitudes of the same kind” (Elements, def. V,
3). Tbn Sina’s version of this definition is spelled out in as-Sifa’: Usil
al-handasa, defs. V, 3—4: “A ratio is a kind [of state] of a magnitude
with respect to the magnitude homogeneous to it.”'® The difference
between the two definitions lies in Ibn STna’s omission of the quan-
titative ratio “in respect of size.”

As for a§-Sirazi, he considered angles, whether rectilinear or curvi-
linear, solid or plane, to be qualities pertaining to (mufjtass) quantities,
like circular and straight. He defines an angle in general as “a form
(hay’a) that is particular to a magnitude either at its point or at its
line and as such possessing one or more boundaries intersected at
this [point] or along this [line].”"” He adds that divisibility, equality
and inequality, which are the intrinsic properties of magnitudes, relate
not to the essence of an angle but to its location or place (mahall),
which is part of a plane in the case of a plane angle. Thus, as he
states, “the equality of one angle to [another] angle is [the equality]
of one form to [another]| form in size (gadr) with respect to the equal-
ity of their places.”'®

The preceding discussion is the context in which a§-Sirazi makes
his reference to Ibn Sina@’s “treatise” concerning the angle. It would
appear that this “treatise” to which a§-Sirazi refers is none other
than Ibn Sina’s On the Angle (Fr z-zawia). The complete text of the
treatise, in four chapters, is extant in five manuscripts: Istanbul
University 4724, fI. 92r-102r; Ayasofya 4849, ff. 13v-22v and 4829,
ff. 47v—49v; Nuruosmaniye 4894, ff. 453v—457v; and Pertev Pa a 617,
ff. 126v—134r. In 1998 M. Mawaldi published the Arabic text of the
Risala fi z-zawiya li-Ibn Sina on the basis of these five manuscripts.'
There is an additional manuscript—Yale Beinecke Arabic MSS Suppl.

' Cf. Usal al-handasa, 153.

17 A3-Strazi, Dahraga, MSS Gotha, 82v—83r; Yeni, 13v—14r; Ahmet III, 137v.
18 Thid.

9" Avicenna, Risala fi z-zawiya li-Ibn Sma (1998).
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51, ff. 36v—39r—which contains only the first two chapters and
which, according to the anonymous scribe, “was copied from a man-
uscript that was copied from the rough draft of Ibn Sina” (min an-
nusha al-maktaba min muswaddat al-musannif . . . Ibn Sina).*

As noted, Ibn Sina divided this treatise into four chapters: [1]
“Enumeration of the teachings on the angle”; [2] “Consideration of
the major teachings on the angle”; [3] “Elucidation of the true con-
ception of the angle”; and [4] “Concerning the correctness of the
statement that an angle is enclosed by two boundaries, either lines
or surfaces, and that if the line which bounds an angle is single
(wahid) in kind, then this singleness differs from the singleness which
is attributed to magnitudes in that it is absolute, and therefore the
connection (utisal) which generates an angle differs from the con-
nection which makes magnitudes indeed isolated.”

Ibn Sina lists five main points of view concerning the nature, or
more precisely, the genus of angle:

[1] An angle is a quantity (kamm) since it is susceptible of equality
or inequality and divisibility, which are the intrinsic properties of
quantity.

[2] An angle is a certain quantity, but is neither a line nor a sur-
face nor a body; rather, it is a species of quantity which is brought
about by two other species. For example, a plane angle is a plane
magnitude (migdar) which is “between” a line and a plane. The adher-
ents to this point of view state that a plane angle, like a plane mag-
nitude proper, also originates from the motion of a line but is of
another dimension than a plane magnitude; for:

It derives from the line, not along the direction of the extension of
the line, but is produced only when the line as a whole moves and
[only] one of the points of its two extremities i3 not assumed at rest,
so that the production of a second dimension is not completed, since
then it would be a perfect plane.?!

In modern terms, the matter in question is that an angle originates
from the rotation of a ray around its summit. As a result of such a
kinematical approach, a plane angle had been defined as “a plane
devoid of breadth” and a solid angle as “a body devoid of depth”.

% T thank David C. Reisman for kindly providing me with a copy of the Yale
manuscript.
2l See Risala fi z-zawiya, 57.
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With respect to this view, it should be noted that Ibn Sina did
not consider motion as part of a true description of plane; rather,
it involves an analogy possible only in our imagination. For in reality
“this motion presupposes a place and that this place had depth and
dimensions before a point can generate a line, a line can generate
a surface and a surface can generate depth.”? Ibn Sina attributes
this “recent” conception of angle to Abt Hamid al-Isfizar (fl. fourth/
tenth century).”

2 Metaphysica, 28. It may be important to note that many of the quotations of
a mathematical nature I take from the Metaphysics of the Danisnamah are absent
in the corresponding metaphysics section (al-Ilahiyal) of the Sifa’.

% This would appear to be Abti Hamid Ahmad ibn Abi Ishaq al-Isfizari, a lit-
tle-known scientist and philosopher of the fourth/tenth century who has had the
misfortune of being subject to multiple misidentifications by medieval and modern
scholars. Cf. Suter (1900), n. 268 and 114, 2256, who misidentified him as al-
Mu affar al-Isfizar, the mathematician and contemporary of ‘Umar Hayyam (Suter
also read his name as “el-Isfarledi” due to a peculiar orthographic variation of his
name). Futhermore, Abtt Hamid al-IsfizarT is most certamly not the SafiT jurist Abu
Hamid Ahmad 1bn Muhammad ibn Ahmad al-Isfara’in1 (344-406/955-1016; see,
for instance, Zirikli, 1:211a), as Mawaldi (in Avicenna, Risala fi z-zawiya, 56, n. 7)
identified him. The confusion is produced in part by an interesting orthography of
the name al-IsfizarT in multiple manuscripts (including MSS Pertev Pa a 617, Ist.
Uni. 4724, and Nur. 4894 of the Risala z-zawiya) in which the aliph and 1@’ of
IsfizarT are joined, producing Suter’s “el-Isfarledi” and which eventually came to be
read by scribes as al-Isfara’ini, presumably leading to Mawaldr’s error (MSS Yale
Beinecke Arabic Suppl. 51 and Ayasofya 4829 and 4849 have the correct rasm). A
most thorough attempt to identify Abt Hamid al-IsfizarT, although in a different
context, was undertaken by D. Gimaret (1978). Gimaret managed to locate three
references to him: one in Sahrastant’s Aitab al-Milal, where the name Abu Hamid
Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-IsfizarT is found in a list of philosophers; a second in
Suwan al-likma, where only the nisha al-IsfizarT is mentioned as part of a group of
scholars, including Ab@i Sulayman as-Sigistant, who attended a maglis of Ab@ Ga‘far
al- Babuya and a third reference in al-Bayhaqr's Tatimmat Swan al-hikma, where a
brief biographical notice is given on the mathematician and philosopher Abt Hamid
ibn Ishaq al-Isfizari. Gimaret concluded that Abu Hamid al-IsfizarT was a contem-
porary philosopher of as-SigistanT and probably, like him, from the environs of
Sigistan. J. Ragep and E. S. Kennedy (1981), identified a work by this Aba Hamid
al-Isfizart, titled al-Umir al-Ilahiya, on metaphysical questions, and referred to Gimaret’s
article for their identification. Another exemplar of this work is found in the codex
Ragip Pa a 1463, where the author’s name is given on the title page as Abt Hamid
Ahmad ibn AbT Ishaq al-IsfizarT [an edition of this work is planned by David C.
Relsman] We can reconcile the minor variants in the three versions of al-Isfizart’s
name in Sahrastani, Siwan al-hikma, and the Tatimma, by suggesting that Sahrastani
provided Abt Hamld’s father’s name “Muhammad” in place of his Aunya Abu
Hamid and that al-Bayhaqi’s “Ishaq is a scribal error that omitted “Abi” (this would
not be surprising since the “b.n.” of “Ibn” is often attached to the first name, here
“Ahmad” and thus overlooked, and the “AbT” may have been taken as “Ibn”). His
full name might then be Abt Hamid Ahmad ibn Abi Ishaq al-Isfizart. Stll, the
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[3] An angle is a quality (kayf). According to Ibn Stna, those who
adhere to this point of view assert that while it is true that angles,
like figures, are receptive to equality or inequality and divisibility,
an angle is nonetheless not a quantity, but “a quality in a quantity.”**
Therefore, quantity is not its generic subject (mawdi); rather, an
angle 18 a certain form. It is an accident (‘arad) of either lines or sur-
faces; in the case of lines, it is like a straightness (istigama) and a
curvature (thdidab, lit. convexity), and in the case of surfaces, it is
like “square” (larbr) and “circular” (tadwir).

[4] An angle is something connected or subjoined (mudaf). In this
view, angle is placed in the category of connection or relation (idafa).
Ibn Sina indicates that, just as in the previous case, adherents of
this conception state that divisibility, equality and inequality are acci-
dents (‘arad) of angle. These accidents do not belong to its essence;
rather, they relate to its subject, as in the case of the qualities of
figures. The adherents of this conception assert that not everything
that is receptive of equality or inequality and divisibility is a quantity;
rather, a quantity is that which is receptive of these properties intrin-
sically. As for that which is receptive of this “not by nature,” then
it has a quantity cither as substance (gawhar) or potentially, such as
light, warmth, etc. Thus, an angle carries a quantity accidentally and
therefore a quantity is not its genus.

Ibn Sina points out that everyone who puts an angle in the cat-
egory of relation has proceeded from Euclid’s definition of an angle
as a contact (famass) of two lines; thus a contact is set as the genus
of an angle. As it follows from such a conclusion, Ibn Stna had pro-
ceeded from the version of Euclid’s definition of a plane angle different
from the canonized one (see Euclid’s definition above): in the given
case the “generic accent” was moved from “inclination” and put on
“contact.” Thus a plane angle was defined obviously as a contact of

addition of “Muhammad” cannot be confirmed on the basis of Sahrastant’s refer-
ence alone. That Avicenna appears to have read this individual’s works can be sur-
mised from his reference to him in the Mubahatat as part of a response to a letter
from his student Ibn Zayla (ed. Bidarfar, 569; see Reisman (2002), “Letter to Ibn
Zayla,” Index of Avicenna’s Works; this reference would appear to be to al-Isfizart’s
Kitab al-hikma l-amaliya, to which al-IsfizarT himself refers in al-Umar al-Ilahiya; MS
RP 1463, 32r.17). To which work Avicenna is referring in his citation of al-IsfizarT
in the Jawiya is presently unknown. [David C. Reisman]

# On the existence of the qualities in the quantities see La Mélaphysique, 111.9,
195-9.
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two lines inclined in a plane, etc. I provided Euclid’s definition of
a plane angle and Ibn STna@’s version of this definition above and
noted that Ibn Sina does not appear to share Euclid’s view on the
genus of angle and, furthermore, that Ibn Stha may have deliber-
ately omitted any indication that he supported Euclid’s definition.
This supposition can now be confirmed on the basis of what Ibn
Sina says in the Treatise on the angle. Ibn Stna writes that “it should
be known that Euclid was wrong” when speaking about an angle as
a contact, for one can say about an angle that it is “greater,” “smaller”
and “divisible,” but all these characteristics cannot be attributed to
the contact. Moreover, argues Ibn Sina, “neither is it that the whole
of <it>% [i.e., an angle] is a contact; for a relation is to two things
and predicated of them equally, while angle i1s not predicated of two
things.” Thus, it is safe to say that Ibn Sina did not consider an
angle to be a contact or inclination, i.e., relation.

There is reason to disagree with Ibn Sina’s point of view con-
cerning Euclid’s comprehension of angle. Although Euclid had defined
a plane angle as an inclination or contact, he understood an angle
as a thing which partakes of quantity as well: first because he had
operated with angles in the same way as with magnitudes: he bisected
them (for example, proposition I, 9), and considered their equality
(for example, propositions I, 8 and I, 13), etc.

[5] An angle is a siuation (wad®). Situation (or, in Aristotelian ter-
minology, position) according to Ibn Sina refers to the condition of
parts of the body in different positions (Metaphysics, 1 9).** Among
those who had put angles in the category of situation Ibn Sina names

abit ibn Qurra (221-288/836-901) as the first to grant that an
angle happens from the relation (nisba) of boundaries of two things
or components of the thing.

When one considers the treatise as a whole, one sees that Ibn
Stna disputes these and other conceptions of angle mainly either by
challenging the “substance” (or “genus”) and “accident” associated
with the suggested definitions of angle, or by way of syllogistics. We
have seen an instance of the former type of argumentation in his
argument against defining angle as a contact of two lines. An instance

» Slightly emending Mawald’s text from wa-ld anna kulla tamassin to wa-la anna
kullaha tamassun.
% Metaphysica, 27.
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of the latter is, for example, the case of the syllogism of some people
who state that every quantity is either finite or infinite, but no one
angle is finite and infinite, therefore an angle is not a quantity. Ibn
Sina subsequently argues against the form and matter of this syllo-
gism’s premises from the position of his own teaching on divided
syllogism (giyas mutagassam).””

Although research on Ibn Sina’s Treatise on the angle is in its pre-
liminary stages, it is already possible to assert that while Ibn Stna
criticizes therein almost all of the teachings and definitions of angle
known to him, he does not provide his own answer to the question
“what is an angle?” Still, it is possible to discern in his critical sur-
vey his own support for the view that an angle partakes of all above-
named categories.

Additionally, he does provide a sort of answer to the question in
the fourth chapter of the third book of his Metaphysics of as-Sifa’ titled
“The magnitudes are accidents.”® Ibn Sina points out that some
scholars state that “an angle is the fourth genus” of the magnitudes
(on the basis of Ibn Sina’s Treatise on the angle, we can now identify
one of those scholars as al-Isfizari). As a criterion of the existence
of a magnitude they consider the possibility of its kinematical definition
or description, e.g., a surface is generated with the movement of a
line “with its two points”; under such a movement “the length moves
along the breadth, the breadth comes to pass after the length,” in
the end two dimensions have been brought about and, therefore, a
surface has been generated. Those scholars had also a kinematical
definition of a plane angle. In this case a line is moved by one of
its “summits,” i.e., one rotates the line. Ibn Sina criticizes this point
of view indicating that a line which generates an angle moves nei-
ther along the length nor along the breadth, as takes place in the
case of a plane. Hence, a plane angle does not receive those two
dimensions which are peculiar to a plane magnitude. Therefore, it
contradicts the statement that a thing must have either three or two
dimensions in order to be either solid or possessing a surface. Thereby
Ibn Stna has rejected also the definitions of a plane angle as a plane
without breadth and a solid angle as a body without depth indicated
in the Treatise on the angle.

# This syllogism is discussed in the second chapter of Ibn Sind’s treatise; see
Avicenna, Risala fi z-zawiya, 59.
% La Métaphysique, 173-175.
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Here Ibn Sina presents almost the same counter-argument as that
provided above: that it is impossible to define a plane as generated
by the moving line (the first chapter of the Metaphysics of Danisnamah).
He states that if there is a moving point, then there is necessarily a
certain thing in which or over which the movement is carried out.
Such a thing is a body, a surface and a line, which are capable of
movement; therefore, they must exist before the movement of a point.
For that reason the movement of a point cannot bring about and
cause their existence. The same is related also to the angles, which
have either two or three dimensions, being correspondingly on a sur-
face or in a body. The true reasons of the existence of the contin-
uous magnitudes, according to Ibn Sina, are the following: the
existence of a body is evident; the existence of a surface 1s provided
by the necessary finiteness of a body; the existence of a line is pro-
vided by the possibility to cut a surface and to suppose that it has
limits. Thus, Ibn Sina concludes that there are only three possible
varieties of the continuous magnitudes, namely, a body, a surface and
a line (thereby excluding an angle from the category of continuous
magnitudes) and, together with a time, these magnitudes are the only
four kinds of the continuous quantities.

It should be noted that amazingly close to Ibn Sina@’s list of the
teachings on angle and some of his critical arguments is the frag-
ment on the definition of an angle from the Commentary on the First
book of Euclid’s Elements by Proclus (410—485), much of which is appar-
ently taken directly from a work of his master Syrianus (fl. fifth c.).*
In addition, Proclus also presents the arguments against a horn-like
angle’s being a magnitude that a-Strazi would later attribute to Ibn
Stna. Thus, it is quite probable that both Ibn Sina and a3-Sirazi
knew the work of Proclus, a work which is not only the primary
source for the philosophy of Greek mathematics today but also in
medieval Islam.*

Some other precise borrowings from the work of Proclus, relating
to other aspects of the teaching on angle but not touched upon by

# See Proclus (1992), 98-109. y

% This supposition can be extended to a§-Sirazi as well since his commentaries
contain some other reasonings that are also found in the commentary of Proclus.
For example, the proof of the incorrectness of the statement that is the converse
of the 4th postulate of Euclid’s Flements which states that “all right angles are equal
to one another, that is, the proof of the statement that the angle equal to a right
angle is not always a right angle.”
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Ibn Sina, were reproduced by his nearest predecessor Abu 1-‘Abbas
al-Fadl ibn Hatim an-Nayrizi (d.c. 310/922) in his commentary on
the definitions, postulates and axioms of the first book of Euclid’s
Elements.*" Moreover the Arabic term for a horn-like angle, i.e., gami,
is found only in an-Nayrizi’s commentary; but a3-Sirazi, when refer-
ring to Ibn Sina, used the expressions “an angle between a cir-
cumference (muhif) and a tangent (mumdss) of a circle” or “an angle
of tangency” (zawiyat at-tamass).

To summarize, I have presented above a passage of a3-Sirazi’s
commentary in which he quotes a treatise on a horn-like angle that
he attributes to Ibn Sina. In order to determine the source of as-
Sirazi’s reference, I have given a brief analysis of Ibn Sina’s Treatise
on the angle, the only extant work by Ibn Sina on the subject. Now,
there 1s nothing in the contents of this treatise (as outlined above)
that relates directly to the conception of a horn-like angle or which
presents geometrical reasonings attributed to Ibn Sina by as-Sirazi.
Thus, we may suppose that Ibn Sina had composed two different
treatises on the angle. Such a supposition appears to be corrobo-
rated by the anonymous bibliography of Ibn Sina’s works, which
includes fwo relevant treatises: On the angle®® and a Summary that the
Angle which is_formed by the circumference and the tangent has no magnitude.”
On the basis of the foregoing it is possible now to question the views
of G. C. Anawatl and Y. Mahdavi that these two titles refer to one

31 See Abt 1-“Abbas an-Nayrizi (2002). The main importance of this commen-
tary lies in the quotations from Hero (c. third century) and Simplicius (sixth c.); see
T. Heath (1981), 2:296-307. But my examination of the fragment on angles (moti-
vated by the study of Ibn Sina’s Treatise on the angle) has suggested that while cer-
tain reasonings and statements are ascribed by the author to Simplicius (Sinbiligiyus),
these were perceived (perhaps via Simplicius) to be from Proclus’s work, for instance,
the classification of angles in species, including a species of horn-like angles. There
are also some direct parallels, such as that between an-Nayrizi’s statement that
“angles have many species . . . however Euclid in this passage defines a plane angle
under the common species” (12) and Proclus’s statement that “All these angles . . . our
geometer defines in this treatise under the common designation of ‘plane angle’ . . .”
(Proclus (1992), 103).

2 The author of the anonymous bibliography records this treatise as a “letter to
Abii Sahl al-Masihi” written in Gurgan between 403-5/1012-1014; see Avicenna,
Life of Ibn Stna (1974), 99, 139, no. 5, and 124-125, no. 43.

* The anonymous list was added after the death of Ibn Sina to his autobio-
graphical fragment expanded and edited by his student and collaborator Abti ‘Ubayd
al-Guzgani (d.c. 463/1070). The account of al-Guzgani lists only forty-six works by
Ibn Sina (with no mention of the treatises on the angle). For a discussion of the
later bibliographies of Avicenna’s works see Reisman (2002), 119—-138.
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and same work.?* Thus, the search for the treatise to which a3-Strazt
refers continues.

This should not diminish the importance of Ibn Sind’s Treatise on
the angle itself for the history and philosophy of Arabic mathematics.
It treats the philosophical grounds of medieval Arabic geometry,
allows us to compare the foundations of Arabic mathematics as artic-
ulated in the tenth-eleventh and thirteenth-fourteenth centuries (when
a§-Sirazr’s passage is taken into consideration), and it is an excellent
illustration of the problems involved in tracing the transmission of
ancient Greek mathematical and philosophical knowledge, and its
development in medieval Islam.

 Anawati (1950), no. 160 and (1951), 431; Mahdavi (1954), no. 80. See also
Avicenna, Life of Ibn Sina (1974), 148, 152; and Ali A. al-Daffa and J. J. Stroyls
(1984), 62, 63.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

AVICENNA’S ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD:
WAS HE REALLY INFLUENCED BY THE MUTARALLIMUN?

Omer Mahir Alper

The studies of Avicenna (d. 428/1037) in recent years have clearly
stated that as a member of the Islamic intellectual environment, in
which “mutakalliman” and “‘falasifa” had much in common concep-
tually as well as terminologically, the mutakallimin did influence him.
Jean Jolivet suggested that the origins of Avicenna’s distinction between
essence and existence lay not in ancient Greek philosophy, as has
generally been supposed, but in early Kalam, and specifically in the
ninth and tenth century debates among mutakalliman over how the
terms “thing” and “existent” relate to each other." Robert Wisnovsky
also, providing evidence that gives qualified support to Jolivet’s hypoth-
esis, argued that Jolivet is correct in highlighting the Aalam background
to Avicenna’s essence-existence distinction.” Michael E. Marmura’s
article, “Avicenna and the Kalam” focuses on Avicenna’s criticisms
of Ralam, that is to say, its negative influence on him; however, he
also claimed that Avicenna was possibly influenced on some issues
like his theory of efficient causality and his concept of tawatur, that
is, an epistemological principle, in a positive way by Kalam as well.”

Certainly the claim that Avicenna was influenced by the mutakallimin
is not new. Averroes (d. 595/1198) himself, as a faplasif, criticized
important elements of Avicenna’s philosophy based on these grounds.
Thus Averroes blamed Avicenna for being influenced both in his
philosophical method and in certain concepts of metaphysics and
physics by the mutakalliman and then criticized him for failing to fol-
low Aristotle.* In a similar manner Ibn Taymiya (d. 728/1328) also

! Jean Jolivet (1984).

? Robert Wisnovsky (2000a).

% Michael E. Marmura (1992), especially 177.

* For an analytical study of Averroes’ criticism of Avicenna see Omer Mahir
Alper (2001).
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asserted in his several books, such as Dar’ ta‘arud al-‘aql wa-n-nagl and
ar-Radd “ald [-Mantigiyin, that Avicenna had been influenced by the
mutakallimin and used their methods and ideas.’

One of the important issues, which both Averroes and Ibn Taymiya,
starting from similar points, claimed for evidence that Avicenna had
been influenced by the mutakallimin, is Avicenna’s proof for the exis-
tence of God (ithat al-wagib). The aim of the present work is to study
and discuss whether the mutakallimiin really did influence Avicenna’s
argument for the existence of God, and if so, exactly to what extent.
I do this within the framework of Averroes’ and Ibn Taymiya’s argu-
ments and also analyze the basic points of their arguments. In the first
section, I deal with the claims of Averroes and Ibn Taymiya, and
in the second section with Avicenna’s argument for the existence of
God. In addition, in the final section, I compare Avicenna’s argu-
ment for the existence of God with that of the mutakallimun’s and
demonstrate the extent of the influence of Aalam thinkers on Avicenna
in light of the main points of criticism by Averroes and Ibn Taymiya.

1. An Outline of The Claims of Averroes and Ibn Taymiya

In several works Averroes asserts that Avicenna had followed the
mutakallimiin, especially As‘arites, in his argument for the existence
of God by using their method, which is dialectical, and their con-
cepts.® In his al-Kasf ‘an manahig al-adilla, which has a chapter dedi-
cated to examining the arguments of the different theological groups
regarding the creation of the world and our knowledge of God’s
existence, Averroes refers to Asarite theologians who base their proof
for the existence of God on the argument from the creation of the
world (al-hudat). Regarding the creation of the world, the As‘arites
had two main arguments. The first argument, which is famous and
is adopted by most As‘arites, is based on three premises:

1. Atoms cannot exist without accidents.
2. Accidents were created (hddit); and so likewise by extension atoms.
3. The world is a composite of atoms and accidents.

> See, for example, Ibn Taymiya, Dar’ taarud al-‘agl wa-n-nagl (1979-1981), 8:131—
136; henceforth, Dar’ ta‘arud; and also ar-Radd ‘alé l-mantiqiytn (1993), 2:56.

b See, for example, Averroes, Tahafut at-tahafut (1981), 1:125-126; 11:444-445;
henceforth, Tahafut at-tahafut. Also see ‘Abdurrahman Badawi (1980), 285 fn.
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Hence the world was created, and so it must necessarily have a
Creator (Muhdit).”

The second argument by which Avicenna was influenced accord-
ing to Averroes, was developed by al-GuwaynT (d. 478/1085) in his
book, ar-Risala an-Nizamiya. It is based upon two premises:

1. The world in its totality is contingent (§a’iz/mumkin).
2. The contingent was created.

Hence the world was created, and so it must have a Creator nec-
essarily.?

Only the second argument of al-Guwayni for the creation of the
world 1s examined here because of its centrality in this study. Moreover,
I treat the argument as it is found in his own work rather than
Averroes’ presentation of it.

Al-GuwaynT argues that it is admissible or acceptable that the
world or nature could have been different from what it is now. It
could be greater or smaller and have a different form. The natural
world and laws could be different from what we know now. This
does not need reflection, but could be known by necessity. Since out
of all possible states and shapes one state came into existence, there
must have been something that singled it out (muragéih), which proves
that the world is created. The same agent that selected that partic-
ular state is the Creator who is endowed with a will.”

It should be mentioned that al-Guwayni explains not only shapes
or states of possible things, but also “the existence of the contingent
world” through particularization (tafsis). He states that “the existence
of a contingent thing is possible (ga’iz al-wugud), for it is possible to
conceive its existence (wugiiduhi) rather than its non-existence (‘adamahi).
Similarly, we may conceive its non-existence rather than its existence.
Since it was particularized by the possible existence rather than the
admissible non-existence, it must have needed a particularizer (iflagara
dd mupassis). This particularizer is the Almighty Creator.”'’

Averroes claims that Avicenna followed this second manner of rea-
soning of the As‘arites for his proof of the existence of God. In other

7 Averroes, al-Ka§f ‘an manahig al-adilla (1998), 105; henceforth, al-Kasf:

¢ Al-Kagf, 111-112.

9 Al-Guwayni, al-Agida an-Nizamiya fi l-arkan al-Islamiya (1992), 13, 16.

' Al-Guwaynli, Luma® al-adilla fi qawa’id ahl as-Sunna (1965), 80-81; see also, Ritab
al-Irsad (1950), 28.
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words, he claims that Avicenna, in a way, used al-Guwayni’s argument
and premises.'" The world in its totality is contingent; since the con-
tingent can equally exist or not exist, the world as a contingent being
must have a particularizer who particularized its actual existence.

In his 7ahafut at-tahafut, Averroes makes clearer the point that the
mutakallimiin influenced Avicenna. According to him the first to bring
into philosophy the proof of the impossibility of an infinite modal
causal series was Avicenna. The argument in a nutshell is: each single
cause of a series is either possible in itself or necessary; if it is nec-
essary, it needs no cause, and if it is possible, then the whole series
needs a cause additional to its essence, a cause standing outside of
the series. Avicenna regarded this proof as superior to those given
by the ancients (al-qudama’), since he claimed that it was based on
the essence of the existent, whereas the older proofs were based on
accidents consequent on the First Principle. This proof Avicenna
took from the theologians, who regarded the dichotomy of existence
into possible and necessary as self-evident, and assumed that the pos-
sible needs an agent and that the world in its totality, as being pos-
sible, needs a necessarily existent agent. This was the theory of the
Mu‘tazilites before the As‘arites, and it is a good argument, except
for the assumption that the world as a whole is contingent, which
is not self-evident."

Similarly, Ibn Taymiya maintained that regarding the proof for
the existence of God Avicenna followed the mutakallimin and that
they influenced him rather than ancient philosophers such as Aristotle."
Avicenna argued that the world in its totality is contingent since the
contingent (world) can equally exist or not exist. Hence the world
must have a particularizer, a necessarily existent agent, who partic-
ularized the world’s actual existence. According to Ibn Taymiya
Avicenna took this proof from the books of Muslim theologians, espe-
cially Mu‘tazilites, and used it by combining it with certain philo-
sophical ideas."*

" Al-Kasf, 113.

2 Tahafut at-tahafut, 2:444—445.

Y Dar ta‘arud, 8:127.

" Ibid., 8:135; l-annahii abada ‘anhum [mutakallimi [-Islam] anna tahsisa ahadi
S=Say’ayni l-mutamattilayt l-muhdatayni dina l-ahar la budda lahi min mupassisin . . . fa-ahada
min dalika anna tahstsa l-mumbkini bi-l-wugadi 1@ budda lah@ min mugib.
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Consequently, according to both Averroes and Ibn Taymiya the
main points of Aalam influence on Avicenna’s argument for the exis-
tence of God can be summarized as follows:

1. Existence is divided into the possible and the necessary. Here the
former means that which has a cause and the latter means that
which has no cause.

2. The world in its totality is contingent, and every contingent being
that can equally exist or not exist needs a particularizer, who par-
ticularized its actual existence.

Next we will examine Avicenna’s argument for the existence of God
to see whether the mutakallimin in fact influenced him in light of
these two points. In other words, we will see to what extent Averroes
and Ibn Taymiya got Avicenna right regarding this issue.

II. Avicenna’s Argument for the Existence of God

It is possible to say that Avicenna used several proofs for the existence
of God, such as the proof from movement” and the proof from
causality.'® His most famous and comprehensive proof, though, and
the one that had the most wide-ranging influence in both the East
and the West is the proof from necessarily existent being and possibly

5 The basic origins of the proof from movement can be found in Aristotle’s
Physics VII 1 and VIII 5. The world possesses movement and all movement requires
a mover. Since there cannot be an infinite series of movers, the series must ulti-
mately rest in the Unmoved First Mover. As Avicenna himself summarizes it: “It
must be clear to you, after our discussion in the Physics, that an infinite incorporeal
power exists who is the origin (mabda’) of the first movement” (Avicenna, as-Sifa’:
al-llakyat (1960a), 2:373).

8 The proof is not much more than a variation on the proof from necessarily
existent being. In brief, it holds that although causes might be infinite in number,
their series cannot go on ad wfinitum. There does, therefore, exist a Necessary
Uncaused Being in whom the series terminates and the world owes its existence to
that Being. Ibn Sina puts it thus: “Every totality formed successively of causes and
effects in which there is a cause which is not an effect must have that cause as its
outermost point; because if it were in the middle it would be caused. Every chain,
which comprises causes and effects, is finite or infinite. It is clear that if it is only
comprised of what is caused, it would need a cause external to it to which it would
be attached, without any doubt, by an outermost point. It is clear that if that chain
contained something that was not an effect, that would be an outermost point and
extremity. So every series culminates in the Being necessary by His essence” (Avicenna,
al-I5arat wa-t-Tanbihat ma‘a Sarh Nasir ad-Din at-Tust (1957-1960), 3:26-27).
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existent being. We can say that the other proofs are actually aspects
of this proof.'”” Moreover, the claims of Averroes and Ibn Taymiya
are related to this argument. For these reasons I deal only with this
proof of Avicenna here.'

When we examine the works of Avicenna, it will become clear
that Avicenna’s argument for the existence of God has two stages."
In the first stage, he logically, or conceptually, divides existence into
necessary existence, whose existence has no cause, and possible exis-
tence, whose existence does have a cause. This mentally constructed
dichotomy of existence is quite explicitly stated in the Sifz’: “The
things which are included in existence are susceptible in the mind
to dichotomy into two divisions” (inna [-umira latt tadhulu fi l-wugadi
tahtamilu fi -<agli l-ingisama il qismayni).° At this stage, as in the Sif’,
he also explains why necessary existence has no cause, but possible
existence does have a cause.?!

In the second stage, he applies this mental division of existence
to actual existents in the external world: “There is no doubt that
something exists” (la Sakka anna huna wugidan).® Thus this existent is
always either necessary, and so has no cause for its existence, or
possible, and so has a cause for its existence; for existence is logically
subjected to the above mentioned dichotomy, and it is impossible to
think existence outside of this dichotomy. It cannot be said that it
is impossible (mumtan:) in itself after it has existed, since an impos-
sible being is defined as that whose non-existence is necessary (dariariyun
St I-adam).” 1f it is possible, it must have a cause that determines or
gives precedence to its existence over non-existence, since nothing
in a possible being’s own nature requires it to exist and there is no

17 See Tan Richard Netton (1994), 172-173.

'8 Recent interpretations of this proof vary widely. Some who interpret the argu-
ment as cosmological are H. A. Davidson (1987), 298, L. E. Goodman (1992),
75-76 and M. E. Marmura (1980), 337. Some who interpret the argument as onto-
logical are Parviz Morewedge (1979), 188, 193 and F. Rahman (1963), 482. Another
approach to Avicenna’s argument takes it to be cosmological overall, but contain-
ing an ontological aspect; see, for example, Faruq Abdullah (S. A. Johnson) (1984),
3. More recently, Toby Mayer has described Avicenna’s argument as simultane-
ously ontological and cosmological; see Toby Mayer (2001), especially 35.

9" Al-Larat, 3:19-21; Avicenna, an-Nagat (1992), 2: 89-90; ar-Risala [-arsiya (1980),
15-16.

2 Al-Ilakyat, 1:37.

2 Ibid., 1:37-41.

2 Nagat, 2:89.

% TIhbid., 1:30.
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contradiction involved in its never having existed. According to
Avicenna, since the contingent can equally exist or not exist, the
knowledge that it must have a particularizer, who particularized its
actual existence or non-existence, is a prior.** Turning to that cause
we ask whether it is necessary or contingent. We so follow the series
until we reach a necessary being. For if the cause for something that
exists contingently is also contingent, then either (a) there is a fur-
ther cause that is contingent, and so on ad mfinitum or (b) the chain
culminates in a necessary being. If there were a chain of contingent
beings extending infinitely, nothing would exist. (For nothing that is
contingent comes into existence except through a cause.) There is
something that exists contingently. Therefore, there is a necessary
being. If it (this existent) is necessary, then the existence of the
Necessary has been proved and that is the conclusion sought.

Consequently, it seems that the two points mentioned above, which
both Averroes and Ibn Taymiya claimed that Avicenna took from
the mutakallimiin, were used in Avicenna’s proof for the existence of
God. In other words, concerning the issue of the similarity between
the proofs of Avicenna and the Kalam for the existence of God,
Averroes and Ibn Taymiya were right in their assessment. One can
still ask, though, whether the mutakallimin really influenced Avicenna
on those points. Did the mutakallimiin use these arguments and prin-
ciples in their proofs for God before Avicenna or did these points
originally belong to Avicenna? Also, could Avicenna have had philo-
sophical sources other than the mutakalliman? Here we will examine
these issues in light of the above mentioned two points.

III. The Arguments for the Existence of God According to Avicenna and the
Mutakallimtn: Comparison and Result

The terms “necessary existence” and “contingent existence,” or the
distinction between necessarily existent and possibly existent can be
seen explicitly in the works of certain Muslim philosophers such as
al-Farabi® (d. 339/950) and al-‘Amiri* (d. 381/992), who both

® Al-Isarat, 3: 96-97; kullu Say’in lam yakun tumma kana fa-bayyinun fi l-“aqli l-awwali
anna taragduha ahadi tarafayr imkamhi sara awla bi-say’in wa-bi-sababin.

» Al-Farabi, as-Siyasa -Madaniya (1927), 66-67.

% Amiri, Kitab at-tagir li-awguh at-tagdir (1988), 304-309.
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attempted a synthesis of Greek philosophy and Islamic theology,
although they gave these terms different meanings. It could even be
said that the distinction is supplemented by Avicenna with a further
distinction that Aristotle suggested.”” Actually Averroes does not crit-
icize Avicenna for this distinction; rather, he criticizes him for his
definitions of necessary existent and contingent existent. He claims
that the mutakalliman influenced Avicenna in his definition of neces-
sary existent as an existent which has no cause and of contingent
existent as an existent which has a cause. Indeed, one element in
Avicenna’s proof for God is based on his definition of possible exis-
tent, namely, every possible existent has a cause and the world in
its totality is possible; hence the world has a (necessary) cause.

To what extent did the mutakalliman influence Avicenna concern-
ing the definitions of necessary existent and contingent existent?
Firstly, it should be stated that Averroes argues that this definition
goes back to Avicenna. He notes, however, that Avicenna reached
this definition by generalizing the mutakalliman’s principle that every
possible existent has an agent. As will be seen below when we pre-
sent the mutakalliman’s use of the argument from particularization, it
is true that the mutakalliman, before Avicenna, accepted the principle
that contingent existents in the world must have an agent to be as
they are, or, simply, every contingent existent has an agent. Since
according to them the contingent existent cannot exist by itself with-
out a cause, then it needs an agent to exist. It is also accepted as
a principle by the mutakallimin that necessary existent does not have
an agent and indeed is simply defined by them as “what does not
have an agent.” For example, the Mu‘tazilite ‘Abd al-Gabbar (d. 416/
1025), writes with regard to accidents: “If a body in the world is
necessarily aggregate, it never needs an aggregator who aggregates
it. It is as if a voice, in the state of non-existence of a voice, does
not necessarily exist, it does not need an annihilator who annihilates
it. It 1s similar to the existence of the Necessary Existent (God) that
does not needs an agent to give existence to him due to his neces-
sarily existing.”®

¥ See Aristotle, Metaphysics V(A) 5, 1015a30-1015b15; XII(A) 7, 1072b5-15. Sce
also H. A. Davidson (1987), 291.

% <Abd al-Gabbar, Sa al-usil al-hamsa (1965), 97; wa-kadalika wugudu [-qadimi
ta‘ala lamma kana wagiban istagna ‘an magidin yagiduha.
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As can be seen, according to the mutakallimin contingent existent
has an agent and it indeed must have an agent, whereas the necessarily
existent does not have an agent. It is possible, then, that Avicenna,
as Averroes claims, reached his definitions of necessary existent and
possible existent by generalizing the mutakallimin’s principle that every
possible existent has an agent since we have not found that exact
definition in the earlier philosophical literature.

The second essential point about which Averroes and Ibn Taymiya
claim that the mutakallimin influenced Avicenna, concerns the exis-
tence of the contingent world through particularization (lafsis) by a
particularizer. According to Avicenna if the world i3 a possibly exis-
tent (as indeed it is), then it must have a cause. That is to say that
it must have a particularizer who particularized its actual existence
rather than its non-existence, or a preponderator who preponderated
its existence over non-existence. This is the very point that concerned
Averroes and Ibn Taymiya. Therefore, we will now concentrate on
the particularization argument.

When we consider the development of the argument from par-
ticularization, it is found in Islamic theology before Avicenna. Still,
it should be mentioned that Avicenna contributed to its development
in certain aspects, as we will see below. First of all, though, we will
examine the mutakalliman’s use of it.

In his Kitab ad-Dalil al-kabir, al-Kasim ibn Ibrahim (d. 246/860),
who was strongly influenced by Mu‘tazilism, supports the argument
from design by the argument from particularization (tafszs). This
argument deduces the existence of God from the diverse phenomena
in the world. The fact that in the world there exist different things,
perfect and imperfect, high and low and so forth, proves the exis-
tence of a creator who particularized them (fassaha) by means of the
different qualities that appeared in them. If there were no particu-
larizer, 1.e., God, all the phenomena would be equal to one another.

Does the blind man and the ignoramus, let alone the knower and the
intelligent man, not know that if these creations and eclements and
what reason perceives of them by sight were and came about accord-
ing to their will and desire, as the ignoramus hold with regard to
them, then some of them would not surpass the others at all?> The
carth would not be low and earth, and the degree of the inferior and
low thing would not be less than the degree of the loftiest and high-
est thing. All things would be equal to each other and some of them
would not be stronger than others untl all of them would be one
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thing and no opposite would exist to one of them. But contradiction
among things certainly exists and the perfection of certain things and
the imperfection of others is clear to every sense of the five senses.
Anyone among the people whose senses are sound can bring proof
from the difference and defects that he sees in things, [namely,] that
they have a creator who particularized them by difference and par-
ticularities, which are clearly shown in them.”

The geographer and religious thinker Abt Zayd Ahmad ibn Sahl
al-Balbt (c. 849-934) also uses the argument from particularization.
In his Ritab al-Bad® wa-t-t’rih, he similarly considers the difference
seen among the created things as an argument for God’s existence.*
If things were produced by the natures of the things, their conditions
would be equal. Since we find created things in contrary conditions,
i.e., they are not equal to one another and are in different degrees,
we know that a director directed them (mudabbir dabbarahd) and an
arranger arranged them (muwrattib rattabaha), and this is God.”!

In Maturidi (d. 333/944) the term “particularization” is absent,
but the thought is clearly identifiable. He writes:

If the world had come into existence by itself, there would have been
no time more appropriate for its existence than a certain other time,
nor would there have been a state more proper than a certain other
state, nor would there have been a characteristic more suitable than
a certain other characteristic. But since the world’s existence has different
times, states, and characteristics, then it is clear that the world did not
come into existence spontaneously. For, if it had been permissible for
the world to create every thing for itself by itself, the world would
have created the best states and characteristics, which would have, in
turn, eliminated all the evil and ugly things. Therefore, it proves that
the world came into existence through something else.”

The “something else” here is clearly an agent who chose a partic-

ular time, state, and quality for the world to come into existence.
Baqillant (d. 403/1013) too has an argument from creation to a

particularizing agent; however, he looks not at the coming into exis-

# Al-Kasim ibn Ibrahim, Ritab ad-Dalil al-kabir (1990), 114; wa-man salimat lahi
hawassuhic min gami l-inst fa-qad yastadillu bi-ma yard fiha min al-iptilafi wa-n-naqa’isi
‘ald anna laha sani‘an hassaha bi-ma bana fiha mina l-ihtilafi wa-l-hasa’isi. Also see Binyamin
Abrahamov (1986).

* Brockelmann attributed this work to al-Mutahhar ibn Tahir al-Maqdisi under
the title Bad® al-halg wa-t-ta’ri.

3 Al-Balbi, Kitab al-Bad® wa-t-tar7h (1899), 1:65.

2 Al-Maturidi, Kitab at-Tawhid (1979), 17.
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tence of the world as a whole, but at the coming into existence of
the world’s countless parts. He writes:

Another proof for the existence of God is the certain things that come
into existence earlier than others and the certain things that come into
existence later than others despite being similar to one another. The
cause of a thing’s coming into existence at an earlier time cannot be
the thing itself and its genus. For should a thing come into existence
carlier or later by virtue of itself, everything of the same genus would
come into existence at the same time earlier or later. The fact is proof
that it has an agent rendering it early (mugaddim qaddamahi) and assign-
ing it a definite span of existence in conformity with the agent’s will.*

Although Bagillani does not expressly speak here of a particulariz-
ing agent who brings the world into existence, he does use the term
“particular” and “particularizing” in another argument in a parallel
context. He states:

We know that each body in the world has the possibility (sikha) of
receiving a different composition from the composition it has. And we
also know that what is square has the possibility to become round,
and what 1s round has the possibility to become square, and what has
the form of one animal has the possibility of receiving a different form
from the form it has, and each body has the possibility to transform
from the shape it has to another shape. A body that is particularized
(thtassa) in a specific, particular (mafsis) shape cannot have been par-
ticularized (iftassa) in its shape by virtue of itself or merely by virtue
of its having the possibility of receiving the shape. For then a body
would have to receive, at the same time, every shape it has the pos-
sibility of receiving, which of course does not, and cannot, occur. Thus
whatever possesses a shape, received its shape through a combining
agent who combined 1t (mw’allyf allafahit) and an intending agent who
intended that it should be as it is.**

The great Mu‘tazilite theologian and judge ‘Abd al-Gabbar, whom
Avicenna probably met in Rayy between 403/1013 and 405/1015,%
did not employ a particularization argument to support the infer-
ence of a creator from creation. Still, he uses a particularization
argument explicitly to prove the existence of accidents and highlights
the term “particularizer” (mufassis). He writes with regard to prov-
ing that desire is an accident:

% Al-Baqillant, Kitab at-Tamhid (1947), 45.
3 Ibid., 45.
% Dimitri Gutas (1988), 261.



140 AVICENNA ON THEOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS

It is possible that one does not have desire when the situation is the
same and the conditions are the same. Meanwhile, if one has desire,
then a particularizer (mufassis) 1s necessary to have desires; otherwise
it would not be (characterized) in the given fashion in preference to
the contrary fashion. Since having desire is not more appropriate than
not having desire, it necessitates the existence of a thing (mand) that
is the desire.*

He also uses a particularization argument with regard to accidents,
but he stresses that, like Avicenna, what has contingency has the
possibility of being impossible and necessary, but what has contin-
gency does not become impossible or necessary by itself. For its being
impossible or necessary is no more appropriate than the other, inas-
much as it is contingent. If one of them, then, becomes more appro-
priate, it is due to the particularizer. He states: “If the body which
has the possibility to become both impossible and necessary became
impossible or necessary, it is due to the particularizer (muhassis) to
become impossible or necessary. For its being impossible or neces-
sary is no more appropriate than the other.”*

As we have seen, the mutakalliman use the particularization argu-
ment for different ends and employing various terms. Still, their pri-
mary use of the particularization argument is to prove the existence
of God as a “principle.” Avicenna, however, seem to have added a
new dimension, namely, the premise that there is the possibility that
the world, as contingent being, exist or not exist, and thus as a con-
tingent being the world needs a preponderator who preponderated
its existence over non-existence. It seems that Avicenna, as Averroes
and Ibn Taymiya claim, took the idea of particularization from the
mutakallimiin,® but generalized it by applying it to the dichotomy of
the “world’s existence and non-existence.” I could not find a mutakallim
who applied particularization to the dichotomy of the world’s existence
and non-existence, using either the term “lafsis” or “mufassis” until
al-Guwayni.*” Thus it could be said that Avicenna, who was influenced
in regard to the particularization argument by the mutakallimin,

36 <Abd al-Gabbar, Sar, 93, and also see 96.

%7 Ibid., 98.

% See also L. E. Goodman (1992), 63-65, 114.

¥ Al-GuwaynT’s special position in regard to the use of the particularization argu-
ment for the existence of God is mentioned not only by Averroes but also by
Sahrastant (d. 548/1153) in Kitab Nihayat al-agdam fi Um al-kalam (1934), 12. See
also Mohammad Moslem Adel Saflo (2000), 158, 163, 202ff.
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influenced al-Guwayni with regard to the premise that a contingent
world needs a preponderator (muraggi) who preponderated its exis-
tence over non-existence. Although al-Gurgani (d. 816/1413) in his
Sarh al-Mawagif mentioned that the particularization argument was
used by the mutakallimian® and claimed that most of the Mu‘tazilites
used the premise that the contingent world needs a preponderator
(muraggih) who preponderated its existence over non-existence,* T have
not found such a premise in the literature of the Mu‘tazilites them-
selves.*” Consequently, it seems that Averroes and Ibn Taymiya were
right in their claim: Avicenna really was influenced both in the
definitions of contingent existence and necessary existence and in his
use of the particularization argument by the mutakalliman. Yet, it
would also seem that Avicenna added a new element that went
beyond the Aalam sources that might have been available to him,
namely, he generalized the mutakallimiin’s positions so as to apply to
the existence or non-existence of the world as a totality considered
as a contingent being.

% Maimonides (d. 601/1204) also ascribed the particularization argument to the
mutakallimiin before_al-Gurgani, see Maimonides, Dalalat al-ha’irin (1980), 217-218.

1 Al-Gurgani, Sark al-mawaqif (1850), 466.

# See Muhammad ‘Abd al-Hadi Aba Rida (1989), 96-97.



CHAPTER EIGHT

RECONSIDERING AVICENNA’S POSITION ON GOD’S
KNOWLEDGE OF PARTICULARS*

Rahim Acar

Avicenna has often been criticized for maintaining that God does
not know particulars, despite his frequent confirmations that God
knows everything; nothing escapes from God’s knowledge, not even
the weight of an atom.' In the following I will examine one classical

* 1 would like to thank the audience at the Second Annual Avicenna Study
Group Colloquium, WOCMES, 2002 for their invaluable feedback. I am grateful
to Yahya Michot and Peter Adamson for their comments and criticisms.

! See, e.g., Majid Fakhry (1983), 155 and 228-229; David B. Burrell (1986),
71-91; Louis Gardet (1951b), 71-85. Gardet acknowledges that Avicenna affirms
that God knows particulars and asks whether al-Gazal’s accusations are ground-
less (71). He argues that Avicenna’s position cannot be interpreted in conformity
with the position of orthodoxy, i.e., God knows each and every particular not sim-
ply their universal properties, mainly because such an interpretation does not con-
form to Avicenna’s cosmogony and theology (76). Gardet argues that since for
Avicenna (1) God knows things insofar as he is their principle, (2) God causes only
the first intellect immediately and (3) God’s knowledge is not creative, God has
direct and immediate knowledge of only the first intellect (76-77). God knows other
things through their causes as if there is a backward action from the effect to the
cause with regard to knowledge (79—-80). Gardet thinks that Avicenna, by asserting
that God knows particulars, wanted to conceal the real import of his philosophical
position on this issue. Hence he finds al-Gazali’s accusations against Avicenna
justified. See also, Beatrice H. Zedler (1995). Zedler discusses St. Thomas’ inter-
pretation of Avicenna’s position concerning God’s knowledge of particulars and eval-
uates whether Aquinas’ interpretation of Avicenna is justified. She considers Avicenna’s
understanding of God’s knowledge of particulars within the context of his theory
of cosmogony, i.e., his theory of emanation. She generally agrees with Gardet in
arguing why for Avicenna God does not know particulars. She argues that “a direct
production of the many is here excluded because a direct knowledge of the many
is excluded; and the latter is excluded lest it would thrust multiplicity into the divine
essence” (6). She maintains that for Avicenna “God knows singular effects through
their universal causes” (10). Since God is not the direct or intentional cause of all
things “God can know directly in its singularity only the first effect” (11). Gardet’s
and Zedler’s arguments amount to saying that for Avicenna God neither directly
nor immediately knows any other thing except for the first intellect, let alone par-
ticulars in the world of generation and corruption. A detailed discussion of their
interpretation of Avicenna’s texts goes beyond the objective of this article; however,
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and one modern interpretation of his position. The classical interpret-
ation is that of al-Gazali and the modern interpretation is that of
Michael Marmura.? Broadly speaking, they argue that for Avicenna
God does not know particulars, although Marmura clearly states that
the particulars that God does not know on Avicenna’s account are
those that are subject to generation and corruption. The strategy
shared by al-Gazali and Marmura is to dismiss Avicenna’s affirmation
of God’s knowledge of particulars in light of his explanation of how
God knows other things, or specifically that in light of Avicenna’s
account of divine knowledge it seems impossible that God could
know particulars. Avicenna’s explanation of how God knows other
things may not provide a satisfactory explanation of God’s knowledge

I would like to point out that Avicenna clearly argues that God knows many things
without his simplicity being jeopardized. See, e.g., Avicenna, as-Sif@’: al-Ilahiyat
(1960a), 362.17-363.4; henceforth The Healing: Metaphysics. He also argues that God’s
knowledge is the cause of everything not simply the first intellect; e.g. Avicenna,
The Healing: Metaphysics, 366.8—13, and again 402.13-403.1. For a discussion of the
relation between God’s knowledge and the existence of things, see Rahim Acar
(2002), 170-193.

? Oliver Leaman provides another modern interpretation of Avicenna’s position.
His interpretation is in line with that of Michael Marmura; see Oliver Leaman
(1985), 108-120. Leaman argues that al-Gazalt was right in accusing the philoso-
phers of denying God’s knowledge of particulars. Leaman’s overall argument is that
for Avicenna God does not know those particulars that are subject to generation
and corruption, despite the fact that Avicenna states that “nothing escapes his knowl-
edge” (111). Then Leaman adds that on Avicenna’s metaphysical premises, he could
validly argue that God knows all particulars (117). Leaman interprets Avicenna’s
contention that God’s knowledge is all-at-once and atemporal such that this knowl-
edge contains only the essential structure of the universe through its basic princi-
ples. He further states that for Avicenna God does not know corruptible “particulars
in all their contingency,” but simply their “general, abstract and universal” aspects,
because otherwise God would need sense organs and so lack a perfection (112-113).
If Avicenna could have validly argued that God knows all particulars, then why did
he not do so? Answering this question, Leaman maintains that by denying knowl-
edge of all particulars to God, Avicenna wanted to “avoid too closely identifying
God’s mode of knowledge with our own.” On Leaman’s interpretation, for Avicenna
if God knew all particulars including those that come to be and cease, this would
require God’s having sensory apparatus (117). Leaman’s conclusion, however, does
not seem to be warranted. Although Avicenna maintains that God’s knowledge of
those particulars that are subject to generation and corruption is not in time and
does not require sense organs, he never says that God’s atemporal and non-sense-
perceptual knowledge excludes particulars; see Avicenna, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbthat (1892),
185, henceforth Isarat. To the contrary, he clearly states that God knows each and
every thing. Leaman could have argued that Avicenna did not sufficiently explain
how God’s universal manner of knowing reaches to particulars that are subject to
generation and corruption.
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of particular events and things; nevertheless, this does not justify the
claim that for Avicenna God does not know particular events and
things.

In his Incoherence of the Philosophers (Tahafut al-falasifa), al-Gazali dedi-
cates one chapter to criticizing Avicenna’s position concerning God’s
knowledge of particulars.” After his attempts to show that philosophers
are not able to prove that God knows other things (discussion 11)
and that God knows himself (discussion 12), in the thirteenth dis-
cussion, al-Gazall aims at refuting the position of philosophers,
specifically that of Avicenna, concerning God’s knowledge of par-
ticulars. This discussion is specifically directed against Avicenna
because al-Gazalf states that among philosophers Avicenna maintains
that God knows other things through a universal knowledge (m
kullz). Tt is not temporal knowledge; it “does not change in terms of
the past, the future and the present.” Even though al-Gazali acknowl-
edges Avicenna’s affirmation of God’s knowledge of particular events
and things, at the end of his discussion he concludes that for Avicenna,
in fact, God does not know particulars.

Al-Gazali’s criticism of Avicenna’s position concerning God’s knowl-
edge of particulars is twofold: God’s knowledge of particular events
and his knowledge of particular things. Presenting Avicenna’s expla-
nation of how God knows particular events that come to be and
pass away, al-Gazalt argues that for Avicenna, since God is not
changeable, “it is inconceivable” that God knows things that change
in time. To illustrate Avicenna’s explanation of how God knows par-
ticular events, al-Gazall examines Avicenna’s example of an eclipse.
For Avicenna, since God is unchangeable, he knows an eclipse, all
its attributes and accidents, by an eternal (fi /l-azal) and unchange-
able knowledge (discussion 13, para. 5). For Avicenna, al-Gazali
reports, God’s knowledge of an eclipse, i.e., before the eclipse, at
the time when it occurs and after it clears, is unchangeable and does
not necessitate a change in God’s essence. This paradigm is applic-
able to all temporal events since all of them happen as resulting

5 Al-Gazalt, The Incoherence of the Philosophers (1997).
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from their causes, which ultimately “terminate with the circular heav-
enly motion” (ibid.). Hence everything is known to God by one
homogeneous unveiling (ikisaf), which is not affected by time; how-
ever, al-Gazall comments that on this account one cannot say that
God knows an eclipse at the time it exists that it exists then. Similarly,
God does not know that the eclipse is over when it clears. Conse-
quently, God cannot know anything that requires for its knowledge
a relation to time because it would necessitate a change in God
(ibid.). Lacking any temporal relation to the object of knowledge,
God does not know what the actual situation is. God cannot know
whether some event happened, or that it will happen.

Al-Gazali’s argument against Avicenna’s explanation of God’s
knowledge of events can be construed as follows. For Avicenna (1)
God’s knowledge is unchangeable and is not temporal. (2) God knows
particular temporal events through their causes. (3) Knowledge of a
particular temporal event requires a temporal relation between the
knower and the event known, since without a temporal relation one
cannot know events to hold at the time of their existence, or to
expect them at any time before they existed or to be over at any
time after they existed. (4) Therefore, for Avicenna, God does not
know particular temporal events.

Al-Gazalt argues that for Avicenna God does not know particu-
lar things either. The particular things that al-Gazali seems to have
in mind in this context are particular entities in the sublunar realm,
Le., particulars that are subject to generation and corruption.” Al-
Gazall argues that Avicenna’s position concerning particular things
is similar to his position concerning particular events. Proceeding in
a manner similar to the argument seen above concerning God’s
knowledge of particular events, al-Gazali attempts to show that God’s
universal knowledge of things does not reach to individuals either.

Underscoring Avicenna’s contention that God knows things in a
universal manner, al-Gazall argues that the universal manner of
knowing limits the object of knowledge to universal things. That is,
God knows only universals, but not particulars or individuals. For
example, God knows man through an absolute and universal knowl-
edge. God knows man’s accidents and properties universally, for
instance, that man has a body which is composed of certain organs

* Michael E. Marmura (1962); henceforth “Some Aspects.”
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and that man has certain necessary concomitants, 1.e., all that con-
stitutes man universally. God does not know accidents of individual
men, since God’s knowledge is intellectual. Individuals are distin-
guished by the senses and not by the intellect since the basis of dis-
tinction between individuals is pointing at them as “this” or “that.”
Intellect understands only “universal direction and universal space.”
Since individuals can be pointed to at a specific direction, and in
this pointing there holds a spatial relation between the object and
the perceiver, it is impossible that God has knowledge of individual
beings (discussion 13, para. 6).

Al-GazalT’s argument can be reconstructed as follows. (1) God
knows things universally. (2) Universal knowledge is intellectual as
opposed to sense perceptual knowledge. (3) Individuals are known
only by sense perception, 1l.c., by pointing at them. (4) Sense per-
ception and pointing at an individual requires a spatial relation. (5)
God cannot have a spatial relation and so does not have sense per-
ceptual knowledge. (6) Hence for Avicenna, who subscribes to this
account, God does not know particular things.

Through the examination of Avicenna’s explanation of “how God
knows events and things,” al-Gazali concludes that for Avicenna God
does not know cither particular events or particular things. Al-Gazalt
is aware of the fact that Avicenna claims that God knows particular
events and individuals; however, he argues that on Avicenna’s account,
since God has neither a temporal nor a spatial relation to things,
God does not know particulars, which are conditioned by time and
space. Although al-Gazall examines Avicenna’s answer to the ques-
tion of “how God knows,” he concludes concerning the question
“whether God knows.”

The legitimate conclusion that can be drawn from his examina-
tion, however, is that Avicenna’s theory does not successfully explain
how God knows particulars. One may grant al-Gazali this conclu-
sion, but this is not the conclusion al-Gazali wants. Instead of this,
he infers that for Avicenna God does not know particulars. Heavily
occupied with defeating Avicenna, he does not provide an explana-
tion why such a leap is justified. There might be good reasons why
Avicenna’s explanation of how God knows particulars should over-
ride his affirmations that God knows particulars, but this point must
be argued, not assumed.
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A similar interpretation of Avicenna’s position concerning God’s
knowledge of particulars is given by Michael Marmura, whose con-
tribution to understanding Avicenna’s conception of the divine knowl-
edge of things is invaluable. Marmura wrote two articles on this
issue, one specifically discussing Avicenna’s position’ and one dis-
cussing al-Farabr’s and Avicenna’s position on divine omniscience
and future contingents.® Marmura is well aware of the problems
Avicenna’s theory posed to his readers.

Marmura argues that for Avicenna, “the corruptible particulars
are not known individually by God: it is only their general features
and their universal aspects that are known by Him.”” This, more or
less, conforms to al-Gazali’s interpretation of Avicenna’s theory.
Unlike al-Gazali, Marmura clearly limits the particulars that cannot
be known by God, according to Avicenna’s account, to particulars
in the realm of generation and corruption. Just as al-Gazalt did, he
determines Avicenna’s answer to the question “whether God knows
particulars” on the basis of Avicenna’s answer to the question “how
God knows particulars.” Marmura also pays attention to Avicenna’s
affirmations that God knows everything and attempts to explain how
his interpretation of Avicenna’s position can be reconciled with
Avicenna’s affirmations. Marmura’s argument to justify his interpre-
tation is not convincing.

In order to determine whether God’s universal knowledge includes
every particular, Marmura clarifies what Avicenna means by the term
“universal” with regard to God’s knowledge. He identifies Avicenna’s
use of the terms “universal” and “particular” to be the source of the
problems Avicenna’s theory posed to his readers. He intends to arrive
at a clearer understanding of Avicenna’s position through separat-
“universal” and “particular”
covered in Avicenna’s usage.® In fact, his examination of the semantic
width of the term “universal” in this context is indispensable to a

ing various meanings that the terms

> “Some Aspects.”

® Michael E. Marmura (1985). Since Marmura’s article “Some Aspects” is more
detailed and since in this article Marmura does not change his interpretation of
Avicenna’s position, I will pay attention only to his article “Some Aspects.”

7 “Some Aspects,” 304.

& Ihid., 300.
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clear understanding of what Avicenna intends to convey. One of the
meanings of the term universal, Marmura states, is conceptual as
opposed to sensory. For Avicenna, God’s knowledge is universal in
the sense that it is intellectual and not sensory. Since God is intel-
lect, not soul, and sensory knowledge requires an organ to perceive,
God’s knowledge must be intellectual, not sensory.” Another sense
that universality conveys is changelessness. Since God is eternal and
immutable God’s knowledge must also be immutable."” Unity is
another sense Avicenna wants to include within the scope of the
term “universal” when he characterizes God’s knowledge with uni-
versality. God primarily has self-knowledge; however, since he is the
origin of everything, his self-knowledge includes his knowledge of
other things."" Marmura also includes the creative character of divine
knowledge and its simplicity in the meaning of universality of God’s
knowledge. Since God’s knowledge is creative, God’s relation to his
object of knowledge is the opposite of the relation holding between
a subject and a known object in human knowledge. Whereas a man
acquires his knowledge of things from things themselves, God does
not acquire His knowledge from things. To the contrary, things come
to exist because of God’s knowledge of them. By the simplicity of
God’s knowledge, Avicenna maintains that God’s knowledge does
not involve either a temporal or an ontological sequence. God knows
everything all at once. There is no transition either from one con-
cept to another or from one event to another.'? Thus the term “uni-
versal,” as Avicenna uses it with reference to the divine knowledge,
indicates that God’s knowledge is (1) intellectual, as opposed to sense
perceptual, (2) eternal and immutable, as opposed to temporal and
changeable, (3) one and simple, even though it is inclusive of many
things, and (4) creative of things, as opposed to being acquired from
things.

Based on Avicenna’s explanation in the Metaphysics of The Healing,
Marmura determines the scope of God’s universal knowledge. In the
Metaphysics part of The Healing, concerning God’s knowledge of cor-
ruptibles, Avicenna states “when corruptibles are apprehended in
their abstract nature and attributes that are not particularized, . . . these

? Ibid., 301.

19 Ibid., 301, with reference to Avicenna, The Healing: Metaphysics, 360.8-10.

" Ibid., 302, with reference to Avicenna, al-Iiarat wa-t-tanbthat (1892), 181.

12 Tbid., 303, with reference to Avicenna, The Healing: Metaphysics, 362.17-363.4.
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are not conceived in as much as they are corruptibles.”” In another
passage, Avicenna is clearer: “[God] apprehends particulars in as
much as they are universal, that is, in as much as they have qualities.”"*
These two features, 1.e., “not knowing corruptibles inasmuch as they
are corruptible” and “knowing particulars inasmuch as they have
qualities,” follow from the nature of God’s knowledge. That is, since
divine knowledge is not temporal, changeable and it is not sense
perceptual but intellectual, God does not know corruptibles inas-
much as they are corruptible, but he knows them inasmuch as they
have qualities. If divine universal knowledge includes only the proper-
ties of particulars then God does not know particulars individually."

In order to support his interpretation, Marmura brings in Avicenna’s
epistemological discussions concerning particulars. He maintains that
(1) Avicenna’s conception of universal knowledge of particulars and
(2) his criteria for intellectual knowledge imply that for Avicenna
God does not know each and every particular entity or event.'®
Firstly, as I related above, God’s universal knowledge comprises only
qualities and general properties of corruptible particulars. Secondly,
intellectual knowledge is grounded on definitions, and individuals
cannot be defined. Since definition applies to species, only individuals
that are the one and only member of their species can be intellec-
tually known. Since corruptible individuals are not the one and only
members of their species, definition of their species does not pick
them out in their individuality. Individuals can only be described,
but descriptions may, in turn, apply to more than one definite par-
ticular."” Consequently, corruptible individuals cannot be individually

5 Avicenna, The Healing: Melaphysics, 359.7-8.

* TIbid., 360.3.

% Marmura, “Some Aspects,” 303-304.

16 Ihid., 306.

17 Ibid., 306-307. A transient or corruptible individual possesses an individual
essence consisting of its necessary accidents, but it cannot be defined (The Healing:
Metaphysics, 245-247). One can reach a definition through universal descriptions;
however, these apply only to kinds not individuals. No matter how specific a descrip-
tion 1s, it does not specify a particular entity, applying to nothing else but this par-
ticular entity. A corruptible particular or individual, x, “has a description (rasm)
confined to it.” One can arrive at this description through its attribution (isnad) to
another particular, y, such as time or circumstance, already known to the intellect
as an individual. Even though a particular is known through sensory apprehension,
if a particular is the only member of its species, then it can be known intellectu-
ally (Marmura uses “conceptually”). Hence God can know y intellectually immedi-
ately, and through y God can know x intellectually.
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known, because they cannot be defined, and no description of any
particular thing is limited to this and only this individual. Thus, since
God’s knowledge is intellectual and corruptible particulars cannot
be intellectually known, Marmura concludes that for Avicenna God
cannot know the particular entities in the realm of generation and
corruption.'®

Discussing whether on Avicenna’s criteria God could know par-
ticular events, Marmura argues that even though God knows indi-
vidual celestial events, God cannot know individual events in the
realm of generation and corruption. Emphasizing Avicenna’s explicit
statements concerning the celestial eclipses, Marmura argues that for
Avicenna God knows particular celestial events individually since
these events can be attributed to individuals which are the only mem-
bers of their species. This may not be the case, however, with events
in the realm of generation and corruption. That is, events in the
realm of generation and corruption are not immediately attributable
to entities which are the one and only member of their species."
Consequently, events in the realm of generation and corruption are
not individually known. In this respect, Avicenna’s choice of a celestial
eclipse as an example to illustrate how God knows particular events,
Marmura argues, “was not meant to show how God knows any par-
ticular event whatsoever,”® but it suits the kind of particular events
which God knows.

The conclusion of Marmura’s arguments, 1.e., for Avicenna God
does not know all particular entities or all particular events, seems
to contradict Avicenna’s affirmations that God knows everything. In
order to reconcile his interpretation of Avicenna’s position concern-
ing God’s knowledge of particulars and Avicenna’s claim that God
knows everything, Marmura urges us to take the term “everything”
in a looser sense. Marmura argues that if one takes “everything” in
the sense of “each and every thing,” then there is a flagrant con-
tradiction. That is, the outcome of Avicenna’s explanation of how
God knows particulars and his claim that God knows everything
contradict each other. If one takes the term “everything” in a looser
sense, not meaning each and every thing, then to know everything

18 “Some Aspects,” 306-308.
9 Ihid., 311.
2 TIhid., 311.
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means to know “general actions and natures of everything.” In this
sense God can be said to have the knowledge of everything, includ-
ing particulars in the world of generation and corruption.?!
Marmura explains away Avicenna’s insertion of Qur’anic expres-
sions such as “nothing escapes His knowledge, not even the weight
of an atom.” He claims that by inserting Qur’anic expressions,
Avicenna intended to conceal the implications of his theory. One
can see Avicenna’s attempt to narrow the gap between the Greek
and the Qur’anic conceptions of divine knowledge. Although Avicenna
extended divine knowledge of particulars to the sphere of the moon,
he could not go below that without violating his epistemological prin-
ciples. Marmura reminds us of the importance of the epistemologi-
cal discussion concerning knowledge of particulars. He suggests that
given that Avicenna was a philosopher and that for many Muslim
philosophers scripture should accommodate philosophy, not vice versa,
one should not require that Avicenna’s position concerning God’s
knowledge of particulars conform to Qur’anic teachings.”

111

Marmura’s examination of Avicenna’s position concerning God’s
knowledge of particular entities and events is based on an assump-
tion similar to that of al-Gazall’s examination: Avicenna’s answer to
the question “how God knows particulars” should be given pre-
dominance in determining Avicenna’s answer to the question “whether
God knows particulars.” Let us suppose that Avicenna’s account is
not successful. This does not show that for Avicenna divine knowl-
edge does not cover particulars. Avicenna’s inability to provide a
successful account does not require, or imply, that he denies knowl-
edge of particulars to God. The deduction of “for Avicenna God
does not know particulars” from the failure of Avicenna’s account
of how God knows particulars is logically deficient.

One cannot directly deduce the answer to the question “whether”
from the answer to the question “how,” because the question “whether”
1s logically prior to the question “how.” For example, one would like

2 Thid., 311-312.
2 Thid.,, 312.
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to know “whether,” say, there is a city called New York. Only after
we have an affirmative answer to this question does the question
about the properties of this city become meaningful as a question
inquiring about a really existing city. If, for example, one imagines
the existence of something that does not in fact exist, and says “yes”
to the question whether it exists, then the question about its properties
is meaningful. Still, the answer to the question “whether” and the
meaning of asking the question “how” are simply assumed. If there
were, in fact, no New York city, the question about its properties,
which can be subsumed under the rubric of a “how-question,” would
be pointless. The meaning of the question “how” is determined on
the basis of the answer to the question “whether,” but not vice versa.

The failure of Avicenna’s account of how God knows particulars
does not require that he believed that God does not know particulars.
Suppose one asks me whether I have read Avicenna’s Metaphysics of
The Healing. On the one hand, if I answer this question negatively,
then this person does not ask me, say, to talk about Avicenna’s the-
ories based on my reading of his Metaphysics of The Healing. On the
other hand, if, as a person who writes on Avicenna, I answer the
question in the positive, only then does such a question make sense.
Suppose, I am further asked to give an outline of Avicenna’s theories
based on my reading of the Metaphysics of The Healing. 1 may come
up with an answer to the question and give a more or less accurate
outline of Avicenna’s major theories articulated in it, or I may mix
up his teachings with some other philosopher. For example, I may
say that in this book Avicenna argues that we cannot convincingly
answer the question whether the universe has a temporal beginning.
This answer contradicts what Avicenna actually argues in the Metaphysics
of The Healing. Does the fact that I attribute a theory to Avicenna,
a theory that contradicts what Avicenna actually taught, show that
I did not read the Metaphysics of The Healing? Or, does it show that
I simply lied, because, say, as somebody writing on Avicenna I was
too intimidated to tell the truth? This is a possibility. Still, my fail-
ure to give a more or less correct outline of Avicenna’s theories does
not require that I simply have not read Avicenna’s Metaphysics or
that am lying. There may be several other reasons to explain my
failure to give an accurate presentation of Avicenna’s theories despite
the fact that I have read Avicenna’s Metaphysics. For example, my
memory may be weak, or maybe I did not grasp his argument at
the outset. Analogously, then, even if one grants that Avicenna fails
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to give an acceptable explanation of how God knows particulars,
one cannot immediately deduce from this failing that Avicenna, in
fact, believed that God does not know particulars.

The failure of Avicenna’s account of how God knows particulars
could be used as indirect evidence to determine his answer to the
question whether God knows particulars, if Avicenna were silent or
not clear with regard to this question. For example, if Avicenna were
to have said simply that God knows everything, without specifying
that God knows particulars, then on the basis of the conditions of
the divine knowledge, which is intellectual, immutable, etc., one could
conclude that divine knowledge does not reach each individual but
their general properties. This could also be the case, if Avicenna
were simply to have said that God knows everything and that par-
ticulars are not knowable without further clarification. If Avicenna’s
discussions were ambiguous, only then could one use the failure of
Avicenna’s account of how God knows particulars as indirect evi-
dence to determine Avicenna’s possible answer to the question whether
God knows particulars. In order to show that it is not merely a pos-
sibility but that in fact Avicenna taught that God does not know
particulars one needs further evidence.

Although it is possible that Avicenna wanted to conceal his true
views, Marmura argues that this is in fact actually the case. One
part of Marmura’s evidence to show that this is the case is based
on the assumption that Avicenna’s account of how God knows par-
ticulars contradicts his affirmation that God knows everything and
that there cannot be such a contradiction in Avicenna. In this respect
Marmura goes beyond al-GazalT’s argument. While al-Gazalt does
not bother with justifying his interpretation vis a vis Avicenna’s claim
that God knows “everything,” Marmura attempts to justify his inter-
pretation. Marmura argues that depending on the sense in which
one takes the term “everything,” there may or may not be a con-
tradiction. I have already mentioned his suggestion that the term
“everything” should be taken in a “non-literal sense.” Otherwise
there will be a contradiction between Avicenna’s claim that God
knows particulars in a universal manner and that God knows every-
thing. Avicenna’s failure to explain how God knows particulars may
result in a contradiction with his claim that God knows everything.
Still, there is no reason that we have to consider Avicenna to be an
infallible or omniscient philosopher. Marmura’s attempt to interpret
the term “everything” in the statement “God knows everything” in
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a looser sense cannot be justified simply because otherwise there will
be a contradiction. Furthermore, the fact that Avicenna specifies that
“even the weight of an atom” is included in “everything,” belies
Marmura’s interpretation.

The second part of Marmura’s evidence is his claim that Avicenna
is being disingenuous. As I have related above, Marmura argues that
by using the term “everything” ambiguously and inserting Qur’anic
expressions into his text Avicenna wanted to conceal the implications
of his position. The expression “even the weight of an atom” reflects
Qur’anic expressions describing God’s knowledge. Marmura considers
the appearance of Qur’anic expressions in Avicenna’s text as a means
of concealing the implications of his theory concerning God’s knowl-
edge of particulars. This is too big a claim to prove or disprove con-
clusively.”® Unless there is a compelling reason to reject what is prima
Jacte understood, however, there is no good reason to look for some-
thing hidden. Not being able to provide a successful theory is not
a compelling reason to reject what Avicenna’s text explicitly says.

In fact, Avicenna does not seem to have maintained that God
knows everything simply out of pretense. If he were to have said it
out of pretense, then he would not have paid as much attention to
it as he did in his works. In addition to arguing that God knows
everything in the Metaphysics of The Healing, he consistently defends
it in works written later than the Metaphysics of The Healing.** Indeed,
in Avicenna’s later works one may find more detailed accounts of
God’s knowledge of particulars and passages indicating why one must
pay due attention to Avicenna’s answer to the question whether God
knows particulars. For example, in his [sarat, Avicenna states that
even if God’s knowledge of particulars must be above time and sem-
piternity (dahr), God knows particulars in a sacred (mugaddas) man-
ner. The existence of particular temporal things is identical to the
divine execution (gadar) of God’s primal decree (qada’uhi al-awwal).
If they were not necessary, they would not be. If they were not
known, they would not be necessary.”

% Neglecting what is obvious in search of what is hidden reflects a long tradi-
tion, with modern repercussions, of reading Muslim philosophers. For a discussion
of modern attempts to find out what is hidden in the texts of medieval Muslim
philosophers, see Oliver Leaman (1985), 182-201.

# See for example, Avicenna, Ta%igat (1973), 116, 118, 119; Iarat, 182-183, 185.

% [sarat, 185.
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Arguing that al-Gazali’s and Michael Marmura’s interpretation of
Avicenna’s position concerning the question whether God knows par-
ticulars is not well established may not be enough to show that
Avicenna sincerely thought that God knows everything.” In order
to establish firmly whether Avicenna is sincere in his attribution of

% Another argument urging that one should not stress Avicenna’s affirmations
that God knows each and every thing may run as follows. For Avicenna, who fol-
lows Aristotle on this issue, particulars are not intellectually ‘knowable.” Hence even
though Avicenna affirms that God knows everything and quotes Qur’anic expres-
sions to this effect, they are not known even by men. See Oliver Leaman (1999),
60. Charlotte Witt gives a detailed and careful analysis of Aristotle’s position on
this issue; see Witt (1989), ch. 5, especially 150—-175. It is true that Aristotle asso-
ciates particulars with perception and universals with knowledge; see Posterior Analytics,
I 18, 81a38-b9; I 31, 87b29-34; Metaphysics, IIL(B) 4, 999a24-b3 apud Witt, 150.
If one limits Aristotle’s position on particulars with regard to the question of whether
they are known or perceived to these references and similar passages, then it is
clear that for Aristotle, particulars are not known, but perceived; however, this does
not seem to be the whole story. Aristotle formulates an aporia in Metaphysics ITI(B)
6 concerning the principles of substances asking whether they are universal or par-
ticular. If they are assumed to be universal, then they are not substances; if they
are particular, then they cannot be known. While the claim that knowledge is of
universals urges one to think that essence or form is universal, the claim that sub-
stance is distinct and particular makes one think that essences or forms are partic-
ular (Witt, 145—148). Both claims have firm grounds in Aristotle’s thought. For the
first claim, without doubt, Aristotle thinks that the universal is the object of knowl-
edge. As for the second claim, Aristotle clearly states that essences or forms are
substance, (e.g., Metaphysics VII(Z) 3, especially 1028b34—36 apud 148), and sub-
stances are particular. As his solution to the aporia, Aristotle divides knowledge into
actual and potential. The actual knowledge is that of the individual and the poten-
tial knowledge is that of the universal (Metaphysics XIII(M) 10, 1087a10-21 apud
163). In fact, if one endorses Witt’s interpretation of Aristotle’s conception of essence,
i.e., Aristotle conceives essence as “individual-essence” not as “species-essence,” then
individuals are primarily known and universals are only secondarily known. Thus
it is difficult to argue that for Avicenna God does not know particulars because
they are not objects of knowledge on the basis of Avicenna’s affiliation with Aristotle’s
thought. This is, because, on at least one interpretation of Aristotle, particulars, in
the sense of substances, are objects of knowledge, not simply that of sense-percep-
tion. Of course, this does not by itself insure that for Avicenna too particular sub-
stances are objects of knowledge either. Nicolas L. Rofougaran interprets Avicenna’s
conception of dat in a manner similar to Witt’s interpretation of Aristotle’s con-
ception of essence. He interprets Avicenna’s conception of dat such that it corre-
sponds with the “individual essence” and he explains Avicenna’s claim that God
knows particulars through his conception of dat; see Nicolas L. Rofougaran (2000),
especially 241-261.

One may find in the Kitab an-Nafs part of Avicenna’s The Healing hints indicat-
ing that Avicenna’s position concerning the question whether individuals can intel-
lectually be known is in conformity with that of Aristotle. Without going into details
and discussing the problems to which such a position may give rise, I want simply
to point out that Avicenna does not limit the domain of intellectual knowledge to
species-forms. There is no doubt that Avicenna emphasizes that the intellectual form
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knowledge of particulars to God, one needs a detailed examination
of Avicenna’s relevant passages paying attention to his later works
as well as earlier ones. Still, al-Gazal'’s and Marmura’s arguments,
which one might consider representative of the dominant interpre-
tation of Avicenna’s position, do not show that for Avicenna God
does not know particulars. Granting their arguments, the most one
can conclude is that Avicenna does not provide a successful theory
for explaining how God knows particulars. Based on their arguments,
there is no ground to neglect or explain away Avicenna’s subscrip-
tion to the theory that God knows each and every thing.

must be applicable to all members of the species (see, e.g., Avicenna, Sifa’: ai-
Tabipat, an-Nafs (1959), 58.10—12, 61.5-9); however, he also acknowledges that
there is nothing like this existing by itself i re. This species-form exist i re in asso-
ciation with specific properties of each individual. As far as individuals are con-
cerned, intellect knows the species-form in them and their individual properties, and
it is able to distinguish what is specific to this individual and what can be applic-
able to all members:

When sense perception provided imagination and imagination, in turn, intel-
lect with a form, intellect takes an intention (mand). If it [i.e., imagination]
provides with another form of the same species, this is only numerically different.
Intellect does not take from this [second form]| a certain form that is different
from [the former]|, except for the accident that exclusively belongs to ( yahissu)
this [second image-form] insofar as it is this accident. [Intellect] takes it once
abstractly and once together with this accident. That is why it is said that
Zayd and Amr have one intention with regard to humanity, [but] it is not
such that the humanity associated (mugarina) to the properties (hawass) of Amr
is identical to the humanity that is associated to the properties of Zayd, as if
one essence (daf) belongs to both Zayd and Amr. . .. To the contrary, human-
ity is multiple in existence. There does not exist a humanity that is shared in
the external existence, so that it could be simply (b-‘ayniha) the humanity of

Zayd and Amr. (Kitah an-Nafs, 236.16-20-237.1-6)

In fact, if Avicenna argued that individuals cannot be intellectually known, then
human soul could not intellectually know itself. This is because human soul is an
individual, not something in which all members of its species share. Consequently
no individual human soul could be an intellect, intelligizer (‘@qi/) and intelligible.
That individuals cannot be intellectually known contradicts what Avicenna clearly
argues; see Kitab an-Nafs, 236.7-8.



CHAPTER NINE

THE RECEPTION OF BOOK B (BETA) OF ARISTOTLE’S
METAPHYSICS IN THE ILAHIYAT OF AVICENNA’S
KITAB AS-SIFA

Amos Bertolacci

Already during his philosophical education, Avicenna conceives the
practice of philosophy as an endeavor to solve theoretical problems.
In the Autobiography, for example, when describing what has
poignantly been called his “undergraduate education” in philosophy
(which occupied him from the age of sixteen for one and a half
years), Avicenna says the following:

Every time I was at a loss about a problem (wa-lladi kuntu atahayyaru
Jtht man al-masa’ili), concerning which I was unable to find the middle
term in a syllogism, I would repair on its account to the mosque and
worship, praying humbly to the All-Creator to disclose to me its obscu-
rity and make its difficulty easy. At night I would return home, set
the lamp before me and occupy myself with reading and writing.
Whenever I felt drowsy or weakening, I would turn aside to drink a
cup of wine to regain my strength and then I would go back to my
reading. Whenever I fell asleep, I would see those very problems (masa’il)
in my dream; and many problems (masa’i/) became clear to me while
asleep.!

The details of this passage, such as Avicenna’s recourse to prayers,
wine-drinking and dreams, do not concern us here.? What is note-
worthy is his peculiar attitude towards the problems (masa’i/) he
encountered during his philosophical studies, namely, his resolute will
to find a solution to them. In this regard, his resort to all the pro-
cedures at his disposal, even non-philosophical ones, in order to find
the “clarification” (ittidah)—i.c., the explanation in syllogistic form—

' Avicenna, The Life of Ibn Sina (1974), 28.3-30.3. English translation as in Dimitri
Gutas (1988), 27-28. The expression “undergraduate education” is taken from the
detailed account of Avicenna’s autobiography in Gutas (1988), 149-198.

? See Gutas (1988), 181-187.
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of the still unsolved problems is significant. Already at this ecarly
stage, solving puzzles appears to be an essential and inescapable ele-
ment of Avicenna’s way of doing philosophy.

Avicenna’s approach to philosophical difficulties remains similar
to the one emerging from the Autobiography also later on in his
life, when he passes from the position of student to that of teacher of
philosophy. The collection of texts known as the Mubahatat (Discussions)
contains three letters by Avicenna to the disciple Bahmanyar. In one
of these, written probably in 1030 (seven years before his death),
Avicenna states:

As for the questions (masa’il) which you asked me, they are significant
questions (masa’il) about the philosophical sciences and especially these
particular ones. But treating such [questions] briefly leads to error,
while too many of them overtax a mind preoccupied with cares, and
it can hardly concentrate in the areas requiring explanation, especially
for somebody who i1s like me and in my situation. I have studied [these
questions| carefully and I have found them to be the proper ones;
some I have answered at sufficient length, other by means of point-
ers, and still other perhaps I have been unable to answer at all. . . . You
should engage in more such discussions [with me] on anything you
wish, because in them lies pleasure and benefit. Whatever I am able
to bring to light I will do so either openly, or from behind a veil
which will act as a useful kind of stimulus and drill for it [ie. the
question at hand]; whatever I am unable to do so, I will excuse myself
and admit it, since what is known to mankind is limited.?

The continuity between the two texts is striking. In the Autobiography,
an exceptionally precocious self-taught Avicenna has to pray humbly
in the mosque during the day and to do intensive research in his
house at night in order to receive in a dream, while sleeping on his
books, directly from the Agent Intellect, the syllogistic elucidation of
many of the problems he is unable to solve. In the letter to Bahmanyar,
on the other hand, an experienced Avicenna encourages the disci-
ple to submit to him his “questions” (masa’i/), so that the teacher,
more aware now of the limits of human reason than he was during
his youth, can express an authoritative “answer” (dawab) on some of

® Avicenna, Kitab al-Mubahatat (1992), 50.11-51.4 (= §36); 53.13-54.2 (= §45);
English translation as in Gutas (1988), 58-59 (slightly modified). Gutas translates
this letter under the title “Letter to an Anonymous Disciple.” This letter is classified
as part MII of the Mubahatat, studied, dated and related to the rest of the work
by David C. Reisman (2002), 207-213, 231-233.
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them after a careful study and to the extent of his ability. The same
pattern of question and answer governs most of the material gathered
in the Mubahatat, which, in this perspective, can rightly be regarded
as a “collection of philosophical questions and Avicenna’s written
answers.”*

Regardless of whether they are problems (i.e., questions raised by
the very nature of things), as in the Autobiography, or questions (i.e.,
problems posed by students), as in the letter to Bahmanyar, Avicenna’s
attitude towards the philosophical masa’il remains the same through-
out his life: he strives, as much as possible, to find a solution or an
answer to them, or, in other words, to remove and eliminate them.
The Socratic way of doing philosophy by raising doubts, with an
“ironical” attitude and a “maieutic” purpose, is totally alien to
Avicenna.

In this perspective, it is interesting to study Avicenna’s treatment
of a particular class of philosophical problems or questions, namely,
the aporiai of the Aristotelian corpus. Aristotle’s aporiai are a particu-
larly challenging type of theoretical difficulties. For they are difficulties
with no apparent and no immediate solution, resulting from the con-
trast between mutually exclusive and equally reliable arguments, or
between the states of affairs expressed in these arguments. I chose
Aristotle’s Metaphysics as a test-case. One of the fourteen books of
this work, book B (Beta), is specifically devoted to explaining the
philosophical significance of, to collecting, and to discussing the apo-
nai concerning metaphysics. Metaphysics B, therefore, constitutes the
focus of my attention. The Greek term dmopio, recurring fifteen times
in B, is almost invariably rendered as, or by means of, the expres-
sion “ambiguous problem/question” (Mas’ala gamida) in the only
extant Arabic translation of this book of the Metaphysics, the one
ascribed to Ustat (ninth c.).”

* Gutas (1988), 143. It is remarkable that in the alrecady mentioned letter to
Bahmanyar (Mubahatat, 49.7), Avicenna’s work al-Hikma al-masrigiya (Eastern Philosophy)
or al-Masngiyan (The Easterners) is referred to by means of the expression al-masa’il
al-masrigiya (Eastern questions); see Gutas (1988), 115-116.

> Ustat’s translation of B (as of other books of the Metaphysics) is preserved in the
lemmata of Averroes’ Tafsir (the so-called Long Commentary) of the Metaphysics; see
Averroes, Tafsir ma ba‘d at-Tabi‘a (1938-1948), 1:165—295. The only exceptions to
the rendering of dmoplo as masala gamida are 995a30 (nukiilu [-fahmi, 166.1) and
999b17 (Sana‘a, 236.11); in the translation of dmoplo. at 1000a5 (246.14-15) the
adjective gamida is omitted. The expression mas’ala gamida recurs frequently in the
translation of the verbs dropficot, dwamopficanr and mpoamopetv throughout B.
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I take Avicenna’s metaphysical masterpiece, the lahiyat ([Science of ]
Divine Things) of Kitab a5-Sifa® (Book of the Cure), as the fullest expres-
sion of his attitude towards the masa’il gamida, or aporiai, of B.® In
the Prologue to the $ifa’, Avicenna portrays the llahiyat as containing
“the science related to [Aristotle’s] Metaphysics.”” As a matter of fact,
the llahiyat 1s a reworking of the Metaphysics, even though neither a
literal commentary nor a paraphrase of it. As should be expected,
the Metaphysics 1s extensively quoted in the llahiyat and B is one of
the quoted books.®

Both book B itself and the philosophical tradition leading to, and
deriving from, it are, on the one hand, receiving an increasing schol-
arly interest.” The reception of this book by Avicenna, on the other
hand, has not yet been investigated. The distinctive traits of Avicenna’s
approach to book B in the llakiyat are three. First, Avicenna does
not quote all the aporiai that Aristotle takes into account in B, nor

¢ Despite its defects, the only available “critical” edition of the llahiyat is Avicenna,
as-Sif@’: al-Ilahtyat (l960a) Unless otherwise noted, all the quotations from Avicenna
in the present contribution are taken from the Ila/zgyat according to pages and lines
of this edition. I have checked the text of the ll@hiyat as printed in the Cairo edition
(= ¢) against ms. Oxford, Pococke 110 (= P110), ms. Oxford, Pococke 117 (= P117),
ms. Oxford, Pococke 125 (= P125), ms. Leiden, Or. 4 (= L) and the Tehran litho-
graph (= T). P110, P117, P125 and L are not taken into account in ¢, whereas T
is often mistakenly reported in the apparatus (I wish to thank J. L. Janssens for
having kindly put at my disposal a photostatic reproduction of T). An important
witness to the Arabic text is the Latin Medieval translation (= lat), recently edited
in the Avicenna Latinus series; Avicenna, as-Syfa’: al-Ilahiyat (1977-1983). Among
the integral translations in modern European languages only Max Horten’s German
translation (AVlccnna as-Sif@’: al-Hlahiyat (1960b)) is directly based on manuscrlpts
(one of which is 1). George C. Anawati’s French translation (Avicenne, as-Sifa’: al-
llahiyat (1978-1985)) relies on c, of which the translator provides a very provisional
list of corrections (vol. I, 22— 24) In Olga Lizzini’s Italian translation (Avicenna, as-
Sife’: al-Ilahwat (2002)) ¢ is compared w1th the un-critical text of the llahiyat pro-
vided by Hasanzadah al-Amuli in Avicenna, a-$j fa al-Ilakiyat (1997/8).

7 al-lm al-mansib ila ma ba‘da t-tabia (chenna as-Sifa’: al-Mantiq, al-Madpal (1952),
11.11).

% On the reception of books A (Alpha Meizon) and T' (Gamma), see Amos Bertolacci
(1999) and (forthcoming).

 This is witnessed by its English translation with introduction and commentary
by Arthur Madigan (Aristotle (1999)), and the comprehensive study on aporia in
Aristotle and his Greek predecessors in The Center of Aristotelian Studies at the
University of Liege (2001), and also the French translation of Averroes’ commen-
tary on B by Laurence Bauloye in Averroes, Grand Commentaie (Tafsir) de la Métaphysique.
Livre B (2002).
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does he quote them in a single unit of the [lakiyat. In other words,
in the Ilahiyat there is no book of aporiai analogous to B. Second,
Avicenna never presents the aporiai he quotes as unsettled problems;
rather, either he provides what he regards as the true doctrine con-
cerning the issues dealt with, or he portrays the aporiai neutrally as
useful devices to elucidate further distinctions. In other words, Avicenna
“de-problematizes” the aporiai to which he refers. Third, Avicenna’s
own position with regard to the aporiai reflects what contemporary
Aristotelian scholars take as Aristotle’s solution (or lack thereof) of
the aporiai in the books of the Metaphysics that follow B. Thus, Avicenna
adopts Aristotle’s solution to the aporiai he quotes, whenever Aristotle
himself provides one in the remainder of the Metaphysics, or supplies
a solution along Aristotelian lines, whenever Aristotle does not take
a clear stand about the aporia. In other words, Avicenna’s reception
of the aporia of B represents a relevant case of Aristotelian exegesis.

I divide my exposition into four sections. In the first (I), I provide
a brief overview of Metaphysics B. In the second section (II), I take
into account the quotations of B that can be found in the Ilahiyat
and focus on one of them as an example of Avicenna’s quotation
technique. In the third section (III), I summarize the results of the
previous section and show that Avicenna’s attitude towards B fits the
guidelines he posits in the Prologue to Kitab as-Sif’. In the fourth
section (IV), finally, I point at a possible historical antecedent of
Avicenna’s particular way of quoting B.

Insofar as they are a first scrutiny of the subject, the following
pages aim primarily at enlightening Avicenna’s modus operandi in his
reception of book B. In other words, my main purpose is to show what
Avicenna quotes of this book and how he quotes it. Doctrinal points
will be taken into account only insofar as they cast light on the main
object of the analysis, which is Avicenna’s quotation technique.

I. A Brief Overview of Metaphysics B

Book B of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, the third book of this work accord-
ing to the Greek numeration, is a collection of theoretical unsolved
problems or aporiai. The aporiai taken into account in B are meta-
physical issues, for each of which Aristotle provides pros and cons,
or thesis and antithesis, of equal weight.



162 AVICENNA ON THEOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS

B can be divided into three main parts. First, Aristotle clarifies
the importance of an attentive scrutiny of aporiai in order to find
correct solutions to them (B 1, 995a24—b4). Then, he briefly describes
the aporiai he is dealing with (B 1, 995b4-996al17). Finally, he thor-
oughly discusses each of the aporiai previously described (B 2-6).
There is not a precise congruence between the exposition and the
discussion of the aporiai, both in terms of content (the aporia discussed
at B 6, 1002b12-32 is not mentioned before) and in terms of order
(the aporia discussed at B 2, 997a25-34 is expounded before the apo-
ria discussed at B 2, 997a34-998a19). Modern scholars substantially
agree in identifying in B the discussion of fifteen aporiai. Medieval
Latin commentators had sometimes a different view of their number
by taking as independent aporiai some issues that modern commen-
tators regard as articulations of one and the same aporia.'” As to their
content, the aporiai of B can be divided into two basic groups: the
first four, on the one hand, concern metaphysics as a science and
arise from the supposed universal scope of this discipline; the remain-
ing eleven aporiai, on the other hand, address specific difficulties con-
cerning the things that metaphysics investigates, with particular regard
to the principles.

In B itself Aristotle does not aim at solving the aporiai and he
never settles the conflict between thesis and antithesis. In this respect
it is right to say that “B is, on the whole, more critical than con-
clusive, probing difficulties but not settling them definitively.”!" Sections
of the following books of the Metaphysics, however, can be regarded
as the solutions of some of the aporiai.'* Some of the aporiai of B are
also explicitly recalled in these contexts."”

' Both Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas, for instance, regard B as deal-
ing with a higher number of aporiai. According to Albertus Magnus, Aristotle describes
twenty-seven aporiai in the second part of B; see Albertus Magnus, Metaphysica, libri
quingue priores (1960), 107-109. From what can be inferred from Thomas Aquinas’
commentary on the Metaphysics, the aporiai described by Aristotle are twenty-two;
see Thomas Aquinas, In duodecim hbros Metaphysicorum expositio (1977), 98—103.

' See Madigan’s introduction to Aristotle (1999), xxii.

2 In the rest of the Metaphysics also many aporiai not discussed in B are taken
into account. See, for example, H 5, 1044b29, 1044b34; A 2, 1069b26-27; A 4,
1070a33; A 6, 1071b22; A 9, 1074b15-17, 1075a5.

3 See, for instance, T' 2, 1004a31-34.
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II. The Quotations of Metaphysics B i the llahiyat

In the llahiyat Avicenna quotes four times Metaphysics B, with regard
to five of the fifteen aporiar discussed by Aristotle in this book. A list
of Avicenna’s quotations and of the corresponding passages in B is
provided in the following table.

Avicenna, Ilahiyat, quotations of B Aristotle, Metaphysics B

(1) 1.8, 54.3-5 B 2, 997a2-11 (aporia 2)
(2) VL4, 281.1-4 B 3, 998a20-23, 998b9-11 (aporia 6)
B 3, 998b19-21, 999a4-5 (aporia 7)
(3) VL5, 298.19-299.10 B 2, 996a18-b26 (aporia 1)
(4) VIIL4, 344.16-345.5 B 4, 1001a9-19 (aporia 11)
Table 1

Avicenna quotes passages, in the order, from aporia 2; aporia 6 and
aporia 7 (jointly); aporia 1; aporia 11."* All the quotations are taken
from the discussion of the aporiai in the third part of B. Two among
the quoted aporiai (1 and 2) belong to the first group of four aporiai,
concerning the scientific status of metaphysics. The other three aporiai
(6, 7 and 11) belong to the second group of eleven aporiai dealing
with the things that metaphysics investigates. Within this second
group, aporiar 6, 7 and 11 deal with the concepts of “being” and
“one.” All this suggests that Avicenna is particularly interested, on
the one hand, in issues regarding metaphysics as a science, and, on
the other hand, in the doctrine of the primary concepts.

As to their style, Avicenna’s quotations of the aporiai of B are
implicit or anonymous, just as for all the other books of the Metaphysics
with the exception of a (Alpha Elatton) and A (Lambda).” They are
not literal and can be subsumed under the rubric of “paraphrase.”
Their extent and degree of faithfulness to the original are variable.

" Avicenna might refer also to aporia 3 (B 3, 997a25-34) in VL5, 300.4—6; but
if he does, the reference is quite vague and cannot be regarded as a quotation.

5 The significance of the explicit quotations of books a and A is discussed in
A. Bertolacci (2001).
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The quotations occur in different places of the llahiyat and are
spread throughout it (with a significant concentration in treatise VI).'°
This happens because Avicenna quotes the aporiai in contexts suit-
ing the issues debated in the aporiar.

A detailed study of all the quotations of B lies outside the scope
of this article. In the present section, I summarize the content of the
first three quotations and analyze more closely the last one. I chose
the last quotation over the previous three because it is short and
relatively straightforward. Its analysis is accomplished by means of
a synoptic table. In it, the text of Avicenna (on the left) is compared
with Aristotle’s original text (in the center) and with Ustat’s transla-
tion of B (on the right).

(1) In 1.8, 54.3-5, Avicenna focuses on one of the issues of aporia
2 (thesis: the science of the axioms and the science of substance are
the same science; antithesis: they are not the same science). He finds
Aristotle holding the thesis (the metaphysician investigates both sub-
stance and axioms) in I' 3, 1005a19-b8, and hence regards the the-
sis as the true alternative. After quoting the passage from I' asserting
the thesis (1.8, 53.16-54.2), he introduces an objection to it (metaphysics
cannot be the science of both the axioms and substance, 54.3-5)
that is a reworking of an argument for the antithesis of aporia 2
(there cannot be any science of the axioms, B 2, 997a2—11). He then
provides an answer to the objection along original lines (54.6-17).
Avicenna recasts the text of B that he is quoting according to his
own technical terminology, introducing into it the gnoseological cat-
egories of “concept formation” (fasawwur) and “granting assent” (tasdzg).

(2) In VI.4, 281.1-4, Avicenna quotes aporia 6 (thesis: the genera
are elements and principles of things; antithesis: the first intrinsic
constituents are elements and principles of things) and aporia 7 (thesis:
the first, most universal, genera are principles of things; antithesis:
the last, least universal, genera are principles of things) jointly. He
is primarily concerned with aporia 7 and uses aporia 6 to fit aporia 7
in the overall context, which is the paraphrase of Aristotle’s doctrine
of “element” in Metaphysics A 3. Within this context, Avicenna takes
from A 3 an opinion about genera as elements (281.1-2) to which

'8 Since treatise VI deals with causality, this may be regarded as a sign of the
importance of the doctrine of causality in Avicenna’s Ilakiyat. On Avicenna’s doc-
trine of causality in the Ilakiyat, see A. Bertolacci (2002a) and R. Wisnovsky (2002).
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he adds: (1) the third argument for the thesis of aporia 6 (some of
those who regard “one” and “being” as elements take them as genera,
B 3, 998b9—11 = 281.2) and (ii) the only argument for the thesis of
aporia 7 (“one” and “being” are principles since they are the most
general things, B 3, 998b19-21 = 281.2). He subsequently criticizes
point (i) (281.3—4). The criticism of (it) is based on the ontology of
the Categories, but encompasses also part of the fourth objection against
the thesis of aporia 7 (what is predicated directly of the individuals
has more unity than what is not, B 3, 999a4—5 = 281.4). Avicenna,
hence, regards the thesis of aporia 7 as false. He also possibly regards
the thesis of aporia 6 as false, in so far as he links it with the thesis
of aporia 7.

(3) In VL5, 298.19-299.10 at the end of his treatment of the four
causes in llakiyat VI, Avicenna takes into account the main issue of
aporia 1 (thesis: the study of all types of causes belongs to meta-
physics; antithesis: the study of only one type of causes belongs to
metaphysics). Avicenna regards the thesis as the right alternative
(299.3). He first quotes the second objection against the thesis (in
many objects, as in motionless things and mathematicals, not all
causes are present, B 2, 996a21-996b1 = 298.19-299.3). Along orig-
inal lines, he portrays it as insufficient to invalidate the claims of
metaphysics to investigate the four causes (299.6—10). He subsequently
shows that this objection is false (299.10—300.7) by relying on Aristotle’s
doctrine in book M. Avicenna also quotes the first objection against
the thesis (causes are not contraries, B 2, 996a20-21), which he
regards as true, but not strong enough to invalidate the thesis (299.4-5).
Conclusively, Avicenna quotes the objection that Aristotle moves
against the antithesis (if the studies of each of the four causes were
independent sciences, then the science of the final cause, the science
of the formal cause and the science of the moving cause could be
regarded, each, as metaphysics, B 2, 996b1-26). He quotes this objec-
tion selectively, focusing on the final cause (300.7-8), in order to
stress the importance of the investigation of the final cause within
metaphysics (300.8-9).

(4) In llakyat, VIIL.4, 344.12-345.5, Avicenna refers to aporia 11
(B 4, 1001a4-b25), of which he quotes part (1001a9-19).

In chapter VIII.4 Avicenna describes the features of the Necessary
Existent, namely, of God, whom in chapters VIII.1-3 he has shown
to be the First Principle.

Let us observe Avicenna’s quotation more in detail in Table 2.
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Tlahiyat, V1114,
344.12-345.5

Aristotle’s Metaphysics B 4, Ustat’s Arabic translation
1001a9-19 of the Metaphysics

[1] (344.12-13) We
rather say, [starting
again] from the
beginning, that the
“necessary existent”
can be understood as
the necessary existent
itself,’

[2] (344.13) as the
“one” can be understood
as the one itself'

[3] (344.13-14) or about
it [i.e. about the
“necessary existent”] it
can be understood that its
quiddity is, for instance,
[the quiddity of] a man
or [of] another substance,
and that the man in
question is what the
necessary existent is,"

[4] (344.15) as about
the “one” it can be
understood that it is
water, or air, or a man
that are one.”

[5] (344.16-18) You can
consider and know this
[distinction] from the
difference [of opinions]
regarding whether the

cp. 1001a9-12

cp. 1001al2-17

1001a12-19: Antithesis.
Monists (see below) and
Pluralists (“A similar
view is expressed by those
who make the elements

principle in natural things
is one or many. For some
regard this principle as

one [Monists]|, others as

more than one; for these
also must say that being
and unity are precisely

all the things which they

many [Pluralists].” say are principles”)

7 bal naqilu min r@’sin inna wagiba l-wugadi qad yu‘qalu nafsa wagibi l-wugidi.

8 ka-l-wahidi qad yu‘qalu nafsa l-wahid.

Y wa-qad yu‘qalu min dalika anna mahiyatahic hiva matalan insanun aw gawharun aharu
min al-gawahirt wa-dalika l-insanu huwa ladi huwa wagibu l-wugid:.

2 kama annahi qad yu‘galu min al-wahidi annah@i m@’un aw hawd@un aw insanun wa-
huwa wahidun.

2 wa-qad tata’ ammalu fa-talamu dalika mimma wagi‘a fihi -iptilafu fi anna l-mabda’a fi
t-tabipatt wahidun aw kattrun fa-ba‘duhum ga‘ala [-mabda’a wahidan wa-ba‘duhum ga‘alaha
katiran.
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Tlahiyat, VII14,
344.12-345.5

Aristotle’s Metaphysics B 4,
1001a9-19

Ustat’s Arabic translation
of the Metaphysics

[6] (345.1-2) Among
these, some of those
who regard it as one
[Monistsl] regard the
first principle not as the
essence of the “one,” but
as something which is
one, like water, air, or
fire and so on.”

[7] (345.3-5) Some other
of these [Monists2]
regard the principle as
the essence of the “one”
in so far as it is “one,”
not as something to
which the “one” occurs.
They distinguish,
therefore, between a
quiddity to which “one”
and “existent” occur,
and “one” and “existent”
in so far as they arc
“one” and “existent.”®

(1001a12-17) [Antithesis:

Monists| But the natural
philosophers take a
different line; e.g.,
Empedocles . . . says what
unity is; for he would
seem to say it is love . ..
Others say this unity
and being, of which
things consist and have
been made, is fire, and
others say it is air.”

(1001a9-12) [Thesis:
Idealists] Plato and the
Pythagoreans thought
being and unity were
nothing else, but this was
their nature, their
substance just being unity
and being.”

(261.4-8) As to the masters
of natural science, as Ibn
Dugdlis, . . . he claims. ..
Others claim that this one
and being (huwiya) are fire.
Others claim that they are
air. From them [i.e., fire and
air| the beings are made
and generated.*!

(261.2-4) As to Plato and
the Pythagoreans, they did
not claim that being and
unity are anything else, but
they claimed that this is
their nature, as if their
substance were to be one
and being.”

22

Table 2

wa-llad? ga ‘alahi minhum wahidan fa-minhum man ga‘ala l-mabd’a l-awwala la data

l-wahidy bal say an huwa l-walidu mitla m@in aw haw@in aw narin aw gayrz dalika.

23

ot &8 napt (puce(oc;, olov Euneﬁox?mg 7\.€y£1 8’58[)0[ 8¢ mop, ol & dépa
gaciv elvor 1 8v 1od10 Kol 10 v, 85 ob 1 Svtor etvad Te kod yeyovévor. Greek
text as in Aristotle (1924); English translatlon in Aristotle (1984).

* wa-amma ashabu -imi (-tabti mitla bni duglisa fa-innahii . . . wa-yazumu . . . wa-
aharina za‘amu anna hada l-wahida wa-l-huwiyata huma narun wa-za‘ama gayruhum annahi
hawa@’un wa-minhu takawwanat wa-tawalladat al-huwiyatu. On Ustat’s use of the term
huwiya to translate the Greek §v and his influence on Avicenna, see A. Bertolacci
(2003).

B wa-minhum man ga‘ala l-mabda’a data l-wahidi min haytu huwa walidun la Say’un
[sic] ‘arada lahi l-wahidu fa-faraga idan bayna mahiyatin ya‘ridu laha l-wahidu wa-l-mawgadu
wa- bayna l-walidi wa-1- mawgﬁdi min haytu huwa wahidun wa- mawgﬂdun

 MAdrov usv yocp Kod ot l'h)@owopelot O’UX etepov TL 10 Ov 0VdE 10 Ev GAAGL
1:01)1:0 adtdv Ty @dowv elvar, bg obong Thg oucuxg ad10d Tod EVi eivo ki dvrt.

Y fa-amma aflatunu wa-l-fitagariyina fa-lam yazuma anna -huwiyata wa-l-wahida say’un
aharu bal za‘ama anna hada tiba‘uhuma ka-anna gawharahuma an yakana walidan wa-
huwiyan [sic].
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Aristotle portrays aporia 11 as “[t]lhe hardest inquiry of all, and the
one most necessary for knowledge of the truth” (B 4, 1001a4-5).%
The issue discussed in this aporia is whether “one” and “being” are
nothing else than one and being (thesis), or have some other under-
lying nature, so that they are, for instance, friendship, fire or air
(antithesis) (B 4, 1001a5-8). Before discussing thesis and antithess,
Aristotle mentions their advocates. The thesis is held by Plato and
the Pythagoreans (B 4, 1001a9-12), the antithesis by two groups of
natural philosophers: those who posit only one element of things
(1001al2-17) and those who posit more than one element
(1001a17-19). In sum, we have three groups of thinkers in Aristotle.
For the sake of brevity, I call the first group (namely, Plato and the
Pythagoreans) “Idealists,” the second group (namely, the natural
philosophers who posit only one main element of things) “Monists”
and the third group (namely, the natural philosophers who posit
more than one element) “Pluralists.” The Idealists hold the thesis,
namely, that “one” and “being” are nothing else than one and being;
the Monists and the Pluralists hold the antithesis, namely, that “one”
and “being” have some other underlying nature. After having
expounded thesis and antithesis, Aristotle mentions the difficulties
they entail (B 4, 1001a19-b25).

In the following books of the Metaphysics Aristotle shows that both
the thesis and the antithesis are false and that the true doctrine
regarding “one” and “being” implies that they are neither indepen-
dent entities (thesis) nor mere accidents (antithesis).”

Avicenna quotes the doxographic part of aporia 11 (B 4, 1001a9-19)
as a concrete example of a distinction he is making with regard to
the concept of “necessary existent.” The distinction Avicenna draws
is between the “necessary existent” as the necessary existent as such,
on the one hand, and the “necessary existent” as an essence (or
quiddity) that exists necessarily, on the other. This distinction par-
allels a similar one that Avicenna draws elsewhere (1.6), namely, the
distinction between the Necessary Existent per se, i.e., God, and the
necessary existent in virtue of something else, i.e., the created thing
that exists necessarily due to the cause that bestows existence to its
essence. Avicenna reports the opinions favoring thesis and antithesis

% He says something similar about aporia 8 (B 4, 999a24-25).
# See Aristotle (1999), 115-118.
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as views clucidating the aforementioned distinction. The thesis (the
opinion according to which “being” and “one” are nothing else than
being and one) corresponds with the former alternative (the “neces-
sary existent” is nothing else than necessary existent), whereas the
antithesis (the opinion according to which “being” and “one” have
an underlying subject) corresponds with the latter alternative (the
“necessary existent” is an essence that exists necessarily).

Sections [1] and [3] are the two members of the distinction
Avicenna i1s making about the “necessary existent.” Sections [2] and
[4] contain a first, brief, reference to the part of the aporia Avicenna
quotes. This part is actually quoted in sections [5]—[7]. In the actual
quotation Avicenna somehow reverses the order of Aristotle’s text.
He quotes first lines 1001a12-19 in section [5], then lines 1001a12-17
in section [6], finally lines 1001a9—-12 in section [7].

From sections [2] and [4] it is immediately clear that in quoting
the aporia Avicenna focuses on “one” more than on “being.” “Being”
(= “existent”) is mentioned only at the very end of the quotation in
section [7]. This insistence on the “one” is meant to avoid any con-
fusion between the “necessary existent,” Avicenna’s topic, and “exis-
tent” (= “being”), one of the two concepts with which Aristotle is
dealing.

Section [5] takes from lines 1001a12-19 the idea of a disagreement
between Monists and Pluralists about the number of principles (whether
they are one or many). In the following sections Avicenna pays no
attention to the Pluralists’ opinion and focuses instead on the Monists’.
He splits the Monists into two groups, which I call respectively
Monists] and Monists2: Monists]l correspond with Aristotle’s Monists
and hold the antithesis (section [6]); Monists2 correspond with
Aristotle’s Idealists and hold the thesis (section [7]). Avicenna’s inter-
pretation of Aristotle’s Idealists, namely, of Plato and the Pythagoreans,
as advocates of monism 1is, of course, questionable. Avicenna, how-
ever, does not report the names of Aristotle’s Monists (Empedocles)
and of Aristotle’s Idealists (Plato and the Pythagoreans) in section
[6]-[7]. Remarkably, in section [7] Avicenna uses the verb ‘rada
(“to occur” in the sense of “to happen accidentally”) to describe the
link between “one” and “existent” and the essence which is one and
existent according to Monists2.

As to Avicenna’s position regarding the issue, it can only be guessed,
since he neither supports nor criticizes thesis and antithesis. Insofar
as thesis and antithesis are quoted to exemplify a distinction that
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Avicenna regards as true in both its members (God is the Necessary
Existent per se, created things are essences that exist necessarily), it
could be assumed that he takes both thesis and antithesis as true.
Still, this inference is largely a matter of speculation that only a
deeper investigation into Avicenna’s doctrine of unity and being could
corroborate or invalidate. What is sure, though, is that in Avicenna’s
mind the different views of Monists] and Monists2 are not relevant
in themselves, but are only relevant as a way to clarify an impor-
tant distinction regarding the concept of “necessary existent.” About
this latter point, his position is extremely clear.

To summarize, of aporia 11 (thesis: “one” and “being” are nothing
else than one and being; antithesis: “one” and “being” have some
other underlying nature and are, for instance, friendship, fire or air),
Avicenna quotes the opinions supporting thesis and antithesis (B 4,
1001a9-19). In Aristotle’s text these opinions are held respectively
by Plato and the Pythagoreans (Idealists, thesis) and by Monists and
Pluralists (antithesis). Avicenna derives from the aporia the idea of a
contrast between Monists and Pluralists about the number of principles
(344.16-18) and portrays two different groups of Monists as sup-
porters of antithesis and thesis. The first group of Monists (= Monists
in Aristotle, B 4, 1001a12-17) holds the antithesis (345.1-2), the sec-
ond group (= Idealists in Aristotle, B 4, 1001a9—-12) holds the the-
sis (345.3-5). In quoting these opinions, however, Avicenna’s aim is
not doxographical, but theoretical. He uses thesis and antithesis to
exemplify a distinction concerning the concept of “necessary exis-
tent” (first alternative, the “necessary existent” is nothing else than
necessary existent; second alternative, the “necessary existent” is an
essence that exists necessarily, 344.12—15), which he subsequently
employs in his doctrine of God as Necessary Existent.

III. The Main Features of Avicenna’s Reception of Metaphysics B

On the basis of the analysis provided in section II, the main trends
of Avicenna’s reception of B can be summarized as follows.

(1) Avicenna is selective. He focuses on the crucial portion of B, the
third, where aporia: are discussed and chooses five among them.

(2) He is concise. No aporia is quoted in full; rather, all are summa-
rized. Aporiai sharing related issues, like aporiai 6 and 7, are quoted
together.
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(3) He 1s assertive. He never presents the aporiai as problems. In most
cases, he embraces either the thesis (aporiaz 1 and 2) or the antithe-
sis (aporiar 6 and 7). The rejected alternatives are quoted as unten-
able objections to previously established doctrines (aporia 2), or as
wrong opinions to be dismissed (aporiaz 6 and 7), or as insufficient
reasons to invalidate a certain position (aporia 1). In so doing, he
solves the aponiar. If (as in aporia 11) he does not prefer the thesis
over the antithesis, or vice versa, the unresolved conflict between
them clarifies a distinction about which he takes a clear stand.

(4) He quotes the aporiai not in a single portion of the llahiyat, but in
different places of the work.

Points (3) and (4) deserve particular attention. As to point (3), Avi-
cenna’s assertive reformulation of the aporiai is a reflex of his over-
all conception of metaphysics as a discipline and of Aristotle’s Metaphysics
as the canonical text on this topic. In Avicenna’s view—which he
inherits from a long tradition starting at least with Alexander of
Aphrodisias—metaphysics is a science in the strict sense of the term,
i.e., a demonstrative discipline. This implies that in Avicenna’s rework-
ing of the Metaphysics many of the non-demonstrative procedures
employed by Aristotle, especially the dialectical ones, are, as much
as possible, effaced and replaced by more rigorous methods. Now,
the aporetic method displayed by Aristotle in B can be rightly regarded
as an instance of dialectic, insofar as the aporiai of B result from a
“dialogical” contrast between thesis and antithesis and are based in
most cases on €vdoa, i.e., on those reputable opinions that are the
starting-point of dialectic.” Avicenna’s effort to replace dialectic with
demonstration in Aristotle’s Metaphysics is the main reason why the
aporiar of B are not presented by him in the llahiyat as problems.

As to point (4), the displacement of the aporiai of B is part of an
overall recasting of the structure of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in the
llatwyat, inspired by the epistemology of the Posterior Analytics, that 1
have documented elsewhere.”!

Points (3) and (4) are interconnected. Avicenna quotes the aporia
in different places of the llahiyat (point 4) just because the doctrines

% See B 1, 995a24-26: “It is necessary . .. for us first to go through the issues
about which one must first raise aporiae. These are ussues about which people have held
different views, as well as anything else that has been overlooked,” (English transla-
tion as in Aristotle (1999), 1 (emphasis added)). For other instances of the connec-
tion between aporiar and endoxa, see Aristotle, De anima, A 2, 403b20—25 and Nicomachean
Ethics, H 1, 1145b2-7.

31" A. Bertolacci (2002b).
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dealt with in those places represent the solutions of the aporia: (point
3), or, in any case, help to clarify them.

The aforementioned four features of Avicenna’s reception of B
reflect and, at the same time, throw light on the outline of the gyfcf
that Avicenna provides in the Prologue to this work. Avicenna says
there:

(1) “Owur purpose in this book . . . is to set down in it the gist of . . . the
Fundamental Principles contained in the philosophical science attrib-
uted to the ancients”; and he adds: “There is nothing of account
to be found in the books of the ancients which we did not include
in this book of ours.”® Thus, with regard to the previous philo-
sophical tradition, Avicenna restricts the scope of his work to the
“gist of the fundamental principles” and to what is “of account.”

(2) Avicenna portrays the Sifz’ as “a straightforward compendium upon
which most opinions will agree and which will help remove the
veils of fanciful notions”; and later he says: “I strived in earnest
to be concise and always to avoid repetition.”*

(3) He also says: “I sought to set down in it most of the discipline,
indicate in every passage where ambiguity may occur and solve
it by setting forth clearly the correct answer to the extent of my
ability.”**

(4) TFinally he says: “...1if it [i.e., the amount of valuable things found
in the books of the ancients and included in the present book] is
not found in the place where it is customary to record it, then it
will be found in another place which I thought more appropriate
for it.”%

In other words, in the Prologue to the Sif’ Avicenna declares his
intention to write a book that would be (1) selective, (2) concise, (3)
unambiguous and (4) original in structure. His quotations of B can be
regarded as a concrete application of the four points of this program.

In this regard, insofar as it instantiates the basic features of the
Sifa’ as outlined in its Prologue, Avicenna’s treatment of B is a prime
example of his attitude towards Aristotle’s Metaphysics in his philo-
sophical opus maius.

32 Avicenna, As‘j@‘d’: al-Mantiq, al-Madhal (1952), 9.7-9; 9.17-10, 1; English trans-
lation as in Gutas (1988), 50-51.

% Ibid., 9.10-11; 9.15-16. M. E. Marmura, in his review of Gutas’ monograph
on Avicenna (Marmura (1991)) regards the expression “straightforward compendium”
as an improper rendition of the Arabic, but this concerns the adjective “straight-
forward” more than the substantive “compendium.”

* Ibid., 9.12-13.

% Ibid., 10.1-2.
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IV. Nicholas of Damascus as a Possible Source of Avicenna

One of the extant Greek commentaries on the Melaphysics whose
Arabic translation is attested, though not preserved, is Syrianus’ com-
mentary on B.* If it ever existed, however, the Arabic translation
of Syrianus’ commentary on B seems to have had a very limited cir-
culation and impact.”

More interesting is the case of another Greek commentator of
Aristotle, Nicholas of Damascus (Nicolaus Damascenus), who lived
between 64 B.C. and about 14 A.D.; and wrote a compendium of
Aristotle’s philosophy, which is lost in Greek but extant in a Syriac
abridged version and in some Arabic fragments.*

As we have just seen, two of the main features of Avicenna’s atti-
tude towards B are the fact of providing solutions to the aporiai, and
the fact of dealing with the aporiai in scattered places of the Ilahiyat
(see points 3 and 4 in section III). Now, in a passage of his Tafsir
of the Metaphysics, Averroes ascribes these same features to the afore-
mentioned work by Nicholas of Damascus. Here is what Averroes
says in his introductory remarks on B:

But in the natural science, he [i.e., Aristotle] thought that the best
[way] to impart knowledge was to put the dialectical investigation
before each problem when he wanted to establish the demonstration
about that single problem.

As to this book [i.e., the Metaphysics], he deemed appropriate [i] to
put beforehand the dialectical discussions concerning all the difficult
problems of this discipline and to treat them separately on their own
[in book B]. Then [ii] he provided the demonstrations proper to cach
problem in the appropriate place of the treatises of this science. . . .

Niqulaws disagreed with the arrangement of the Wise [i.e., Aristotle]
in these two respects [(i)-(i1)], and did what he [i.e., Aristotle] had done
in the natural science.”

From this passage we can infer that Nicholas in his compendium of
the Metaphysics dealt with the aporiar of B (“the dialectical investigation™)

% See Ibn an-Nadim, Kitab al-Fihrist (1871-1872), 1:251.31.

% In his summary of the Metaphysics, Fi agrad al-hakim fi kulli magala min al-Kitab
al-mawsam bi-l-hurif, (in al-Farabt (1890), 34.14—15), al-Farabl mentions only the
commentaries by Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius on Lambda among the
available commentaries on the Metaphysics. Averroes does the same in his 7afsir of
the Metaphysics (Averroes, Tafsir (1938-1948), 3:1393.4-7).

% Nicolaus Damascenus (1965), 11-12, 32-33.

%9 Averroes, Tafstr (1938-1948), 1:167.4-10; 168.5-6.
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in different places of the work (“before each problem”) and con-
nected the aporiar with their solution (“the demonstration about that
single problem”). Therefore, Nicholas shares with Avicenna features
(4) and (3) of the treatment of B. Since Nicholas® work is a com-
pendium, it is obvious that he also shares feature (2), namely, con-
ciseness. Unfortunately, the extant version of Nicholas’ work does
not allow us to explore feature (1), i.e., to examine what selection
of aponiai (if any) he used.

The similarities between Nicholas and Avicenna are not restricted
to B. They concern also book A (Delta) of the Metaphysics. Averroes
informs us that Nicholas dealt with the philosophical terms discussed
in A in different parts of his work in connection with the doctrines
to which the single terms are related.* This also is exactly Avicenna’s
way of quoting A.

As Averroes witnesses, Nicholas’ work was known in the Arab
philosophical milieu. The resemblances between Nicholas’ reworking
of B and A and Avicenna’s quotations of these books are striking.
Whether Nicholas directly influenced Avicenna, or the similarities
between them are due to their adoption of the same literary genre,
namely, the compendium, remains to be ascertained.

¥ Ibid., 2:476.3-7.



CHAPTER TEN

THE RELATION BETWEEN FORM AND MATTER:
SOME BRIEF OBSERVATIONS ON THE
‘HOMOLOGY ARGUMENT’ (ILAHIVAT, 11.4)
AND THE DEDUCTION OF FLUXUS

Olga Lizzini

My purpose here is to focus attention on the relation between form
and matter that Avicenna establishes in the Metaphysics (llahiyal) of
Kitab a5-Sif@ (particularly in I1.4). The Avicennan discussion not only
shows the development of an Aristotelian topic, but also reveals the
structure of the whole Avicennan cause-complex. It involves a very
fundamental principle of the Avicennan system, namely, that of ema-
nation or emanational fluxus ( fayd). Another reason for interest is
the logical structure Avicenna builds up: he uses an argument, which
I propose to call the “homology argument” (llakiyat, 11.4, 80.14-83.3),
which plays an essential role not only in the relation between form
and matter, but also in the relation between the soul and the body
(RKitab an-Nafs, V.4) and in the demonstration of the unity of the
Necessary Existent (llahiyat, 1.6)."

The second book of the Metaphysics is essential to an understand-
ing of the form-matter relation. It deals with the definition of matter
and of the material compositum and consequently concerns the union
of form and matter in the sublunary world.

The first section or chapter of the book contains a general exam-
ination of the concept of substance and its divisions or parts (agsam).
Avicenna makes evident the existence of a self-subsistent substratum
for accidents—which is the substance (al-gawhar)—and investigates
the notion of substratum itself. He distinguishes between the subject
or substratum (mawdi‘) and the receptacle (mahall). The latter is not

' The pagination refers to as*fggfzi’: al-flatiyat (1960a); henceforth lah.; French
translation by G. C. Anawatl in as~Syf@’: al-Ilakiyat (1978-1985), henceforth, Anawatf,
Latin translation in as-Sifa’: al-Ilahiyat (1977-1983), henceforth, Liber de philos. prima.
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necessarily self-subsistent and is therefore more general than the sub-
ject: a subject must always have its own self-subsistence (giwam).
Finally, Avicenna enumerates all different possible kinds of substances.
He arranges them on the basis of their connection with the body
and identifies different substances: corporeal and incorporeal, mate-
rial and totally free of matter. This implies at the same time the
identification of the different degrees or ranks of existence: that of
the bodies, that of the souls and finally that of the Intellects or
Intelligences.”

The theme of the second section (or chapter) of the book is the
concept of body. Avicenna introduces his own concept of body, refus-
ing the traditional and common definition of the body as “that which
is long, wide and deep,” i.e., that which has dimensions per se (the
term for “definition” here is %, but later Avicenna refers to this
expression as a “description,” rasm).” The basic idea in Avicenna’s
concept of body is that of “corporeal form.” The foundation of the
body is in the possibility of positing or supposing dimensions in it and
this possibility is the “corporeal form” or “form of corporeity.” The
description or definition of the body indicates that body is the sub-
stance in which we can posit or suppose (farada) three dimensions
(length, breadth and depth); therefore, the body is not the substance
in which these three dimensions are in acfu. Even finiteness is some-
thing we can attribute to body, not something we necessarily have
to ascribe to it.*

With the doctrine of corporeal form Avicenna conveys the definition
of the body from the plane of reality, i.e., that of the actual dimen-
sions of a body, to the plane of potentiality or possibility. In this
sense, Avicenna speaks of the possible and hypothetical dimensions
of a body. The basic idea is essentially the hypothesis of the formal
three-dimensional status of physical reality, a three-dimensional status
that does not involve just the actual dimensions of the bodies, but
all the possible ones, and therefore the hypothetical ones too.” Material

? See llah. 1.1, 57-60. The question of the form and matter relation and the
metaphysical and physical definition of matter are analyzed by A. D. Stone (2001)
and Amos Bertolacci (2003).

* See llah., 11.2, 61-63.2.

* Ibid., 11.2, 63.4-9; on the concept of finiteness, see 11.2, 62.2-7.

> This concept is analyzed from another point of view by A. D. Stone (2001),
100-101: “As a generic form, it [the form of corporeity] cannot be found in reality
without further specification: i.e., there is no ‘absolute body’ in the external world
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reality reveals itself as totally dependent on formal reality.® This is
apparently an echo of an Aristotelian theme (for Aristotle matter
does not exist apart from form and is “accidentally”—«otd ovp-
BePnxdc—a non-being),” but the conceptual character that constitutes
the dependence of matter on form is typically Avicennan. The mate-
rial substratum (and hence the body), is nothing other than the pos-
sibility of receiving forms and consequently the possibility of having
dimensions: body does not only obtain from forms its real and actual
dimensions, but also its possible ones. In this sense, the possibility
of having dimensions depends on the different forms the body can
receive.’

The other important subject of llahiyat, 11.2 is its refutation of
atomism, which involves a series of arguments. Unfortunately, con-
siderations of space prevent me from treating them here. Stll, the
refutation of the atomistic doctrine is significant. It legitimates the
thesis of the divisibility of the body and allows Avicenna to present
his own concept of matter. The body accepts the attributes of con-
tinuity and division and this leads Avicenna to posit a common sub-
stratum for these two opposing attributes. In other words, the
continuum is . something, that is to say, # the first matter. Continuity
is a form. In this way, Avicenna introduces his investigation of the
composition of the body with its ambiguous ontological status: it
is actual with regard to the form and potential with regard to the
matter.’

(just as there is no ‘absolute animal’). Such an absolute body is nevertheless con-
ceivable. . .. It should therefore be possible to explain what substantial corporeity
1s in itself, without reference to the specific forms which all actual bodies must have.
Avicenna’s task is to give such an explanation and then to show, based on that
explanation, that the partial or generic form of corporeity is conceptually insepa-
rable from materiality: not, that is from prime matter itself (which is rather essen-
tially formless), but from the ‘need’ (haga) for matter.”

% For the analysis of this Avicennan topic, see also J. Michot (1986), 57-68.

7 See Aristotle, Physics, I 8, 191b13-14; 1 9, 192a4-6; De Gen. et Corr., 1 3,
318al5 ff.

8 See [llah., 11.2, 63; tr. Anawatl, 135; Liber de philos. prima, 71-72. The actual
dimensions of the body do not enter into the definition of its essence: the body per
se does not have any particular measurements, particular dimensions or particular
volume. It is composed of matter which is prepared to receive different dimensions,
i.e., to receive the form which determines them, and can therefore change its vol-
ume. This form is the corporeal form; other forms concern place, quality and so
on. On this subject, see also A. Hyman (1977), 335-356.

9 Hlah., 11.2, 65.4-66.15. On the concept of continuity, see A. D. Stone (2001),
104-106.
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The real study of the connection or relation between form and
matter begins in the third section of book II. Avicenna here lays the
foundation for what scholars have called “extrinsécisme radical”
(Gardet) or “formalisme” (Michot). In the Avicennan system everything
is supported and legitimated by form. Form gives subsistence and
reality not only to the celestial world, but also to sublunary matter.'
As I have noted, form is the principle of matter not only because
it offers determinations that matter does not have, but also, and
more precisely, because on account of the determinations it gives to
matter, it is the principle of the reality of matter. Form gives mat-
ter its character as a concrete particular, its subsistence (quoam) and
its reality (kagiqa) and this is true even on the level of intellectual
representation. The possibility of conceiving matter depends on form:
matter without form cannot be conceived; only the presence of a
position, of an extension or measurement (migdar), and therefore of
a form (sara), makes matter an object of imagination.

Avicenna develops his conception of the body—and the funda-
mental idea of the dependence of matter on form—through a series
of dialectical arguments, where his preferred method of argumenta-
tion is that of the Greek Swiipeocic, i.e., the Platonic method of divi-
sion. Many of these arguments—e.g., the one concerning clay (madara,
see llahiyat, 11.3, 7y—appear frequently in Avicenna.'' I shall not
analyze these arguments in detail since their aim is essentially to
defend the Avicennan theory from possible objections, but instead
shall pass at once to an examination of section 4, one of the most
interesting texts on the form-matter relation.'?

The investigation in II.4 arises from the apparent circularity in
which the form-matter relation seems to be caught up. As a matter
of fact, the statement of the absolute dependence of matter on form—
as demonstrated by the arguments in II.2 and II.3—allows Avicenna

1" These two terms present different aspects of the same idea. With “extrincé-
sisme,” Gardet (and Gilson) intended to point out the principle on which the form
itself depends, the dator formarum, a principle which is external to the sublunary
world. See L. Gardet (1951b); E. Gilson (1962); by “formalisme,” Michot, who also
mentioned Avicennan “hylémorphisme,” recognizes form as the principle of mat-
ter; see J. Michot (1986), 68-87.

" See Kitab al-Hidaya (1974), 236-237; Kitab al-Isarat wa-t-tanbthat (1958-1959/
1377-1379 A.H.), 2: 89-100; French translation by A.-M. Goichon in Kitab al-Isarat
wa-t-tanbthat (1951), 262-263; henceforth Goichon.

12 On this passage see also Amos Bertolacci (2003), 132-134.
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to erect the “extrinsécisme” or “formalisme” I mentioned before, but
at the same time poses the problem of the definition of the relation
between the two metaphysical principles. If matter cannot be con-
ceived or represented without form, does it mean that matter and
form have no legitimacy apart from the legitimacy of their relation
(‘alagat al-mudaf; habitudo relationis)?"® This question—and also the solu-
tion Avicenna offers—reveals a typical characteristic of Avicennan
thought: the interpenetration between logical, or noetic, order and
ontological order. The apparent correlation between the existence of
matter and the existence of form is explained by Avicenna through
their notions: since it is possible to intend some forms without con-
ceiving matter, the hypothesis of their correlation has to be denied.'*

Hence, if in I1.3 the absolute dependence of matter on form was
demonstrated by starting from the impossibility of conceiving matter
without a form (to think of matter means to give it a position, an
extension, some dimensions and so on),” then the possibility of con-
ceiving more than a form (katir min as-suwar al-gismaniya) as independent
of matter reveals now that matter and form are not two correlatives;
for correlation concerns the quiddity of things, but it is possible to
conceive the quiddity of form apart from matter.'® The quidditative
independence of matter and form allows Avicenna to define both
principles as substances, in conformity with the Aristotelian teaching.!
Yet at this point the problem of their relation still has no solution
and it is precisely to find one that Avicenna uses what I have called
the “homology argument.”

In establishing the connection (‘aldga) between form and matter,
the choice is apparently between two possibilities. The first one is to
conceive the form-matter relation as equivalent to the known relation

13 See the beginning of llah., 11.4, 80.4—6.

" [lah., 1.4, 80.4-10. If there is any correlation, as Avicenna states, it does not
concern form and matter, but the form and the particular preparation (or “apti-
tude,” isti'dad) which matter has with regards to it. The relation between prepara-
tion and form, however, is nothing but a consequent of matter and is not a central
aspect of the form-matter relation (see flah., 11.4, 80.11-13; Liber de philos. prima, 93;
tr., Anawati, I, 147).

Y See, llah. 11.3, 72.4-75.2 and 75.3-77.10. On the same passages, also see A. D.
Stone (2001), 106-113.

' Matter depends on form, but form does not depend on matter (even though
form “needs” matter since it inheres in it).

7 On the discussion of matter as “substance,” see Aristotle, Metaphysics, VII(Z)
3, 1029a1-20.
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between cause and effect. The second consists in thinking of the two
principles (the two things) as equivalents or homologous in existence
(mutakaf or mukaf’; in Latin the term is sometimes rendered by coae-
qualia)."® “Homology in existence” is a hypothetical status of two (or
more) things that exist together simultaneously neither of which is
the cause or the effect of the other (‘alaqatu amrayni mutakafi’ ayi
l~wugadi laysa ahadubuma llatan wa-la malalan L-l1-apar)."

The solution that Avicenna finds at the end of his analysis is the
first one: form is the cause—or more precisely a “part of the cause™—
of the subsistence of matter; it is a medium or mediator between
the principle—the giver of forms—and matter, the “last effect” (the
“last [thing] caused”).”® Therefore, the relation between form and
matter reproduces the hierarchy that, according to Avicenna, is typical
of causality in general, a hierarchy Avicenna describes in llahiyat, VIII
and IX with respect to the celestial world.?" Still, even if the connec-
tion of form and matter corresponds with the relation of causality,
the second kind of relation, that of “homology”—and the consequent
argument—requires, as I have suggested, particular attention.

As we have seen, the relation between two—or more—homolo-
gous things can be defined as a hypothetical relation where none of
the elements is the cause of the (or an) other, but where none of
the elements exists without the other(s). In this context Avicenna

<

'8 For mukaf® (in other passages mutakaf’) the Latin has “compar,” “coaequale”
or “comitans”; see the “Lexiques” of Liber de philos. prima; Anawati, 113, has “équiv-
alente”; Horten, in al-flahiyat (1960b) has “gleichgeordnet,” but in footnote 1, 61,
he explains Avicenna’s argument, saying: “steht nicht in reziprokem Verhiltnisse
zu einem anderen”; A. Hyman (1983), 241, has: “co-equal.” The terme mukaf’ was
not considered in A. M. Goichon (1938). The root of the verb is £-f~; the form
takafa’a means “to be equal, equivalent”; Michot translates it as “homologue,” which
corresponds with the English “homologous™; see Al-Mabda® wa-l-ma‘ad (1994). The
word seems not to be a technical term, neither in theology nor in philosophy, but
the hypothesis of two homologous things in existence could be referred to the causal
doctrine of Aalam. In fact, in Kalam where the unique cause is divine action, every-
thing is “homologous” to everything, i.e., everything can exist simultaneously to any
other thing but without any causal relationship. This hypothesis was suggested by
M. Marmura (1984), 185-187.

9 [ah., 11.4, 81; Liber de philos. prima, 93; tr. Anawati., I, 147-148.

2 Tbid., 87.13-88.4.

2l In the typical causal hierarchy (sce for example, Zak., VIII.1, 327.11-328.15)
we find a cause (la), a medium (mutawassit) and an effect (ma‘al). The causal
relation or connection between form and matter, however, is peculiar because the
cause, i.e., form, “needs” matter since it inheres in it; see flah., 11.2, 68.11{L; also
see R. Wisnovsky (2003).
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introduces the notion of removal (raf remotio),* i.e., “end,” “anni-
hilation” or “negation,” on which the argument turns.”” With this
notion Avicenna can again propose the alternative already contained
in the idea of origin. There are only two cases in which the anni-
hilation or removal of two things appears to be simultancous: (1)
when a thing is the cause of another thing and, theoretically, (2)
when a thing is “homologous” in existence (mutakafa l-wugid) to the
other, being, so to speak, simply “coincident” with it.

Avicenna illustrates the idea of removal or annihilation of a thing
with regard to the cause-effect relation in a passage from Ilahiyat,
IV.1.** The passage contains a premise that Avicenna has not yet
expressed in book II, but that supports—as is clear from llahiyat, VI
and VIII—his whole conception of causality. The premise is that
real or true causes exist with (ma‘a) their effects and are therefore
simultaneous with them.? The first and most evident consequence
of this premise in the Avicennan system is, of course, the concep-
tion of the eternity of the world. If true causes exist with their effects,
the Principle—the Necessary Existent—can only exist together with
what it causes, i.e., with the world. That is true not only with regards
to the origin (the world cannot be “created” afler a “temporal void”),
but also with regards to the impossibility of the end of the world in
the future.”

If we accept the thesis that true causes exist together with their
effects, we must admit that the moment of the annihilation or removal
of the cause corresponds with the moment of the end (or the removal)
of the effect. Given this premise, if we return to the initial question,
1.e., to the form-matter relation, it is clear that if form is the cause
of matter, the end of form must determine the end of matter. On
the contrary, if form and matter are only two homologues, their end
will occur simultaneously without any reason to think that either of

2 The verb rafa'a—from which the masdar raf —means first “to elevate” and then
“to remove.”

# Jlah., 11.4, 81.4-82.9.

# Ibid., IV.1, 169.3-8.

» Ibid., VIII.1, 327.11; Liber de philos. prima, 376. See also llakh., V1.2 and 3 where
Avicenna states that true causes (al-hagiqa) exist with their effects; for the idea of the
simultaneous existence of cause and effect; see also llah., VI.1, 265; Liber de philos.
prima, 301.

% Compare this to the idea of a conservans; see, e.g., Hidaya, 284; also see Avicenna,
Kitab at-Taliqat (1973), 45—46.
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the two things is the cause of the other and thus both must depend
on a “third thing” (Say’ talt).”

In the homology argument, three hypotheses are enumerated: the
removal of one of the two things (1) could involve the removal of
a third thing; (2) could be the consequence of the end or removal
of a third thing; and (3) could be explained without any third thing.
In other words, the relation of two homologous elements can be
explained by resorting to a third thing which is the effect of one of
the two or by resorting to a third thing that is the cause of one of
the two or, finally, without resorting to a third element.?

Avicenna discusses the third hypothesis first and demonstrates its
inconsistency. As the two elements under consideration (form and
matter) are per se “not necessary,” they must imply a cause. At the
same time, since they cannot be conceived as interdependent, they
must imply the necessity of a third thing external to the binary rela-
tionship which originally defined them.*

For the second hypothesis, according to which the two elements
depend on a third thing, it must be explained why “the essence of
each of the two depends on the fact that the essence of the other
is its companion.” Since interdependence must be rejected (it is not
possible to conceive each of the two as the proximal cause of the
other), there is no choice but to consider one of the two elements
as a medium or mediator between the hypothesized third thing and
the other element of the relation. At any rate, as Avicenna himself
observes, even the third hypothesis, according to which the end or
removal of the two things would imply the removal of a third thing,
clearly puts the two things once again into a cause and effect rela-
tionship: the removal of one of the two could determine the removal
of a third thing which would explain the removal of the other of
the two. Thus, all three things would be causally related.

The argument is interesting for two reasons. First of all, with this
argument Avicenna deduces the necessity of a superior cause and
thus—as I suggested—Ilays the foundation for his emanational theory
starting from the lowest level of his system. If two things cannot be
interdependent (i.e., each being the cause of the other) and cannot

7 [lgh., 114, 81.3-8.
2 Thid., 81.11-15.
2 Thid., 81.1582.9.
“ Thid., 82.10-17.



THE RELATION BETWEEN FORM AND MATTER 183

be uncaused (for two uncaused beings would be two “necessary exis-
tents,” whereas the necessity of existence can only be one),* it is
clear that even the case of two things which exist together, one being
the cause of the other, leads us perforce to posit a “third thing” as
the cause of both. The connection between the two things has to
be redefined in terms of causality. In fact, what Avicenna calls in a
generic way in llakiyat, 11.4 “a third thing” (Say’ talt) is immediately
identifiable with the intellectual principle, superordinate to matter
and form, namely, wahib as-suwar or the dator formarum, the giver of
forms.*

Hence, the causal process of fayd (fluxus or emanation) that Avicenna
deduces in lahiyat VIII and IX from the highest level of his system,
L.e., starting from a first and unique cause, is here deduced from the
lowest level of the Avicennan system, the level of matter and form.
In other words, Avicenna demonstrates the doctrine of fayd not only
by means of the arguments of the superabundance of the First Prin-
ciple, the position of the First Principle “above what is complete”
or “above perfection” ( fawga t-tamam) and the doctrine of the tri-
adic intellection of the divine Intelligences,™ but also by using the
argument of the form-matter relation. Indeed, in this argument there
are sufficient premises to legitimate the vertical causality of emana-
tional fluxus.™

Secondly, since the hypothesis of a homologous existence for two
things must be rejected, it becomes possible to define the nature of
the causal relation between form and matter. With this argument
Avicenna demonstrates that form and matter cannot be conceived
as connected in an equal relationship; rather, the relation is that of
cause (form) to effect (matter). The homology argument leads us to
indicate one thing as medium or mediator—and the other as effect;
however, only later in section II.4 does Avicenna demonstrate that
form is the cause and matter, being only a receiver, the effect. This

' The homology argument demonstrates the unity of the Necessary Existent; see
llah., 1.6 and 1.7.

52 Avicenna calls a “third thing” what is clearly the dator formarum at Ilah., 11.4;
also see Ilah., 11.4, 87.

# See Ilah., VIII.4; VIIL.6; and IX.4.

% On the terms of the “horizontal” and “vertical” causality, see L. Goodman
(1992).

% See Ilah., 83.4-85.12.
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relationship is of great importance for the emanational doctrine. We
here find the same chain of causality (cause-medium-effect) that pro-
vides the framework of the emanational process as theorized by
Avicenna in [llahiyat, VIII.1. Form is the cause of matter only i a
certain way (or only partly).*® Form and matter are cause and effect,
but they are at the same time both effects of the Principle, the giver
of forms: form is caused by the same intelligence from which flows
matter simultaneously with matter and in order to be conjoined with
matter.”’

Finally it is worth mentioning the other two applications of the
argument, i.e., concerning the soul and body relationship and the
demonstration of the unity of the Necessary Existent.

With regard to the connection between the soul and the body the
relevant passages are in Kitab an-Nafs, V.4 where Avicenna states that
body and soul cannot be conceived as two relative things. They can
not be conceived as two “homologues” in essence,”® nor can they
be conceived as two “homologues” in existence. The relation between
two things must always imply a cause-effect connection. Soul is ante-
rior to body as regards essence, but they both come from a “third
thing,” the dator formarum.”

Avicenna uses the idea of corruption ( fasad) or removal also with
respect to the soul and the body, but what is particularly noteworthy
is the distinction between essence and existence, which seems essen-
tial to the argument. If soul and body (and form and matter) are
distinguished in essence, they, nonetheless, are united in existence.*

% On form as a “medium” and as a “part of the cause” of matter, see flakh.,
VL1, 259.2-8; I1X.4, 405.5-7; 409.19-20; and IX.5, 412.1f.

7 See Ilah., V1.1, 259.2-8. 5

% In Kitab an-Nafs, V.4, homology is “habere esse simul”; see as-Sifa@’: Kitab an-
Nafs (1968-1972), 2:113-114; henceforth, Av. Lat., De an. On this subject, sce also
Thérése-Anne Druart (2000), 267 who translates mukaf’ as “co-dependence (mutual
and equal).”

% Av. Lat., De an., V.4, 117-118. In the same terms, but this is only an exam-
ple, the argument is also in Kitab al-Hidaya, 224—225. Soul, Avicenna states, is ante-
rior to body or is indifferent to the separation from it, being exactly the same soul
once separated from the body. Soul does not have a substantial connection with
body (soul is not relative nor homologous in essence to it). With regards to its sub-
stance, soul is equally connected and not connected with body, but it sustains and
governs body. For that reason the corruption of body does not imply the corrup-
tion of something substantial for the soul, but only the cessation of an accident.

0 See also Av. Lat., De an., V.3, 108; V.4, 115-116; Ibn Sina, al-Iarat, 2: 153;
tr. Goichon, 271-272.
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As regards the Necessary Existent, the argument is more complex
in structure. In the first book of his Metaphysics, when he discusses
the hypothesis of the existence of two necessary existents (in order
to reject it), Avicenna explores their relation. Two necessary exis-
tents cannot be “homologues” because their association or coinci-
dence would imply a cause superior to both, which would deny the
status of necessary existent to each of the two supposed necessary
existents. The aim here is to demonstrate the unity of the Principle,
i.e., the Necessary Existent. Therefore, after a first general statement
about the impossibility of homology for the Necessary Existent,"
Avicenna expounds his argument against the existence of more than
one necessary existent in detail.*

The arguments are conceived according to a pattern which is typ-
ical of Avicennan dialectic. What 1s really remarkable, though, is
that here the subject of the argument is more properly the rela-
tionship between two existents rather than the relationship between
two hypothetical “necessary existents.” Avicenna’s argument is a kind
of elaboration of all possible relations between things. This elabora-
tion allows him not only to deny that two necessary existents could
both be necessary per se, but also—as I hope that I have shown in
the case of form and matter—to lay the foundations of his emana-
tional theory. In other words, according to Avicenna the relation
between two things can be of only two kinds: either one is the cause
of the other or both are caused by a third element.

In this manner, Avicenna legitimates the causality of the fluxus of
forms. To explain the existence of two apparently correlated ele-
ments we always need a third cause, superior to both: the soul is
“created” by fluxus together with the body; form is “created” in mat-
ter; and the Necessary Existent, to be really necessary, cannot be
associated with another necessary being for this association would
inevitably require the superposition of another cause.

Hence, the homology argument can be regarded as a classic
Avicennan argument. It represents a kind of “via negativa” of causal-
ity. It explains how relations between things are not, but exactly for
this reason it provides the theoretical basis for understanding how
relations between things are.

W Jlah., 1.6, 37.12-14.
# Thid., 1.6, 39.17-42.7.






THE HERITAGE OF AVICENNA






CHAPTER ELEVEN

THE THREE PROPERTIES OF PROPHETHOOD IN
CERTAIN WORKS OF AVICENNA AND AL-GAZALI*

M. Afifi al-Akiti

This paper takes as its starting point my work on a chapter con-
cerning the so-called “three properties of prophethood” in a sup-
posedly pseudepigraphal work of al-Gazalt, Maarg al-Quds." That
chapter follows closely the thirteenth and fourteenth chapters of
Avicenna’s Afwal an-Nafs (in fact it appears at first sight to be a ver-
batim copy of Avicenna).” The parallels between the Ma‘arg and its
Avicennan sources are so striking as to have led scholars such as
Watt and his student Lazarus-Yafeh to question the traditional attri-
bution of the Ma‘arig to al-Gazali’> A more detailed examination of
the sources, however, reveals that the case is less straightforward and
more interesting.*

* I am grateful to Fritz W. Zimmermann, Yahya Michot and Robert E. Hall
for discussing with me some of the issues raised in this paper.

' Al-Gazali, Maarig al-quds fi madarig marifat an-nafs (1927a), 150-167.

? Avicenna, Alwal an-nafs: Risala fi n-Nafs wa-baqa’iha wa-ma‘adiha (1952), 114—126.

* W. Montgomery Watt (1952), 30; Hava Lazarus-Yafeh (1975), 280 (Lazarus-
Yafeh’s thesis is the first and the most important philological study on al-Gazali to
date); also A. S. Tritton (1959), 353; and Georges Vajda (1972). It should be noted
that Watt considered the Ma‘arig to be among the spurious or at least dubious works
of al-Gazalt without examining the actual Ma‘arg text. It appears that he based his
judgment solely on a list of the Ma‘arg chapters provided by Miguel Asin Palacios
(1934-1941), 4:121-4 (Asin Palacios himself did not doubt the authenticity of the
Ma‘arig). As well as earlier scholars, such as Asin Palacios, A. J. Wensinck (1940)
and F. Rahman (1958), uncritically accepted the Ma‘ang as a work of al-Gazali;
two later scholars have raised doubts regarding the alleged spuriousness of al-GazalT’s
Ma‘ang: Binyamin Abrahamov (1991), who offered some philosophical and histori-
cal justification; and Jules Janssens (1993), who looked at the text closely and pro-
duced a useful survey of correspondences (1) Avicennan, (2) Ghazalian and (3)
unidentified elements of the Ma‘arg. This article considerably extends the base of
discussion and weighs against the former group and in favor of the general view
of the latter.

* The results of my findings, which include a list of the textual divergences and
a translation of this chapter, are forthcoming in the Journal of Islamic Studies. Some
textual divergences of the Ma‘arig from the Ahwal are noted below.
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The three properties of prophethood are a well-known feature of
many of Avicenna’s works.” They are the following (the order used
in this study is that of the Ahwal/Ma‘arg):

(1) The first property, which is related to the imaginative faculty;

(2) the second property, which is related to the intellect (and involves
discussions of fhads, “insight” or “intuition”);

(3) the third property, which is related to the human soul as a whole
(that is, to the muharika or motive faculty, while the first two
relate to two varieties of the mudrika or perceptive faculty).

The “three properties of prophethood” are not explicitly named in
the works of Avicenna, except in al-Mabda® wa-l-ma‘ad. Sometimes the
topic 1is treated partially, as in an-Nagat, or is distributed over sepa-
rate sections, as in as-Sifa’, al-Hikma al-masrigiya,® al-Hidaya and al-
Isarat wa-t-tanbthat; and the order in which the three properties are
treated varies. By contrast, al-Gazali regularly speaks of the “three
properties,” or at least says that they are three.

According to Avicenna, none of these properties is exclusive to
prophets. Any human being can be born with, or acquire, each of
the powers concerned to varying degrees. Avicenna tells us in the
Ahwal that a powerful prophet must therefore have perfection in all
three properties.” He will share the perfection of the second property
with the accomplished philosopher, from whom he is distinguished
by the perfection of the first property. Having perfection in the first
property (an example given by Avicenna is natural diviners) results
in having knowledge of the gayb, by being in touch with the celestial
souls.® Having perfection in the second property results in having no

> Here is a selection of the most important secondary literature concerning
Avicenna’s theory of prophethood: Rahman (1958), 30-91; Louis Gardet (1951b),
109-141; Abdelali Elamrani-Jamal (1984), 125-142; Jean [Yahya] R. Michot (1986),
especially 118-153; Herbert A. Davidson (1992), 116-123.

¢ Note that there is confusion over the title of this work. I follow Gutas in call-
ing the work al-Hikma al-masrigiya; see Dimitri Gutas (2000a), 166-7.

7 Avicenna, Ahwal, 125.4—7 and 126.1-4 (fas/ XIV). See also the translation
below. A less powerful prophet should at least have perfection in the first two prop-
erties (Ahwal, 125.8 and 126.5).

8 By gapb (which literally means “unknown” or “unseen”), Avicenna means par-
ticular events beyond the reach of present sensation. This meaning becomes clear
in the context of Avicenna’s discussions concerning the first property.
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need for a human teacher and in fact becoming a genius and an
excellent teacher of other people. Having perfection in the third
property results in having the ability to perform miraculous acts in
this world, as in the case of saints (or, as Avicenna tells us in the
Lsarat, such a performer could be a malicious sorcerer).’

Hasse’s recent account of Avicenna’s theory of prophethood arrives
at a number of questionable conclusions: “In fact, Avicenna himself
does not mention conditions which have to come together in one
prophet. Instead he speaks of different kinds (darb [pl., durab]) of
prophethood, each having different properties (fawdass). In only one
passage does he explicitly address the topic of combining two kinds
of prophethood in one person, in De anima [i.c., Sifa’], V, 6...1t
seems improbable that a prophet could at the same time have visions
through a strong imaginative faculty, produce rain through his strong
will, and hit easily upon middle terms of syllogisms through his strong
intellect. One might still say that they were thought to be necessary
properties of prophets who would produce actions at different times,
but this does not seem to be what Avicenna thought.”!"”

% Avicenna, Kitab al-ISarat wa-t-tanbthat (1892), 220.18-19 (namat X, fasl 28). In
the parallel part of the Ma‘ng, we find an interesting textual emendation from this
very passage in the [sarat: if he is a prophet, he will consequently use this prop-
erty to prove his prophethood (Ma‘arig, 165.12—13). Diagram 1 shows the possible
different combinations arising from the three prophetic properties.

' Dag Nikolaus Hasse (2000), 156-157. Hasse goes on to say: “For the only
example he gives of someone with a very powerful soul is himself [Avicenna]—not
only in his autobiography, but also in the Danesname—because of his skill in hitting
on middle terms. He does not report, however, that he had visions or that he pro-
voked rain or a fertile season” (ibid., 157). Avicenna’s denial of these latter powers
is natural enough since he himself does not claim to be a prophet. Hasse’s con-
clusions appear to be based, in part, on his misunderstanding of two different issues:
on the one hand, Avicenna’s well-known reference to possessing the second prop-
erty of prophethood and, on the other hand, the properties of prophethood them-
selves, a doctrine which was formulated, after all, by Avicenna in order to provide
a scientific or natural account of prophethood. Also unwarranted is Hasse’s ques-
tion whether the three properties are “different conditions for prophets or different
kinds or levels of prophecy” (ibid., 155-156). This line of questioning can be traced
back to Elamrani-Jamal (1984), 127. Hasse’s and Elamrani’s accounts of the three
properties are almost exclusively based on the Siz°. Hasse even suggests at one
point that Thomas Aquinas’ De Ventate, which he quotes, may be the source for
the “conditions thesis” by Gardet and thus van Riet and Verbeke; Hasse (2000),
156, n. 432; cf. Gardet (1951b), 121-122; Avicenna, as-Sifa’: at-Tabipyat, an-Nafs
(1968-1972), 2: 70*¥=71*, esp. n. 260 (for Verbeke) and 153, n. 17 (for van Riet).
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This 1s clearly contradicted by the Mabda® and the Ahwal:

The prophetic faculty has three properties. Sometimes they are com-
bined in one person; sometimes they are not, but [occur]| separately. '’

The best sort of human being is he who is granted perfection [1]
with respect to insight pertaining to the theoretical faculty, so that he
is in no need of any human teacher and [2] with respect to his div-
ination pertaining to practical [matters] so that he witnesses the world
of the [celestial] soul including the states of [this] world and holds firm
to [these states] while awake . . . [3] His psychical faculty will have the
capacity of affecting the world of nature. Next [in rank] is the one
who has the first two properties but not the third . . . The first absolute
leader and true king who himself deserves to rule is the first among
the several [combinations of properties] mentioned [above]: If he relates
his soul to the intelligible world, it is as though he connects with it
all at once; if he relates his soul to the world of [celestial] soul, it is
as though he is among the inhabitants of that world; if he relates his
soul to the world of nature, he will effect in it whatever he wishes.!?

Hasse’s misunderstanding of Avicenna’s three properties of prophet-
hood would appear to result from reading too much into the use of
the word darb (found in the interrelated texts of the Sifa’, Nagat and
Masrigiya)” and from ignoring other works by Avicenna, especially
the Mabda’ and the Afwal (which is crucial for his topic). Among the
works that Hasse consults (the Sifz’, and the three to which he makes
occasional reference, the Masrigiya, the Isarat and Damisnamah-yi ‘Ala’?),
he regards the Sifa’ as “particularly important because it is the only
text (apart from the Masrigiya) which distinguishes and describes three

""" Avicenna, al-Mabda® wa-l-ma‘ad (1984), 116.1-2 (magala 111, fasl 16): wa-I-qiwatu
n-nabawiyatu laha hawassu talatatun gad tagtamiv fi insamn wakidin wa-gad la tagtamiu
bal tatafarraqu. A critical edition and French translation of the Mabda’ is being pre-
pared by Yahya Michot.

12 Avicenna, Ahwal, 125.4-8, 125.13-126.4 ( fas/ XIV; with my emendations of
Ahwant’s text underlined): fa-afdalu n-naw l-basari man atiya [Ahwant: afiya] [-kamala
Jt hadst l-quwati n-nazartyati hattd istagna ‘ani -mu‘allimi l-basart aslan wa-fi kahanatihi
Hamaliyat hatta yusahida I-alama n-nafsantya bi-ma fihi min ahwali [-alami wa-yastatbitaha
Jt lyaqzati . . . wa-yakinu Li-qawattht n-nafsantyati an t’attira fi ‘alami t-tabiati tumma ladi
laha l-amrami l-awwalani wa-laysa lah l-amru t-talitu . . . fa-r-ra’Tsu l-awwalu -mutlagu wa-
l-maliku l-haqiqi lladi yastahiqqu [Ahwani: yastawgibu] bi-datihi an yamlika huwa l-awwalu
min al-ddati l-madkarati lladi in nasaba nafsaha id ‘alami -‘agh wugida ka’annaha mut-
tasilun biht duf atan wa-in nasaba nafsahii ila ‘alami n-nafsi wuida ka’annahic min sukkani
dalika I-alami wa-in nasaba nafsaha id ‘alami t-tabfatr kana fa“alan fihi ma yas@’u.

_ " Note that the De Anima section of the Masrigiya appears to be a copy of the
Sifa> with minor changes, mostly stylistic, as noted by Gutas (2000a), 172-177.
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different kinds (or levels or conditions—this will be investigated below)
of prophecy.”' Not only is Hasse’s claim wrong, but also his list
should have included the two works he already had access to, the
Physics of the Danisnamah (where the three properties are discussed
side by side) and the Is@rat. Here, then, is a list of passages describ-
ing the three properties:"

First Property Second Property Third Property

(Imagination) (Intellect) (Soul/Motive)
Ahwal 114-121 122.1-123.9 123.10-125.3
(ed. al-Ahwani) (XTII) (XIV) (XIV)
Danisnamah |Physics] 145.4-146.4  141.10-145.3 139.5-141.9
(ed. Miskat)
Hidaya [Metaphysics| 295.1-297.7  293.1-294.3 288.3—291.4
(ed. ‘Abduh) (IIL.5) (IIL.5) (IIL.4)
Liarat [Physics and Metaphysics] 209.13-219.2  125.16-127.18  219.3-222.5
(ed. Forget) (X.7-X.24) (II.10-1I1.12) (X.25-X.31)
Mabda’ [Physics] 117.7-120.13  115.19-117.6 120.14-121.13
(ed. Narani) (OI.17-11L1.19)  (II.16) (II1.20)
Masrigiya [Physics] fol. 108a fols. 128b—129a fols. 115b—116a
(MS Ayasofya 2403)
Nagat [Physics] 339.1-341.9
(ed. DaniSpazuh) (VL5)
Sif@> [Physics] 173.9-174.2  248.9-250.4 200.11-201.9
(ed. Rahman) (IV.2) (V.6) (IV.4)

The parallel passages in the Sif@’ and the Masrigiya, as well as the
Sifa’ and the Nadat, are almost exact copies of each other. Although
each of the three properties is discussed separately in the Physics of

'* Hasse (2000), 154. Parentheses are Hasse’s.

15 Throughout this study, figures in parentheses (whether Roman or Arabic) after
the page and line references, indicate the book (magala) and/or chapter ( fasl) divi-
sion found in the Arabic texts, whether laid out by the author or added later. Apart
from the ones already mentioned, the editions or manuscript used are: Avicenna,
Danmisnamah-yi ‘Ala’r, (1952); idem, Kitab al-Hidaya (1974); idem, Ritab al-Hikma al-
masrigiya, MS Ayasofya 2403, fols. 1a-133b; idem, an-Nagat min al-garaq fi bahr ad-
dalalat (1985); idem, Kitab as-Sifa’: at-Tabi‘at, an-Nafs (1959).
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the Sif’ (and therefore one would not expect them to be identified
as the “three properties”), there is a mention of the “three properties”
in the Metaphysics of the Sifz’.'® It is interesting to note that the
Physics of the Nagat lacks the first and third properties; still, the same
passage from the Metaphysics of the Sif@” is in the Nagat. (Could this
fact help to determine whether it was written before or after the
Sifa’?) In the Hidaya, the second property, discussed there as (1) hads,
and the first property (divided into (2) ru’ya (vision) and (3) waky (rev-
elation)—all found in maqala 11, fas/ 5—are specified as the “three
tabagat of prophethood”;'” the third property (i.e., that relating to
miracles and the soul as a whole) is discussed separately, albeit in
the preceding chapter, in magala 111, fasl 4. In the Metaphysics of
the Isarat, the first and third properties are discussed, one after the
other, while the second property is discussed separately in the Physics
and there is no mention of their being “the three properties.” On
the other hand, the three properties are discussed side by side in the
Danisnamah, the Ahwal and the Mabda’; but as we have seen, only the
Mabda’ calls them explicitly “the three properties of prophethood.”

Although we can say that it was Avicenna who gave the theory
of the three properties of prophethood the form in which al-Gazalt
used it, we can see the background of Avicenna’s first property
already in al-Farabi.'® Al-Farabi says, for example, that the highest
rank that man can achieve is gained by virtue of an exceptionally
powerful imaginative faculty and that this is needed for prophet-

16 Avicenna, a-Sifa’: al-llahyat (1960a), X.1, 2:435.14—15: “The best of these
[i.e., humans] is he who is disposed to the degree of prophethood, and who has
among his psychical faculties, three properties that we have mentioned”: wa-afdalu
ha@’ul@’s huwa -mustaiddu li-martabati n-nubiwati wa-huwa lladi fi quwahu n-nafsaniyati
hasa’isu talatun dakarnaha. This passage is also found in the Metaphysics of the Nagat,
699.12-13 (IL.37). In light of what we already know of the wholesale copying from
the Sif@’ to the Masrigiya—as far as the three properties are concerned—it also
seems likely that this passage would be reproduced in the (still missing) Metaphysics
of the Masrigiya. Still, there is ambiguity as to whether the mention of “three prop-
erties” here refers to the ones discussed in the Physics (i.e., those of the imagina-
tive, intellectual and motive faculties), when the pronoun /zpa is read in the next
sentence of the text, since examples are not given for the second and third prop-
erties there. I am inclined to think that Auwa should be read instead (referring to
the prophet and not to the three properties); this reading is supported not only by
variants of the i@’ but also by the text of the Nagat.

7 Avicenna, Hidaya, 298.2 (IIL5).

'8 The following account is taken from al-Farabi, al-Madina al-fadila (1985), 220-227
(IV.14).
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hood. The prophet will obtain, through the emanation he receives
from the Active Intellect (using Qur’anic language, he refers to the
‘aql fa“al as the rah amin and the rih al-quds; the holy spirit),' prophecy
of present and future particulars (Avicenna’s gayb) and of things divine.
It must be acknowledged that the strong imaginative faculty and the
symbols of truth that it conveys are already there in what al-Farabt
says, stressed by him as an important part of the prophetic func-
tion. Still, al-Farabt’s formulation is nowhere near Avicenna’s final
formulation of the three properties. Furthermore, uncertainties arise
regarding al-Farab?’s explanation of the prophet’s prediction of future
events, and there is nothing in the extant works of al-Farabi that
offers a philosophical explanation for the miraculous functions of
prophets. Despite using al-Farabi as his starting point, Avicenna ends
with a prophet distinguished by his ‘ag/ qudst (which works through
hads). Prophethood has become most of all an intellectual phenomenon,
an idea that none of his predecessors, including the Greeks, had
thought of and from which nearly all of his successors benefited,
including those who were not traditional students of Greek philosophy.*’

Al-Gazalt was most likely the first in the kalam tradition to use
this Avicennan doctrine in his works. Below is a list of passages, in
works ranging from popular writings like Zhya’ ulum ad-din to ones
for a restricted and specialized readership like the Madniin, that men-
tion the “three properties.” This list is not intended to be exhaustive,
but it does want to be comprehensive in the sense of including works
that those following Watt, for instance, may regard as problematic:?'

19 Al-Farabi, Kitab as-Styasa al-madaniya al-mulaqqab bi-mabadi al-mawgadat (1964),
32.11.

2 We can see this in the later kalam tradition, most of all with Fahr ad-Din ar-
Razi. For an example of his account of the three properties, see Fahr ad-Din ar-
Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiya fi iUm al-ilahiyat wa-t-tabrpat (1990), 2:556.7-13 (I11.4).

2! For readers who are unfamiliar with Watt’s list of spuria and dubia among works
attributed to al-Gazali, our list includes two works which are considered problem-
atic (in part) by him, the Miskat and the Ma‘arig. Maurice Bouyges (1959) and ‘Abd
ar-Rahman Badawt (1961), both standard bibliographies of al-Gazali, have rejected
Watt’s claims regarding the Miskat (Bouyges/Badawi no. 52). As for the Ma‘arg
(Bouyges/Badawi no. 76), Bouyges does not list it under spurious or even doubt-
ful titles but “titres sur lesquels reste de l'incertitude.” Badawt listed the Ma‘arg
under works of doubtful authenticity, not, as Janssens thought, among “les spuria,
voire les apocryphes,” having grouped Badawi with Watt and Lazarus-Yafeh, who
certainly considered the Ma‘ang to be spurious; Janssens (1993), 27. It is not an
exaggeration to say that owing to Watt’s list, Ghazalian scholarship has sometimes
failed to take serious account of some of al-Gazal’s works (such as the Miskat,
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First Property

Second Property

Third Property

(Imagination) (Intellect) (Soul/Motive)
Ihya 4:206.13-16 4:206.9-10 4:206.11-12
(ed. Beirut) (XXXIV.1.2) (XXXIV.1.2) (XXXIV.1.2)
Ma‘arig 150.16-160.10 160.11-164.2 164.3-166.5
(ed. Kurdi)
Madnan [recension B]*?  91.5-92.3 90.17-91.4 89.8-90.16
(IIL.1.3) (IIT.1.2) (IIL.1.1)
Magasid [Physics] 383.15-22 382.7-383.14 380.20-382.6
(ed. Dunya) (II1.5.9) (II1.5.9) (II1.5.9)
Miskat 74.14-76.10 81.4-11
(ed. “Afify) (IL.1) (I1.2)
Mungid 145.12-146.17 146.18-147.15 149.12-150.9
(ed. Saliba-‘Ayyad)
Tahafut [Physics| 272.8-11 272.12-274.2 274.3-275.11

(ed. Bouyges)

It is much more difficult to trace the three properties in al-GazalT’s
works other than the Ma‘arg, Magasid and the Tahafut, because al-
Gazali there replaces Avicenna’s technical vocabulary with his own,
and they are in effect written independently of Avicenna’s actual
texts. So in one version of the Madnan, for example, al-Gazalt calls
the three properties miracles that belong to the fayalf (imaginational),
‘aqli (intellectual) and hussi (sensible), respectively. There, the order

Mizan al-‘amal and Mirag as-salikin). Not surprisingly, this has resulted in gaps in
our understanding of al-Gazalr’s intellectual legacy. The editions used here are: al-
Gazali, Iya@ ulam ad-din (1991); idem, Muqaddimat Tahafut al-falasifa al-musammat
maqasid al-falasyfa (1961); idem, Miskat al-anwar (1964); idem, al-Mungid min ad-dalal
wa-l-muwassil ild di -izza wa-lI-galal (1981); idem, Tahafot al-Falasifat (1927b).

22 There is more than one extant version of the work titled “al-Madniin bihi ‘ald
gayr ahlihi” (also known as al-Madnin al-kabir). The different recensions of this work
do not include al-Madnan as-sagir (considered by Watt to be spurious, and also
known as, among other. names, an-Naff wa-t-taswiya or the more common but clearly
late title, al-Agwiba al-Gazaliya fi l-masa@’il al-ufrawiya), which also occurred in more
than one version. Uncertainties regarding their titles are a result of the complex
nature of the way in which these works circulated in the middle ages. I am cur-
rently working on the structure and transmission of al-Gazal’s Madnini works. For
the sake of simplicity, I have called the version of the Madnin used here, recen-
sion B. This is the version that is in all the popular editions of the Madnan kabir
and is that of the first printed edition, Cairo, 1885. The edition used here is al-
Gazali, al-Madnan bihi ‘ald gayr ahliht (1996).
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of the properties follows the Magasid, which, in turn follows the order
of the properties of its chief source, Avicenna’s Persian Danisnamah.*®
The Tahafut, on the other hand, although it follows the order of the
three properties in the Ma‘arig (and ultimately, the Afwal), and makes
use of Avicennan terminology, was written independently and com-
posed entirely anew by al-Gazali. In the Ihya’, the three properties
are discussed side by side in bayan 2 of satr 1 of Book XXXIV; the
first property, the imaginative one, however, is divided into two (in
the same way that Avicenna separates waky and rn’ya in the Hidaya).
The Ifya’ also discusses the three properties separately in places scat-
tered through the work.** The Miskat explicitly mentions that there
are “three properties of prophethood,” despite the absence of any
discussion of the third property in that work.”

The most interesting occurrence has to be the one in the Mungid.
There the text is written in a way that assumes that the reader is
already familiar with the three properties. The order of appearance
of the three properties follows the Ahwal/Ma‘arig. Here, as in Madnin
B, the three properties have been “naturalized” (to use Sabra’s term)
so completely as to have changed beyond recognition.”® Only after

% Thanks to the careful study by Janssens, we now know that the Magasid is a
slightly “interpretative” translation of the Danisnamah; Jules Janssens (1986). Here,
the Magasid text has undergone careful editing by al-Gazali, and it does incorpo-
rate some new elements and make some conspicuous omissions from its exemplar;
the chief one is Avicenna’s reference to himself as a genius (made famous in Dimitri
Gutas (1988), 21, n. 6). The difference between the two texts is significant. A crit-
ical textual study should be carried out to compare the Persian text of the Danisnamah
and the Magasid Arabus in order to chart the differences between them.

2 Here is a selection of examples: Ihya’, 1:97.20—4 (1.6), 1:105.1-10 (L.7)—partly
translated below, 2:319.7-14 (XVIIL.2.2), 4:187.26-27 (XXXIIIL.2.7). The following
are some of the terms used to describe the first property: r’ya, wahy, musahada; and
the second property: iham, nir an-nubiawa, gayr ta‘allum.

% The statement appears at the end of the discussion of the first property (called
here “the waking revelation,” al-wahy fi l-pagza): “1 suppose that the relationship of
[the waking revelation] to [the prophetic properties] is that of one to three, since
it has become clear to us that the parts of the prophetic properties are limited to
three kinds and this is one of the three,” Miskat, 76.8-10 (II.1): wa-azunnu anna nis-
bataha ayha [‘AfifT: dayhi] nisbatu l-wakidi ila t-talatati fa-inna [ladi] inkasafa lana min
al-hawassi n-nabawiyati yanhasiru Su‘abuha fi talatati agnasin wa-hada wahidun min tilka
l-agnast t-talatati. In many ways, the absence of the third property from this work
does suggest that this property (which was at the heart of the traditional kalam argu-
ment for prophethood) is less important than the other two. The suggestion that it
1s less important may be supported by the evidence in the Mungid (see below).

% The words “appropriate” and “naturalize” are used throughout this study, fol-
lowing Sabra (1987), 225-43. He offers an interesting but paradoxical explanation
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careful reading can one detect them in the background. Avicenna’s
al-muhtaga ild t-ta®btr (that which needs interpretation) is now kiswa
(clothed); wttisal is now nur (light), and the zawal al-mani® (removal of
impediment) is now wa-tanfatihu fihi ‘aynun uhra (another eye is opened).
Still, whenever Avicenna uses Qur’anic or other Islamic religious
terms such as nubawa, tlham, gayb, malakit, gabarit and fitra, al-Gazali
leaves them alone, whether in the Mungid or elsewhere. Interestingly,
the term “property” (hassiya) has the same form here as it does in the
Ma‘arg and the Tahafut but not in the Mabda® (where it is hassa), the
purported source for the term, or anywhere else in the Avicennan
corpus. Yet the “three properties” are unmistakably in the Mungid.
The first property, to do with perfect imagination, is now called the
state of nawm (literally, “sleep”; but here “dream” or even “trance”)
where such parts of the gayb as future events may become known.
The second property, to do with perfect fads, is now called wham
taht wa-tawfig (divine inspiration and help), where no human teacher
is needed.”” In fact, al-Gazali goes on to make a bold—and what

of the evolution of Greek philosophy and science in medieval Islam. Based on his
thesis, the decline of philosophy/science in medieval Islam is not in the context of
conflict or opposition, but to be seen in the context of partial harmonization and
acceptance. .

# This is cleverly buried in the text of the Mungid. Al-Gazall is forcing his read-
ers to use their fads to see that the real meanings of iham and tawfig here have
shifted from the standard meaning to something more sophisticated. If readers are
still stuck with some sort of “impediment,” and in need of “light,” then the fol-
lowing textual proof from the Ifpa’ should help “open the other eye” to “taste” the
truth: “How can the variation of the inborn disposition be denied, when, without
it, mankind would not be different in understanding knowledge, nor would they be
divided into [1] the stupid who do not understand anything except after much effort
from the teacher; or [2] the intelligent who understand through the slightest hint
and suggestion; or [3] the perfect in whose soul the realities of things arise with-
out being taught, just as God (Exalted is He!) has said: ‘whose oil almost illumi-
nates, even though the fire has never touched it, light upon light.” This is similar
to the prophets (upon whom be peace), since obscure things are made clear to them
in their innermost selves without being taught or told, and that is expressed by [the
word] ‘inspiration.”” Ihya’, 1:105.2-6 (L.7): wa-kayfa yunkaru tafawutu l-garizati wa-law
lahu la-ma ibtalafa n-nasu fi fahmi “ulami wa-la-ma ingasama ild balidin la yafhamu bi-
t-tafime dla ba'da ta‘abin tawilin min al-mu‘allimi wa-ila dakiyin yafhamu bi-adnd ramzin
wa-isaratin wa-ild kamilin tanba‘itu min nafsiht hag@’iqu l-umiri bi-dani t-ta‘allumi [Beirut:
ttalimi] ka-ma qala ta‘ald yakadu zaytuha yudv’u wa-law lam tamsashu narun narun ‘ald
narin wa-dalika mitlu l-anbiya’t ‘alayhimi s-salamu 1d yattadibhu la-hum fi bawatinihim umirun
gamidatun min gayri ta‘allumin wa-sama‘in wa-yu‘abbaru ‘an dalika bi-l-ithami. This is with-
out doubt Avicenna’s second property. The source for the word gariza (inborn dis-
position) is laqaba from the Ma‘arg: “That inborn disposition is not the same in
everybody,” Ma‘arg, 161.8-9: wa-tilka t-tagabatu gayru mutasabihatin fi I-gamit. Gariza
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was then a non-kalamic—statement by suggesting that these two prop-
erties are indeed to be counted alongside the traditionally accepted
prophetic miracles (i.e., the third property). The connections with
Madnan B, the Ihya’, the Tahafut and the Magasid are obvious. As
we have seen, in Madnan B the three properties are discussed in
terms of miracles of the imaginational, intellectual and sensible type.
In one place in the Ihya’, al-Gazali produces a long list of the
prophetic miracles, which, when read carefully, is seen to incorpo-
rate the three properties.”® Even in the 7Tahafut and the Magasid,
where the three properties have not undergone a complete name-
change and the Avicennan counterparts remain mostly intact, the
three properties are referred to as miracles.”” Al- Gazali calls his chap-
ter in the Magasid, “Concerning the Causes of Miracles and Prodigies”
and lists in it the three properties.*® The following sentences from
the Magasid (which are not found in the Danisnamah), not only rein-
force the Avicennan-Ghazalian connection, but also give us a sense
that we are now definitely in ‘Gazali-land’: “Whoever has had uncov-
ered for him all these intelligibles in a short time without being
taught is said to be a prophet or a saint; and that [i.e., the uncov-
ering] is called a prodigy or a prophetic miracle.”*" As for the occur-
rence of the third property (i.e., concerning conventional miracles)
in the Mungid, it is used negatively by al-Gazall in criticizing those
who seek certainty about the prophetic office by looking for miracles

and fagaba are used synonymously with the Qur’anic term, fifra. All three terms
share the basic sense of the Arabic sagq (to split). The Ma@ri¢ in turn was origi-
nally relying on the Iarat, 127.14.—15 (III.12). Note, however, that the Isarat has
tagafa (intelligence), not fagaba. Either this was a simple scribal error in all of Forget’s
manuscripts, or the text of the Ma‘arig is here corrupt, or else al-Gazali had
“improved” the text of the Iarat.

% Ihya’, 2: 414.23-419.10 (XX.13); see, especially, the beginning of the list.

% When al-Gazalf introduces the three properties in the 7ahafut, he says the fol-
lowing: “The philosophers have not affirmed extraordinary miracles except in only
three things,” Tahafut, 272.6-7: wa-lam yutbit al-falasifatu min al-mugizat l-hariqati b-
l-adati illa fi talatati umarin.

% Magasid, 380.18 (IIL.5.9): fi usiali l-mu@izati wa-l-karamati. By contrast, in the
Persian title, the singular, as/ is used (Danisnamah, 139.5). So there, strictly speak-
ing, Avicenna did not call the two other properties “miracles.” This is another case
of small, but significant, textual emendation by al-Gazalr.

3l Maqaszd 383.6-8 (IIL.5.9): wa-man inkasafat laha hadiht -ma‘qalatu kulluha fi zamanin
qasirin man gayri ta‘allumin fa-yuqalu innah@ nabiyun aw waltyun wa-yusamma dalka kara-
matan aw mugizatan li-n-nabi. 1 have translated walfy conventionally, and for lack of
a better term, by ‘saint’ (without taking account of the dissimilarities between the
Muslim waliy and saints in other religions).



200 THE HERITAGE OF AVICENNA

while neglecting other prophetic properties and powers.”> The point
is that all three properties are there in the Mungid. As usual, al-
Gazali does not use strict philosophical terminology (nor does he
seem to have been bothered by his lack of accuracy, which suggests
that his priorities lie elsewhere).

Finally, then, let us turn to the Ma%ng. There is more than one
source for the Ma‘arg, but the most important are fusal/ thirteen and
fourteen of Avicenna’s Ahwal. The transfer of the three properties
from the Ahwal to the Ma‘arig is a fascinating example of the common
medieval practice of borrowing entire passages. There are, however,
some important textual divergences between the Ma‘arg and the
Ahwal. They show that the borrowing, or more appropriately (to use
another of Sabra’s terms) the “appropriation” involved careful adap-
tation by the “appropriator.” The first divergence concerns the first
property, where perfection is said to be prevented if there is some
sort of mani* (impediment). The prophet is distinguished from the
rest of humanity by not having anything preventing his perfection
in the first property. The prophet then receives the forms that, owing
to the strong prophetic power of imagination, are transformed into
images of wonderful forms heard or seen (suwar ‘agiba masmiu‘a wa-
mubsara). 'This is the famous Farabian-Avicennan “symbolic revelation.”
Here one would expect al-Gazali, if he were the author of the Marig,
to take issue with the Afwal. (Remember that, in the 7ahafut, al-
Gazalf accuses the falasifa of denying the literal truth of the Quran.)
It turns out that the author of the Ma‘arg did insert a completely
new paragraph insisting that these “wonderful forms heard or seen”
are not mere images but are in fact authentic. He goes on to add
a uniquely Ghazalian concern: “Notice too how they [the wonder-
ful forms] were so true that not one of the deniers of prophethood
denied them.”® From this, it is clear that the author of the MaGrig
is quite willing to accept the Islamized Farabian-Avicennan concep-
tion of symbolic revelation, provided that one allows one further step

2 There is no doubt that here al-Gazali was referring to the traditional kalam
proof for prophethood, the argument from miracles. It is perhaps not a coincidence
that in his kalam work, al-Iqtisad fi [-itiqad, a fine illustration of the mutakallim’s exer-
cise on miracles is rehearsed (or should we say preserved). Al-Gazali, al-Igtisad fi
litigad (1962), 195-201 (II1.7), 202-210 (IV.1.1-2).

% A good example of this accusation is in the discussion concerning miracles:
al-Gazali, Tahdfut, discussion seventeen, especially 289-290.

3 Ma‘arig, 156.11: wa-kayfa sadagat bi-haytu lam yunkirha ahadun min munkirt n-nubiwa.
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towards what became the religious synthesis of later ‘wlama’, namely,
the imposition of a vivid and concrete existence for the eternal word
of God itself. The difference is important for authors like al-Gazali,
If Qur’anic statements are mere parables, they might be taken as
giving licence to disobey the divine commandments, whereas for al-
Gazali divine commandments must always be obeyed to the letter.
We only need to recall the case of al-Gazalr’s mulling over Avicenna’s
merrymaking and wine drinking in the Mungid!® Ironically, all of
this “Islamization” was only made possible by Avicenna, who suc-
cessfully adapted falsafa to the Islamic milieu in the first place.
Departing from the norm, al-GazalT in the Tahafut refrains from
criticizing the falasifa about hads in intellection. This is where we
find the second divergence. Interestingly enough, the author of the
Ma‘arig does not modify Avicenna’s second property either, except
to add part of the Qur’anic “verse of light” as an emphasis. The
nature of this Qur’anic “verse of light” is itself philosophically accept-
able enough for Avicenna to have used the verse in his comments
on fads and the second prophetic property.** Not surprisingly the
author of the Ma‘arig inserts the verse into the main passages on the
second property that are taken from his chief source, the Afwal (here,
the Ahwal is in turn a copy or source of the Sifa’/Masrigiya/ Nagat,
which do not themselves mention this verse): “So knowledge comes
to him from the start as if it were not left to his choice, ‘whose oil
almost illuminates—the light of primordial nature—even though the

% Munqid, 156.9-157.5.

% The phrase used by Avicenna to illustrate the second property is a fragment
of the long “verse of light,” chapter 24, verse 35: “whose oil almost illuminates,
even though the fire has never touched it”: yakddu zaytuha yud?u wa-law lam tam-
sashu narun. The clearest example of Avicenna’s use of this verse as an illustration
of the perfect prophetic intellect is Mabda’, 117.5-6 (III.16). By contrast, the most
obscure example (and the one most unlikely to be our source) has to be that in
Ithat an-nubuwat (Avicenna, Risala fi Itbat an-nubawat (1968), 52.1). Despite its title,
the Itbat appears to be out of place insofar as this study is concerned, since I can-
not locate our Avicennan topic anywhere in this work. There are two further works
making use of this Qur’anic verse that are possible, if unlikely sources, the Isarat
and an-Nukat wa-l-fawd’id, Avicenna, Larat, 126.11-12 (III.10) and idem, an-Nukat
wa-l-fawa’id (1956), 163.4. (Yahya Michot kindly brought the latter work to my
attention.) It should be noted here that the philosophical interpretations of the “verse
of light” in the L@rat and the Nukat are almost identical (except for the three grades
of hads in the MNukat and only two in the [@raf). 1 have decided not to take the
Nukat into account in the present study, since I do not yet have access to the com-
plete text (MS Feyzullah 1217).
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fire’—of discursive thought—has never touched it.””*” The intro-
duction of the “verse of light” (most probably from the Is@rat or the
Mabda’) is another good example of the originality of the Ma‘arg
when using its sources. It appears as if the author is concerned not
to miss the opportunity to mention the scriptural version of the sec-
ond property when the main text on which he has been relying to
compose the chapter makes no mention of the Qur’anic material.
The careful editing shows the author to be someone familiar with
the falsafa tradition on the one hand and traditional Muslim reli-
gious sensibility on the other. For Avicenna and the author of the
Ma‘arig, using this verse to illustrate the reality of the Active Intellect
and of intellectual emanation is notable, since here they are in effect
using a product of that conjunction to comment on the very process
by which that product has been produced.

The final example of textual divergence between the Ma‘arng and
its source occurs in the middle of the discussion of the third property,
which concerns the production of miraculous acts. The Afwal passage
reads: “Rather, when they [the Prophets] wish to do so, they produce
in the matter of the world that which has been conceived in their
soul through [natural] causes.”®® The word asbab (causes) is omitted
in the Ma‘ang and the author makes subtle changes to the reading:
“Rather, when they wish to do so, they produce in the matter of
the world whatever they conceive in their soul.”® The Ahwal is more
restrictive, saying that human souls can affect the natural world start-
ing from whatever they want, but that production of miraculous acts
is circumscribed by “causes.” This suggests some kind of natural
boundary. The reading in the Ma‘arg, on the other hand, is more
open, not specifying any restriction on what can be imagined. The
Ahwal is saying that the production of a “miraculous” act can occur

7 Al-Gazali, Maarg, 162.9-10: fa-yahsulu lahii -ulimu ibtida’an ka-annaha la_yuhalld
[Kurdi: ma tuhalla/ma tuhallt] dd ihtiyarihi yakadu zaytuha [Kurdi: daytuha] yud?u daw’a
Ifitrati wa-law lam tamsashu naru lfikra. The use of ibtida’ here is telling, since it is a
kalami term used in discussions concerning whether prophethood is something with
which one is born (ibtida’) or something which has to be acquired (gaza’ or tawab).
(The Mu‘tazilites held the latter position, while the Ash‘arites, including al-Gazali,
held the former.) See for example, al-As‘art, Kitab Magalat al-Islamiyin wa-thtilaf al-
musallin (1963), 448.8-10 and 227.6-8.

® Ahwal, 124.13 (XIV): bal 1da s@’at ahdatat fi maddati I-alami ma yatasawwaru bi-
asbabin fi nafsiha.

3 Maarig, 165.4-5: bal ida s@’al ahdatal fi maddati I-alami ma tatasawwaruhi fi
nafstha.
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only within the framework of natural causes: the difference is there-
fore not only momentous, but fundamental, in shedding light on the
religious colouring of our authors here. Again, the parallel with the
Tahafut 1s striking, since there al-Gazali criticizes Avicenna’s third
property as being too limited.”” Here, the author has edited his
source’s text whenever the Tahdfut criticizes an idea, while doing
nothing when the Tahafut is silent. This textual divergence, although
minuscule in size, is by far the greatest departure yet of the Ma‘arig
from the Afwal, from Avicenna, and indeed from falsafa as a whole.
It reveals an author with an Ash‘arite background and sensibilities.

The two chapters of the Ahwal from which the Ma‘arg appropri-
ates the three properties, turn out to be (as is now known through
the work of Yahya Michot) “original” portions of the Afwal, since
they do not have any direct textual correspondences with the Sifz’
or the Nagat (or the Masrgiva) as the other chapters of the Ahwal
do.*" Still, the word Aassiya itself does not appear in the Ahwal, nor
is there any suggestion of the properties being three in number.
Instead, the only source for the “three properties of prophethood”
is in the Mabda’, and that solely in the use of the term fassa.** What
is interesting is that the author of the Ma‘rig used, and indeed copied
closely en bloc, the “three properties” of the Ahwal and went a step
further by labeling them the “three properties of prophethood.” We

0 “We do not deny anything from what they have mentioned [concerning mir-
acles] and that this belongs to the prophets. We deny only their restricting [this
miracle] and their declaring impossible the changing of the staff into a serpent, the
reviving of the dead, and the like.” Tahafut, 275.12-276.1: wa-nahnu la nunkiru Say’an
mimma dakarihu wa-inna dalika mimma yakinu li-l-anbiy@i wa-innama nunkiru iqtisarahum
‘alayli. wa-man‘ahum qalba [“asa tu‘banan wa-thy@’a l-mawtd wa-gayrahia. Note that al-
Gazall calls the third property in the Tahafut the qiwa nafsiya ‘amaliya (practical fac-
ulty of the soul).

# Jean [Yahya] R. Michot (1985), 532—4. Michot has provided a useful table of
correspondences between the Ahwal and the Sifa’/ Nagat, listing the independent por-
tions of the Akwal. He, however, does not make it clear that “original” here sim-
ply means that the composition of those independent parts is not based directly on
the Sif@’ and/or_Nagat, but that the “original” parts of the Akwal may have coun-
terparts in the Sifa’ and Nagat. 5

A further possible source is the Sifa@’ (see above n. 16); however the Mabda’ is
the most likely source, especially since it provides the only model for the use of the
word tabi‘a in the Ma‘ang. Mabda’, 116.3 (II1.16): “The first property follows the
intellectual faculty”: fa-l-hassatu l-wahidatu tabi‘atun li-l-gawati =aqliyaty; in the Ma‘arig,
150.14-15: “The second [property]| follows the faculty of theoretical intellect”: wa-
t-tamyatu tabiatun hi-qawatt I-‘agli n-nazariyi. Again, this construction is absent in the
Ahwal.
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already know that one of the possible sources for the use of the
Qur’anic verse of light in the Ma‘arg 1s the Mabda’. What is obvi-
ous here is the precise knowledge of the different works of Avicenna
demonstrated by the author of the Ma‘arig—the Ahwal, the Isarat and
now the Mabda’. Why, then, did al-Gazalt not use the text of the
Mabda’ instead of the Ahwal? More importantly, why did Avicenna
not speak of the “three properties” in the Ahwal, given that they are
all already there side by side in the “original” portions of the Ahwal?
(Could this provide additional evidence for the relative chronology
of Avicenna’s works?)

The Magasid, relying on the Danisnamah, does not differ greatly
from the Ma‘arig which relies on the Ahwal. The editing styles of the
two works are very similar. Even if, unlike the Magasid, the Ma‘arg
cannot be called an “Interpretative” translation, since the Ahwal is
in Arabic, it can perhaps be called an “interpretative” adaptation.
What is relevant here is that the Magasid appropriated the “three
properties” despite the absence of that label from the Danisnamah.
Al-Gazall must have considered the label, “three properties,” too
important to omit. Possibly he recognized it as an important ele-
ment of Avicenna’s own mature theory of prophethood that had not
been included in the Danisnamah. If not, why did he go to the trou-
ble to revise the text so as to adapt the original Danisnamah to incor-
porate the label “three properties”® Once more, questions arising
from this Ghazalian-Avicennan interplay may lead to a better under-
standing of Avicenna’s works.

Another important point is that the three properties of the Ahwal/
Ma‘ang are somewhat different from those of the Mabda’.* In the
Ahwal and the Ma‘arg the practical intellect is mentioned together
with the imaginative faculty in connection with the first property,
and the theoretical intellect is explicitly specified in connection with
the second property, where the Mabda’ speaks only of the “intellectual

# There are other interesting differences between the passages on prophethood
in the Ahwal/Ma‘arg and the Mabda’. One is that the term fantasiya/bantasiya is
employed consistently throughout the Ahwal/Ma‘arg, where the Mabda’ uses the
alternative term fuss mustarak/ hassa mustaraka. In fact, the Mabda® does make use of
Jantasiya (three times), but that is in the chapter on the animal soul: Mabda’, 93-96
(IIL.3). Secondly, only the Mabda® mentions the Active Intellect in relation to the
first property of prophethood (the one relating to imagination), but not qua cause;
in the Ahwal/Ma‘arig it is not mentioned until the second property (the one relat-
ing to intellect) is discussed, and there qua cause.
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faculty”. In addition, the Magasid inserts nazari (theoretical), where
the Danisnamah, like the Mabda’, leaves “the intellect” unspecified.
The fact that the Magasid, like all of Avicenna’s texts except the
Ahwal, does not mention the practical intellect in this connection
creates a problem if we want to regard the authors of the Magasid
and the Ma%rig to be the same man. Why did al-Gazali not use the
“three properties” of the Ahwal in the Magasid, but followed instead
the Damisnamah? Did al-Gazall not have a copy of the Ahwal beside
him when he wrote the Magasid?

One major difference between the “three properties” of the
Ahwal/ Ma‘arig and the Mabda® could make the theoretical gap unbridge-
able. The problem arises in the metaphysical discussion of the first
property in the Afwal/Ma‘arg from a passage where the practical
intellect is said to receive particular forms from the “highest psy-
chical substances.” As the reference can hardly be to the Active
Intellect, it must be to the celestial souls. The central chapters in
the Sif@ say no more that that, but merely that the imagination
receives particulars, while the intellect receives universals. Nor does
the Mabda® say more than that the imaginative faculty is involved in
this property of prophethood, not, as in the Ahwal, the imaginative
faculty and the practical intellect. In fact, the Mabda’ here contra-
dicts the Ahwal: “This conjunction is with respect to the estimative
and imaginative [faculties] and [occurs] by using the two of them
with regard to particular things. As for intellectual conjunction, that
is another matter; and our discussion [here] does not concern it.”*

Important questions are produced by this problem, because it
means that either what the Afwal says about the practical intellect
is inconsistent with Avicenna’s theoretical psychology elsewhere, or
that it was not written by Avicenna himself. The latter assumption
seems implausible because the Afwal is almost universally accepted
as an authentic work of Avicenna’s.** So we shall either have to
doubt the authenticity of certain “original” portions of the Ahwal or

Y gawahir ‘aliya nafsaniya; Avicenna, Ahwal, 117.5-6 (XIII) = al-Gazali, Maar,
153.19-154.1.

® Avicenna, Mabda’, 117.20-21 (II.17): wa-hada [-ittisalu huwa min gihati l-wahmi
wa-l-hayale wa-bi-ist'maliima fi l-umare l-guz’tyatt wa-amma l-ittsalu -aqliyu fa-dalika
Say’un Gharu wa-laysa kalamuna fihi.

¥ As far as I know, Davidson is the only scholar to have doubted the usual attri-
bution of the Akwal to Avicenna; Davidson (1992), 122, n. 183.
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assume that Avicenna changed his mind and modified his teachings
on this issue.”” We see that the Mabda’ and the Ahwal, however close
in their discussions and concerns, are also far apart. Are we to say
that, the Ahwal being a late work, the three properties have been
revised? Clearly, more careful philological and philosophical study
of both texts is required to untangle this snarl.

While the three properties of al-Gazall are exceptionally close to
those of Avicenna, they are nonetheless not quite the same. This,
I think, 1s where consideration of the Ma‘arg is crucial, for the work
shows the differences at their irreducible minimum. It is far closer
to Avicenna than any other Ghazalian text in terms of sheer word-
by-word appropriation. (The text next closest to the Avicennan cor-
pus 1s the Magasid, which, for all its carefully executed “interpretative”
translation of Persian into Arabic, is freer than parts of the Ma‘aryg.)
Still, the Ma‘arg is far from mere plagiarism, for as we have seen,
there are some carefully edited portions of the text which make sub-
tle, but crucial, departures from Avicenna. So could the Ma‘arg play
the part of a corrected blueprint of Avicennan psychology to which
al-Gazalt and his students (the specialists or “those who are fit for
it”) have access?”™ One is tempted to speculate that the text may
have originated as al-GazalD’s personal workbook or a “teaching aid”
designated to summarize the important psychological doctrines of fal-
safa, especially those inspired by Avicenna’s De Anima (and including
the “corrected” ones).

It seems clear that whoever wrote the Ma‘ari must have been
thoroughly familiar with the writings of Avicenna. His easy reliance
on the works of Avicenna and the various crucial changes he makes

¥ Michot has argued for the latter alternative (without anticipating the possibil-
ity of the former), although he thinks that the unique involvement of the practical
intellect in the Ahwal can be accommodated within the general framework of
Avicenna’s theoretical psychology; Michot (1986), 122—-125. This will certainly add
meat to the controversy over the dating of the Ahwal. Michot has suggested a late
date for the Ahwal on the grounds that the “original” portions are not found in
the Sifa’ (yet as I have shown, the theoretical counterpart is still there, barring the
issue of the practical intellect); 1bid., 6-7, esp. n. 29. Gutas, on the other hand, has
argued for an early date of the Afwal, placing it in 1014 (before the composition
of the Si/@’), the year after the composition of the Mabda’; Gutas (1988), 99-100,
112-3, 172, and 145. .

* The Ma‘arg is to be counted among what I consider to be al-Gazalr’s Madnant
works. There is an explicit reference to al-Madnin biha ‘ald gayr ahliha (to be with-
held from those who are not fit for it) in both the opening and closing passages,
Ma‘arg, 4.11-12 and 210.5.
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point to an experienced student of Avicenna who knows when to
add and what to subtract. This student, whether directly or through
books, must have been a master in his knowledge of Avicennan texts,
and it is natural to infer, although more evidence is needed here,
that the student in question had a profound understanding of the
mature views of Avicenna. Watt’s criteria clearly need revising.”
Things have become more complicated than Watt would have us
believe: works attributed to al-Gazall cannot be regarded as spuri-
ous or even dubious on account of Avicennan influence or on account
of being less than entirely consistent with each other. Al-GazalT’s
treatment of the three properties of prophethood, whether in the
Mungid, Tahafut, Magasid, Miskat or Madnin, bears out the exalted
position which Avicennan psychology occupied in his works. There
is nothing here to stop us from accepting that the Ma‘arig was indeed
written by al-Gazalr.

The characteristic style of al-Gazali in his popular works, where
his thought is wrapped in religious and Sufi language, might mis-
lead those reading the Mungid, for example, into thinking that it con-
tains only his own ideas. Instead of using appropriated technical
terms from falsafa, al-Gazall expresses his thought in his own terms
and, one might say, in a “public-oriented” way; in other words, his
terms have been naturalized. Similarly, his logical writings conceal
their philosophical sources by using different vocabulary. He does
this by employing the terms used by religious scholars to which he
now gives new meanings.”’ The replacement of terms does not change
the actual meaning. That, I believe, is a method deliberately developed
and used by al-Gazali—a procedure defended in what deserves to
be appreciated as an important maxim of his: “There is no need to
quibble about terms, once the meaning is understood.”" Ibn Taymiya,
al-Gazali’s severest critic, is not entirely unfair in depicting al-Gazali’s

1 See footnote 3 for a discussion of Watt’s criteria. )

% For example, the logical parts of Qistas al-mustagim contains al-Gazall’s sum-
mary of Aristotelian logic summarized in five mawazin or “balances.” The first three
are Aristotle’s three forms of the categorical syllogism and the remaining two are
the conjunctive and the disjunctive syllogism; al-Gazali, al-Qustas al-mustagim (1959),
47-71 (II-VI). The non-specialist, who reads the work, will think that it is an orig-
inal composition by al-Gazali.

o Al-Gazali, Igtisad, 92.6-7 (11.1): wa-la musahhata fi l-asami ba‘da fahmi l-ma‘ani.
This maxim also appears, variously worded, in the Ihya’, 1:227 (IV.7): fa-la musahhata
Ji l-alfaz ba‘da fahmi -magasid, and 2:124 (XIV.2.3): wa-ida ‘urifa l-ma‘nd fa-la musahhata

S l-asami.
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method as an act of talbis (cloaking): “Whenever al-Gazali speaks of
the knowledge of the Sufis, he is like someone who takes an enemy
of the Muslims and cloaks him in the garments of the Muslims.”? It
would appear that al-Gazalt masked, or to use Ibn Taymiya’s term
“cloaked,” the philosophical notions he appropriated in order to
remain “politically correct,” lest he be mistaken for a convert to fal-
safa. This might even be the case. Indeed, it is largely on the grounds
of philosophical or crypto-philosophical content that contemporary
scholars such as Watt, who could not reconcile the faylasiaf and the
mutakallim in al-Gazalt, to have denied the authenticity of the Ma‘ang
and regarded any Avicennan-inspired Ghazalian works as spuria or
dubia. Drawing on Avicenna, and possibly other writers in the Greek
philosophical tradition, was not something al-Gazalf saw fit to adver-
tise, at least not to the general public. We saw that the plain, if
slightly adapted, borrowing of the three properties of prophethood in
the Ma‘arig was largely rephrased in the Mungid and that the already
carefully edited “bare” source in the one work was elegantly restated
at many points in the other. Was al-Gazalt trying to avoid a scandal
that might jeopardize his project of rationalizing the religious sciences
through the @ma“ (consensus) of the Muslims? Was he something of
an academic show-off? Was he simply convinced of the compatibility
between the demands of reason and of scripture? Did thinkers after
Avicenna find themselves left with little new to say and were therefore
reduced to recycling his ideas or even resorting to talbis? As none
of these possibilities can be ruled out completely, the matter may
never be resolved.

Avicenna’s laborious project, started by al-Farabi, of adapting
Greek philosophy to an Islamic context, was taken further by al-
Gazalt, who not only appropriated the Islamicized Aristotelian and
Neoplatonic elements of Avicenna, but also “cloaked” them in “Mus-
lim” terms. A good example is al-Gazali’s use of wham and tawfiq in
describing the second property of prophethood. Al-Gazalt succeeded
in making many of the ideas he adopted acceptable to the general
Muslim public. Unless the reader was among the educated and under-

2 Tbn Taymiya, Magmi® fatawd (1980), 10:551.14-552.2: fa-ida dakara maarifa
s-siftyatt kana bi-manzilatt man ahada ‘adiwan lb-l-muslimina albasaha tiyaba l-muslimina.
This passage continues a few lines later with the sarcastic observation “[al-GazalT’s]
malady is the cure, that is, the Sif@ [The Cure] of Avicenna in philosophy.” Ihid.,
10:552.4: maraduha as-Sif@’u yant Sif@’a bni Stna fi l-falsafa.
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stood the context, he would fail to notice the correspondences with
Jalsafa. Averroes had a point, after all, in his condemnation of al-
Gazali for “popularizing” sciences that should have been confined
to those “fit for them,” that is to say, the specialists: “Then Abu
Hamid [al—Gazélf] came and flooded the valley by [filling up] the
waterway, that is to say, he made known all of philosophy to the
general public.”¥

I have shown that Avicenna’s three properties of prophethood
appear not only in the Ma‘arng, the Miskat and the Madnin, which
are among the works problematically attributed to al-Gazali, but also
in his Munqid, Ihy@’, Tahafut and Magasid, all of which are works of
undoubted authenticity. At the very least, that fact shows that al-
Gazali knew this Avicennan topic and, crucially, that he knew of
Avicenna’s original idea of intellectual prophethood. That this new
idea was appropriated and naturalized as fully as it was in the Mungid
(without of course any acknowledgement of Avicenna) shows that al-
Gazali considered it to be a sound and important theory.

“That [al-]Ghazali’s polemics dealt a death-blow to falsafa is an
over-hasty generalisation, which sometimes still lingers on in popu-
lar text-books.”” This observation by Pines, despite its age, still
deserves special notice. Al-Gazalf seems to have been the first in the
kalam tradition to read Avicenna carefully and to make positive and
successful use of his philosophy, especially his theoretical psychology.
If so, it was al-Gazalt who made Avicenna’s De Anima acceptable to
the religious community. If that can be confirmed, we have to face
the irony that al-Gazali, the notorious refuter of falsafa, yielded to
its influence in both his specialized and his popular writings. That
would mean that the polemics of al-Gazali against the falasifa, and
in particular his historic clash with Avicenna, must not be taken at
face value. Al-Gazals relationship with Avicenna will have to be
reassessed.” It would appear that al-Gazali was attacking traditional

> Averroes, al-Ka§f ‘an manalig al-adilla fi ‘aqa’id al-milla (1998), 150.19-20 (I1.9):
tumma ga’a Abu Hamidi fa-tamma l-wadiya ‘alé l-qaryt wa-dalika annahii sarraha bi-l-
hikmate kulliha l-1-gumhanr.

** Shlomo Pines (1937), 80, n. 2.

» In 1992, Frank convincingly argued that the traditional analysis of the rela-
tionship between al-Gazalt and Avicenna was no longer tenable; Richard M. Frank
(1992). Recently, Janssens has argued that the Tahafut was not essentially directed
against Avicenna (or at least not the whole of Avicenna’s philosophy); Jules Janssens

(2001).
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students of Greek philosophy, but Avicenna was no such traditional
student of the Greeks (although his philosophical system was firmly
grounded in the Greek tradition).”® Less of Avicenna’s version of fal-
safa was under attack than has usually been thought and, indeed, less
than al-Gazalt wanted to make it appear. I believe that the topic of
the three properties of prophethood is of the great interest for those
wishing to confront the different “faces” of al-Gazali. It raises intrigu-
ing questions and problems, about the relation between kalam and
Jalsafa in general, and between al-Gazali and Avicenna in particular.”

In the meantime, we may accept Ibn Taymiya’s perceptive remark
that al-Gazali is to Muslims what Maimonides is to Jews, in that
both “mixed the words of the prophets with those of the philoso-
phers and interpreted the former according to the latter.”?

% The following remark by Avicenna in the MNukat, for example, sheds some light
on his attitude towards traditional commentators: “Do not pay attention to what
the glosses of foreigners have said in this context, for they are wholly pathetic!”
Nukat, 156.7-8: wa-la tu‘arrig ‘ald ma yaqaluha haswiyu l-a‘agimi fi hada l-makanmi fa-huwa
hasafun kulluhii. Haswi does invoke “commentary,” but the phrase suggests that it is
here used in the first instance as a term of abuse: “vulgar mob.” This can hardly
refer to respected authorities like Alexander of Aphrodisias. It sounds as though he
is primarily thinking of Christian commentators like Ibn at-Tayyib, who claimed to
perpetuate the tradition of pre-Islamic Alexandria.

 In notes 36 and 56, Yahya Michot and I assumed that the MNukat was by
Avicenna. Evidence has now emerged thanks to further Research by Yahya Michot
(Communication at the Conference on Classical Arabic Philosophy: Source and
Reception, London, April 2004) that at least parts of the Nukat as it appears in MS
Feyzullah 1217 have been written by a later author or indeed one who is working
possibly after Abu l-Barakat al-Bagdadi.

% Ibn Taymiya, Dar Tarud al-agl wa-n-naql [= Muwafaqat sakih al-manqil l-sarth
al-ma‘qul] (1979-1981), 1:131.14-132.1; yamzugu l-aquala n-nabawiyati bi-l-aquali I-fal-
saftyatt wa-yata’ awwaluha ‘alayha.
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CHAPTER TWELVE

RESURRECTION (MAAD) IN THE PERSIAN
HAYAT AN-NUFUS OF ISMA‘IL. IBN MUHAMMAD RIZI:
THE AVICENNAN BACKGROUND#*

Roxanne D. Marcotte

Very little is known about the author of the Persian Hayat an-nufis,
Isma‘dl Ibn Muhammad ar-Rizi (fl. ca. 679/1280)." He was most
probably still alive and writing at the beginning of the last quarter
of the seventh/thirteenth century. He dedicated Hayat an-nufus to the
ruler of Rayy, Atabek Yasuf Sah (r. 673-687/1274-1288), the son
of Alp Arslan Argiir, and may have written the text shortly after the
death of Atir ad-Din (Mufaddal ibn ‘Umar) Abhart (d. 666/1264),
whom RizI mentions.”

Rizi first wrote a philosophical compendium titled Risalat-i Nusrativa
(lost and most probably written in Persian), a short work divided
into two parts (practical and theoretical philosophy) for Atabek Yasuf
Sah, whose interest in philosophy Rizi extols but who was not
proficient in Arabic. RizT was brought back to the court to write
Hayat an-nufiis following Yasuf Sah’s increased interest after having
read the compendium.’ Rizi wrote the work for a Persian-speaking
ruler,” but he was equally motivated to write a Persian work, so that

* The completion of this paper was made possible with a two-year Fonds FCAR
Postdoctoral Fellowship (Quebec Government) and residency at the Institut Frangais
d’Etudes Arabes a Damas, as an Associate Researcher (2000-2001) and at the
Institut Frangais de Recherche en Iran and the University of Tehran as Visiting
Researcher (2001-2002). I would like to thank Dr. Dominique Mallet (IFEAD), Dr.
Christophe Balay (IFRI), Dr. Gholamreza Avani (Iranian Academy of Philosophy)
and Dr. Ghaffari (Philosophy Department of the University of Tehran). Special
thanks go to David Reisman and Jon McGinnis for their kind invitation to partic-
ipate in The Second Avicenna Study Group Colloquium.

' Rizi, Hapat an-nufas (1989); henceforth Hayat. The work was edited by M. T.
Danispazah, who based his edition on the eleventh/seventeenth century manuscript
(no. 10204) of the Library of the University of Tehran.

? See DaniSpaziih’s introduction, 8.

* Hayat, 18.6-19.22.

* Ibid., 20.5-7.
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anybody who had not mastered Arabic would be able to acquire
knowledge and refute a contrario the common belief, which appears
to have been widespread during his lifetime, that learning sciences
could be done only in Arabic. Rizi appears to be genuinely con-
cerned with the propagation of philosophical ideas in the Persian
speaking population, noting that some types of knowledge—viz., the-
ology (‘uliim-i hagigi)—do not change, either throughout time or with
the use of different languages.’

M. T. Danispazuh has claimed that the theological section of Hayat
an-nufus (304-531) follows Suhrawardt’s at-7Talwihat and his al-Masar:.
This paper addresses the extent to which DaniSpazth’s claim is cor-
rect that the theology of Hayat an-nufius was inspired by the “Illu-
minationist” (L57@qi) theories developed by Sihab ad-Din as-Suhrawardt
(d. 587/1191) and argues that on at least one important topic, maad
(resurrection), Riz1 was equally, if not more, influenced by Avicenna.

Danispazuh is clearly correct to claim that Rizl used a number
of as-Suhrawardr’s works. For example, the last part of the metaphysics
of Hayat an-nufiis consists of a Persian paraphrase of a number of
pages taken from Suhrawardi’s ai-Talwihat” Moreover, the fact that
Rizi uses and quotes Suhrawardr’s works confirms the existence of
a manuscript tradition that made available Suhrawardr’s works to
scholars less than a century after Suhrawardf’s death. During the
same period, Sams ad-Din a§-Sahraziri (fl. 680/1282) wrote the most
extensive bibliography of Suhrawardi’s works,® while Qutb ad-Din
as-Sirazi (d. 711/1311) wrote his commentary on Suhraward?’s Hikmat
al-israg, a work that is almost contemporary to Sams ad-Din as-
Sahraziiri’s own commentary on the same work.” Unfortunately, in

> Ibid., 20.8-23.

6 See DaniSpaziih’s introduction, 8.

7 Clompare Rizi’s work with the metaphysics of Suhrawardr’s at-Talwihat (1993),
1: 1-121, esp. para. 76-78; Hapat, 533.7 (first symbol) and at-Talwihat, 105.3fL.
(Hayat an-nufis is missing one folio here, which may exist in one of the other two
manuscripts not consulted by Danispazuh); Hayat, 533.8-534.5 (fourth symbol) and
at-Takwthat, 106.6-11; Hayat, 534.6-535.11 (fifth symbol) and at-Talwihat, 106.12-107.4;
Huayat, 535.12-536.20 (sixth symbol) and at-Talwihat, 107.5-108.3; Hayat, 536.21f1.
(seventh symbol) and at-Talwihat, 108.44f.

8 SahrazinT, Nuzhat al-arwah wa-rawdat al-afiah fi (@17 al-hukam@ wa-l-falsifa (1976),
2: 125; idem (1993a)._ 5 5

’ Qutb ad-Din a§-Sirazi, Sarh-i hikmat al-israg (2001); John Walbridge (1992); Sams
ad-Din Sahrazurl, Sarh-i hikmat al-israg (1993b).
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the absence of any biographical data, it 1s impossible to determine
how or where Rizi had access to as-Suhrawardi’s works, or if he
had access to the same manuscript tradition as the one accessed by
Qutb ad-Din a§-Sirazi and Sams ad-Din a§-Sahrazirf.

Still a closer examination of RizT’s theory of ma‘ad sheds new light
on Danispaziih’s claim of a strong Suhrawardian influence. A thorough
analysis of the relationship between Hayat an-nufis and as-Suhrawardt’s
works should be exhaustive in order to confirm or dispel Danispazuh’s
claim. Although the study of one particular issue such as ma‘ad and the
classification of posthumous souls cannot lead to any generalization
about Hayat an-nufus, it still yields some unexpected results in terms
of insight it provides into the composition of the work and its philo-
sophical debts to earlier scholars. Significantly, it will become appar-
ent that RizT’s theory of resurrection originates in the Avicennan
rather than the Suhrawardian tradition.

Suhrawardian Eschatology

To bear out my thesis we must first begin by asking what constitutes
as-Suhrawardr’s Illuminationist position regarding ma‘ad, and what
Suhrawardian sources may have been available to Rizi."” The meta-
physics of Suhrawardi’s at-7Talwithat and al-Masari® are possible sources
of influence for ideas found in Hayat an-nufis. In the metaphysics of
al-Masar, Suhrawardi discusses the survival of the rational part of
the soul and its posthumous felicity and adopts a distinctive episte-
mological perspective, tackling issues of perception and knowledge."
Discussions pertaining to ma‘ad are quite shorter than the ones found
in at-Talwihat, and it is doubtful that Rizi’s theory of ma‘ad is inspired
by al-Masar. Thus, the metaphysics of ai-Talwihat is a more likely
candidate, and indeed RizT paraphrases long passages of at-7Talwihat,
e.g., at the end of the metaphysics. In the section on “The Explanation
of the Pleasures of Simple Souls” of Hayat an-nufus there is also a

10 Corbin has provided a very perceptive analysis of the inherent difficulties asso-
ciated with the chronology and the classification of as-Suhrawardi’s work; see
Suhrawad1 (1993), 1: i—xviii; also see Helmut Ritter (1937) and (1938).

" For the metaphysics of al-Masari® wa-l-mutarahat, see Suhrawadi (1993), 1:
193-506, esp. 474-506.
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passage that does appear to rely on Suhrawardr’s discussion of unright-
eous ( fasig) and evil (Sarr) souls.'” One should note, though, that the
passage from Suhrawardl’s at-Talwihat is introduced as an addendum
to discussions that occur in Avicenna’s al-Isarat and Nasir ad-Din
at-TusT’s commentary. Notwithstanding these few borrowings, at-
Talwihat does not appear to constitute the main basis of RizT’s dis-
cussion of ma‘@d. These first two works were written, according to
Suhrawardi, following the methods of the Peripatetics, as an essen-
tial propaedeutic to Hikmat al-israq.”” Thus a more likely place to
find an Illuminationist connection between Suhrawardi and Rizi is
Suhrawardr’s later, more personal Illuminationist work, Hikmat al-
§rag, which Rizl mentions."

Again, though, Hikmat al-israg does not appear to be the primary
source for Rizr’s theory of ma‘ad. Yirst, in Hikmat al-israg, a distinctive
photic terminology imparts uniqueness to Suhrawardt’s eschatological

9% ¢ bR

discussions. Such terms as “darkness,” “shadows,” “illumination” and

“reflection in mirrors” are used to describe the eschatological fate
of the human soul. The following passage illustrates the typical
[Mluminationist feature of Suhrawardr’s photic terminology, here applied
to ma‘ad:

If the commanding light shines by knowledge of realities and loves the
Wellspring of light, if it is purified from the filth of barriers, then it
will be freed from its fortress when it beholds the world of pure light
after the death of the body. The unending illuminations of the Light
of Lights will be reflected upon it with and without intermediaries. . . .
The illuminations of the dominating lights will also be reflected upon
it in that way, and so will be the illuminations of the infinite number
of pure souls since the beginning. ... Thus, will it experience infinite
pleasure."

The Suhrawardian photic terminology is resolutely and conspicu-
ously absent from Rizi’s Hayat an-nufus.

12 At-Talwthat, 82.10-3; Hayat, 499.11-500.7.

5 At-Talwihat, 10.4-10. Illuminationist elements did, however, find their way into
at-Talwithat as can be seen at 70.1-78.6 and 105.1-121.6.

" Suhrawardi, Hikmat al-israg (1993), 2:9-260; French translation by Corbin in
Suhrawardr (1986); English translation by Walbridge and Ziai in Suhrawardr (1999).

B Ibid., 227.1-11; tr. Walbridge and Ziai, 147. Suhrawardl presents a similar
photic definition of pleasure that is absent in Hayat an-nufus, see Suhrawardi, ib.,
225.5-9; tr. Walbridge and Ziai, 146.
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A second indication that Hikmat al-israg was not the primary inspi-
ration for RizT’s theory of ma‘ad is that in Hayat an-nufus, Rizi pro-
poses an elaborate classification of souls and their respective posthumous
fate, which we will consider in the sequel, that does not correspond
with the one proposed by Suhrawardi; rather, both classifications
appear to be derived from the Avicennan tradition. In order to pro-
vide a point of reference I will briefly outline Suhrawardr tripartite
classification of the posthumous states of the soul.

Suhrawardr first identifies the souls of the very few who have been
able to perfect themselves, both in practical and theoretical knowl-
edge, the condition for the apprehension of absolute felicity.'® Perfect
souls, those of Prophets, saints, and other exceptional mystics, achieve
intellectual unity (ittthad) with the world of pure light, as seen in the
quotation above.'” Suhrawardi then identifies the souls of those who
have reached an intermediary stage of happiness (as-su‘ada’ min al-
mutawassiin) and ascetics (az-zuhhad min al-mutanazzihin), among whom
he appears to include himself. This category of souls is reminiscent
of the ascetics (‘@nifun mutanazzihin) described in Avicenna’s al-Isarat
who are able to detach themselves from the bodily, to experience
the loftiest pleasure (ladda ‘ulya), and to access the divine world."
According to Suhrawardi, the souls of those who belong to this group
do not ascend to pure intelligible realms, the world of pure light.
These souls ascend to the world of suspended images ( yatahallasina
ta l-mutul al-mu‘allaga) whose locus corresponds with some of the
celestial bodies (mazharuha ba'd al-barazih al-ulwiya). Those who reach
this intermediary stage of happiness and ascetics can existentiate
images (zgad al-mutul), having the power to make present to themselves
delectable food, beautiful forms and exquisite sounds that correspond
with the imaginative pleasures that the souls will experience in the
afterlife.' The last category of souls corresponds with miserable souls

'® See especially chapter V, section 2 and 3. This classification does not mirror
the classification of individuals found in the preface of the same work, see Suhrawards,
Hikmat, 229.6-230.9, tr. Corbin, 213-4; and 11.12-12.14, tr. Corbin, 90. Amin
Razavi mentions a third category, i.e, those who purified themselves to some extent
(sudad) which is not found (!) in the passages quoted from the Hikmat; see Mehdi
Amin Razavi (1997), 49.

7 Hikmat, 228.1-8; tr. Walbridge and Ziai, 147.

8 Avicenna, al-Iiarat wa-t-tanbthat . . . maa Sarh Nastr ad-Din ai-Tast (1957-1960),
4:14.32.3-6; English translation by Shams Inati in al-Isarat (1996), 77.

19" Hikmat, 229.9-230.5; tr. Walbridge and Ziai, 149. In his commentary, Qutb
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(ashab as-saqwa), those of the “damned.”” Suhrawardi writes, “Once
they escape from the corporeal citadels (sayasi barzahiva) [i.e., the
bodies], they will possess certain shadows of the suspended forms
(suwar mu‘allaga), in accordance with their moral qualities (ajlag).”*
Souls other than the ones of perfect individuals can, therefore, expe-
rience in the afterlife—in the sense of seeing, feeling, smelling or
hearing—the promised pleasures and pains of divine retribution. The
nobler the soul’s habit (malaka) of experiencing true happiness is in
this life, the greater its happiness will be in the hereafter. The converse
is true for miserable souls that suffer in proportion to their moral
character and habits. Despite Suhrawardi’s novel light terminology,
his conception of the soul’s ma‘ad and his classification of posthumous
souls depend on an underlying Avicennan structure, a reminder of
Suhrawardr’s early adherence to the Peripatetic tradition.

Avicennan Eschatology

The importance of the Avicennan tradition as a possible source for
Rizr’s theory of ma‘ad has already been noted several times. A likely
Persian source is Avicenna’s Danisnamah-yi ‘Ala’z.** Rizi may have
been aware of the existence of the Danisnamah, but he certainly could
not have used this work to elaborate his theory of ma‘ad, because
the whole discussion of the soul, and more specifically of the rational
soul, neither addresses the issue of the varying posthumous states of
souls, nor does it allude to any type of posthumous hierarchy.” A
more likely candidate for Riz1’s theory of ma‘ad would be Avicenna’s
al-Adhawiya, the Avicennan work on resurrection par excellence. Avicenna’s

ad-Din a§-Strazt distinguishes between the souls of those who have reached an inter-
mediary stage of happiness, having achieved relative perfection in theoretical and
in practical knowledge, and the souls of those who have achieved perfection in
practice, but not in theoretical knowledge; see a3-Sirazi, Taligat, included in Corbin’s
edition of the Hikmat, 229; Corbin’s trans., 403 n. 1 and n. 2.

% Suhrawardi quotes two verses from the Qur’an: 19:68 and 11:94.

2 Hikmat, 230.6-9; tr. Walbridge and Ziai, 149.

2 According to Dimitri Gutas, this work was written at the request of Kakayid
‘Ala> ad-Dawla, when Avicenna resided in Isfahan (between 414-428/1023-1037),
perhaps around 418/1027. Gutas follows Mahdavi who noted that Danisnamah-yi
‘Ala’t shares great similarities with Avicenna’s an-Nagat; see Dimitri Gutas (1998),
114.

3 Avicenne, Danisnamah (1986; translation), 2:62-90.
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classification of souls is quite detailed and shares a number of sim-
ilarities with Rizi’s classification. In fact, Rizi relies on Avicenna’s
al-Isarat, a text that proposes a classification that is similar to the
one found in al-Adhawiya, although less systematic.*

Avicenna’s al-Isarat was well known in philosophical circles, and
numerous commentaries, glosses, and summaries had been written
on it. One of the earliest commentaries was perhaps a§-Sahrastant’s
(d. 445/1153) polemical [tiradat “ald kalam al-Isarat, to which ‘Umar
ibn Sahlan as-Sawt (d. ca. 549/1145) eventually wrote a reply.” Fahr
ad-Din ar-Razi (d. 606/1209) then wrote his famous Sarh al-Isarat
and an abridged version of its essential theses, titled Lubab al-Isarat.*
Contemporaries of RizT also wrote commentaries on Avicenna’s work.
Sa‘d ibn Hasan ibn Hibat Allah (Muhammad) Ibn Kammtna al-
Isra‘ili (d. 676/1277) wrote a Sark al-Iiarat.”’ Similarly, Nasir ad-Din
at-TasT (672/1274) wrote a Swrh al-Isarat?® as well as Hall muskilat
al-Isarat® Although a number of these scholars knew Persian, these
works were all written in Arabic, and no Persian medieval transla-
tion of al-Isarat has been recorded by Brockelmann.** Oddly enough,
during this period, the Syrian Christian, Barhebraecus, known as Ibn
al-IbrT (d. 685/1286, in Maraga) wrote a Syriac translation of the
work.” Rizi’s Hapat an-nufus may well be the first work in the Persian
tradition of al-Isarat that did not, however, appear to share the same
popularity as its Arabic forerunner.

Rizi’s Classification of Souls

Rizi discusses ma‘ad in the last part (VI) of the third arte ( fann) of
the metaphysics, titled Investigation into Resurrection (ma‘ad) and Its States

* Avicenna, al-Adhawiya fi amr l-maad, (1984), 152.5-153.14; idem (1949); idem
(1986), 52 n. 87. Some scholars reduce Avicenna’s classification to four categories
of soul, e.g., Peter Heath (1992), 68-9; see Michot’s forthcoming translation in the
Journal of Islamic Studies.

» Carl Brockelmann (1938-1949), 428-9 (no. 12) and Supp. I, 762-3 (no. 12).

% Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi, Lubab al-Isarat (1959), 171-282; also see J. Michot (1987).

7 Brockelmann (1938-1949), I, 768-9 (no. 21a) and Supp. I, 508 (no. 21a).
 Nasir ad-Din at-Tust, Sarh al-Iarat in Avicenna, al-Isarat (1994).

# Brockelmann (1938-1949), I, 924-33 (no. 8).

%0 The earlist known Persian translation is Targamah-yi kitab-i isarat: qismat-i fabityat
va-iahiyat (1937).

31 Brockelmann (1938-1949) 1, 455 (no. 20) and 427.

IS
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of Happiness and Misery. He proceeds with his theory of ma‘ad by intro-
ducing discussions on notions of pain and pleasure, on the proper
pain and pleasure of the rational soul and on the conditions for its
attainment of the loftiest of pleasures via the perfection of both prac-
tical and theoretical faculties.”” These various considerations on pain,
pleasure and their relationship to the rational soul determine the
type of retribution souls will receive in the afterlife. The gist of these
discussions constitutes the basis of Avicenna’s own introductory remarks
to the section on ma‘ad of his al-Isarat (VIII, 1-11). Riz1 then intro-
duces a sevenfold classification of souls to account for their respec-
tive posthumous happiness or misery, determined by their varying
degrees of perfection and attainment of happiness and their corre-
sponding pleasure and pain:*

I. Perfect (1)
II. Imperfect
II.1. Imperfection through the deficiency of nature
IL.1.4. Theoretical (2)
II.1.11. Practical (3)
I1.2. Imperfect through the acquisition of something firmly estab-
lished in the soul
I1.2.i. Theoretical 4)
I1.2.ii1. Practical (5)
II.3. Imperfect through the acquisition of something not firmly
established in the soul
I1.3.i. Theoretical® (6)
I1.3.11. Practical (7)

At the outset, RizI identifies the perfect souls of the very few (I) that
will experience ultimate posthumous felicity (se‘@dah) in the form of
intellectual pleasures. They have developed both the theoretical and
the practical faculties of the rational part of their souls.”” The major-
ity of souls, however, are (II) imperfect souls. Imperfect souls are

2 Hayat, 4, 492.6-494.6.

% Ibid., 5, 494.16-495.2.

* RizI omits here the theoretical, although he writes that “perfection, pleasure,
and felicity of the rational soul depend on the perfection of each of the two fac-
ulties—that is, the practical and the theoretical,” and adopts a two-fold division of
the rational soul; see Hayat, 494.8-9.

% Ibid., 494.8-11.
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divided into three basic categories, each subdivided according to their
theoretical and practical faculties. Just as perfection, pleasure and
felicity are achieved through the perfection of the practical and the-
oretical faculties of the rational soul, likewise, deficiency, pain and
misery will result from an inability of souls to perfect one or both
of the faculties of their rational soul.

Rizi then presents a classification of deficient souls based on the
nature of their deficiencies. A closer look at this aspect, however,
reveals that Rizl paraphrases and translates a passage from at-TusT’s
Sarh al-Liarat (VIIL, 12). Rizi, preferring at-Tusi’s presentation of
imperfect souls to Avicenna’s, introduces at-TusT’s different categories
and then proceeds to lay them out systematically.”® Rizi’s depen-
dency on at-TasT’s Sarh al-Isarat is further corroborated by the trans-
lation he makes of at-TTsT’s introductory comment on the distinction
between the soul’s absence of aptitude that is the result, on the one
hand, of “privative” matters or, on the other hand, of “existential”
matters, a distinction absent from the twelfth chapter of Avicenna’s
al-Isarat (VIII, 12). With this distinction, at-TasT attempts to account
for the possession of intrinsic or extrinsic elements that determine
the soul’s imperfection, thus establishing a distinction between souls
that are imperfect through a deficiency in their nature and souls that
are imperfect through the acquisition of something that opposes their
perfection. At-TasT writes: ““The non-existence of [the soul’s] aptitude
(‘adam isti'dadiha) 1s either on account of a ‘privative’ matter (li-amr
‘adami), such as the deficiency of the natural disposition of the intel-
lect (ka-nugsani garizati [-‘aql) or ‘existential,” such as the existence of
matters opposed to the perfections it possesses.”” In Hapat an-nufis,
Rizi paraphrases at-TusT in the following manner:

The loss of perfection of the rational soul necessarily arises from the
non-existence of aptitude (‘adam-i isti'dad). And the non-existence of its
aptitude is either because of a ‘privative’ matter (ami-yi ‘adami), such
that someone’s intrinsic nature (dar asl-i fitrat-i had) was afflicted with
a deficient aptitude (nagqis-i wsti'dad) or because of an ‘existential’ mat-
ter (amr-i wugadr), such that matters that are opposed to perfections
(mudadd-i kamalat) occurred in the soul.?

% Ibid., 494.12-495.8; Sarh al-Isarat, 4:28.13-29.13.
3 Sarh al-Isarat, 4:28.14-16.
% Hayat, 494.12-16.
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Rizi who had first appeared to propose a novel explanation, different
from Avicenna’s al-Isarat, was, in fact, relying on at-TasT’s com-
mentary. I have not been able to find similar passages in Suhrawardt’s
works. RizT then continues to follow at-TusT’s classification of imper-
fect souls. The first category of imperfect souls (II.1) corresponds
with souls that have a deficiency in their nature ( fitra), which he also
identifies as a deficiency of their natural disposition (nugsan-i garizah).*”
These souls will never resurrect (bar nahizad), on account of the innate
deficiency of their rational soul, whether theoretical (II.1.i1) or prac-
tical (II.1.1), although these souls will not suffer any punishment
(‘adab).*® These are the souls Avicenna believed would eventually
cease to suffer, for instance, where he writes, “that vice which is due
to extrinsic attachments is removed after the separation, and suffering
due to it does not endure.”*' In the same chapter (VIIL.12), Avicenna
wrote that what is from “a soul’s vice, which belongs to the genus
of the deficiency of preparation for the perfection that is hoped after
the separation, is not imposed.”*? Rizi strategically disregards these
comments on account of their abstruse nature and chooses to follow
at-TusT’s commentary, where he identified the deficiency of the nat-
ural disposition (nugsani [-garizatt) as two-fold. At-TTsT had noted that
when this deficiency occurs in the two parts of the rational soul
(practical and theoretical), “then it is not imposed after death,” adding
that, “because of it, there will be no punishment ({a‘dib).”* Is this the
absence of resurrection to which Rizi alludes? Perhaps, but nowhere
does Avicenna nor at-Tast (in VIII, 12) allude to the inability of
these souls to resurrect. Rizi assumes that the innate character of
their double deficiency does allow for the possibility of ma‘ad. He
does, however, mention that these souls will not suffer, presumably
in the hereafter, which thus raises the specter of a contradiction.

After making brief remarks about the two other major categories
of imperfect souls, Rizl introduces a discussion of simple souls (sada)
also found in Avicenna (VIII, 16),** who noted that:

¥ Ibid., 494.17.

10 Ihid., 490.4-6.

- al-Isarat, 4:29.1-3; tr. Inat, 75-6.

2 Ihid., 4:28.9-10; tr. Inati, 75.

B Sarh al-Isarat, 4:29.9-10. 5

* These may be the souls that at-TusT identifies as “simple” (sadig); see Sarh al-
Lsarat, 4:31.6-20.
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If the pure (salima) souls that are left to their nature (fifra) and that
have not been stiffened by interactions with the hard, earthy things
hear a spiritual call (dikr rzhan?) indicating the states after the separa-
tion, they will be overcome by a desire whose cause is not known and
will be stricken by a strong love accompanied by a joy-causing pleasure.*

Unsatisfied with a mere translation of al-Isarat or at-TusT’s com-
mentary, RizT rephrases the implications for simple souls that an
absence of awareness of their proper perfection entails. He explains
that these simple souls do not possess an “imprint” (dar @ naqs nabud)
in them—an echo of at-TusT’s commentary—thus, making it impos-
sible for them to possess any type of desire (Sawgq) to attain their
proper perfection.*® To desire one’s own proper perfection, one must
know what constitutes one’s own proper perfection. Unaware (agah
nabad) of what constitutes their proper perfection, these souls are thus
unable to be aware of that which would be in agreement with their
perfection and, therefore, they do not seek to attain it. Lacking a
desire for perfection, these souls cannot suffer, since pain arises out
of the inability to attain what is pleasurable. Since these souls are
not aware that a given thing is their proper perfection, they do not
aspire to attain it. Consequently, their particular inability to attain
their perfection will not cause them to suffer (‘adab).” This is true,
whether it results from the deficiency of their rational soul’s theo-
retical or practical faculties. RizI renders the gist of the logical impli-
cation of an absence of awareness of what constitutes one’s proper
perfection, following Avicenna’s statement that “the vice of deficiency
harms only the soul that desires perfection.”* This discussion may
constitute RizT’s contribution to what appears to be, on the whole,
a rather Avicennan theory of ma‘ad.

The second category of imperfect souls (II.2) corresponds with
souls that have acquired something firmly established (rasi) in them
that 1s opposed to their perfection. This category and the next one
correspond with at-TasT’s classification of Avicenna’s posthumous
souls that possess an “existential” deficiency that opposes their per-
fection: “These are either firmly established (rasih) or not firmly estab-
lished (gayr rasih) [in them].”* Rizi adopts at-TusT’s understanding

¥ Al-Isarat, 4:34.3-6; tr. Inati, 77.
1 Sarh al-Isarat, 4:34.11.

Y Hayat, 495.18-26 and 495.4-6.
*® Al-Isarat, 4:30.3—4; tr. Inati, 76.
¥ Sarh al-Isarat, 4:28.17-9.
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of what Avicenna’s discussion implies in terms of classification of
posthumous souls. RizT even translates at-Tasi’s example of imper-
fect souls that have now acquired something firmly established in them
with respect to (i) their theoretical faculty (II.2.1) and that correspond
with the souls of those who suffer from compounded ignorance (gak!
murakkab). He omits at-1TusT’s remark that this compounded igno-
rance is something opposed to certitude ( yagin) and that it creates
a form (s@ra) in the soul that is not separated (from the world of
matter). RizI, however, agrees with at-TasT that these souls will suffer
eternally in the hereafter.”® The example of imperfect souls that have
now acquired something firmly established in them with respect to
(i) their practical faculty (I1.2.1) is the souls of those whose morals
are not adequate on account of their strong attachment to the body.”!
These souls have acquired bad morals and habits (ahlaq va-malakat-i
bad),”* an example absent from the texts of Avicenna and at-TasI.
Once more, RizT shows himself to be, on the whole, a good trans-
lator and expositor of at-TusT’s Sarh al-Iiarat.

The third category of imperfect souls (IL.3) is that of individuals
whose souls have acquired something that is not firmly established in
them and opposed to their perfection. This third group of imperfect
souls is similarly subdivided into two groups with regards to their
theoretical or practical faculties. An example of imperfect souls that
have now acquired something not firmly established in them with
respect to (i) their theoretical faculty (I1.3.1) is the souls of common
people (‘awamm) who hold wrong beliefs.”® These are the souls that
possess a number of qualities (gy’ati) that originate in (a) bodily
actions or (b) in the state of the mixture (mizag) that belongs to the
soul.” An example of imperfect souls that have now acquired some-
thing not firmly established in them with respect to (ii) their practical
faculty (I1.3.11) is the souls of those whose morals are not adequate
on account of an attachment to the body.” These souls are, in a
sense, not different from the souls that have acquired something that
is now firmly established in them (II.2.ii) with respect to their prac-
tical faculty. The difference lies in the intensity of the soul’s attach-

0 Hayat, 495.7-8; Sarh al-Isarat, 4:29.12-3.
' Hwat, 495.12.
2 Thid., 495.10-3.
53 Thid., 495.9-10.
5 Tbid., 495.12-5.
5 Thid., 495.13-5.

w
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ment to the body. These souls are affected by bad habits and bad
morals.”® The whole passage again paraphrases at-Tust’s commentary,
where similar examples are provided.”” In the hereafter, these souls
will resurrect.”® There are, however, varying modes of resurrection,
such that some souls will resurrect sooner, others later, following
their varying degrees of “rootedness” in the body.” What is here
implied is that the greater the attachment to the body, the longer
it will take for resurrection to occur. Rizi does not, however, discuss
the conditions for the elimination of the soul’s material attachments
in the afterlife.

Rizi then classifies the different souls that do acknowledge the
existence of their proper perfection. This knowledge is, however, not
self-evident (or a priori) (badrhi), but must be acquired. He argues that
souls that do not acquire any type of perfection acquire its oppo-
site, while souls that do not acquire the opposite of perfection will
necessarily either recognize some aspect of perfection or they will
not. He then divides these souls into three categories.” Individuals
belonging to any of these three categories will suffer because of their
desire (istipag) (1) for the perfection whose existence they do acknowl-
edge and (ii) for a desire to attain that state (of perfection).”!

Some imperfect souls, however, refuse to acknowledge the exis-
tence of their proper perfection. These are deniers of perfection
(munkiran-i kamal), the worst of the three. Deniers of perfection will
suffer unceasing punishment (‘adab), contrary to the other two cate-
gories of imperfect souls that do acknowledge the existence of their
proper perfection.”” There are souls that acknowledge the existence
of perfection, but that are preoccupied by something that prevents
them from attaining (husal) that perfection; they, therefore, do not
acquire (tktisab) it." These are distracted souls that turn away (mu‘ridan)
from perfection, although, in the hereafter, their pain will, at one
point, cease (mungati).°* Finally, there are souls that acknowledge the

% Ihid., 5, 495.10-3.
5 Sarh al-Isarat, 4: 29.17-30.18.
% Hayat, 495.12-3.
9 Thid., 495.15-17.
6 Thid., 495.27496.11.
o Thid., 496.12-13.
6 Thid., 496.6-15.
Thid., 496.7-9.
6 Thid., 496.13-14.
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existence of perfection, but which are heedless and unconcerned with
perfection. These are the negligent (muhmilan) souls that will not attain
any degree of perfection, on account of their laziness (kasal),” although
their pain will, at one point, cease. For Rizi, souls that acknowledge
the existence of their proper perfection, but that have not sought
this perfection, will eventually be able to overcome their inability to
turn towards their perfection (i@ rasidan bi-dan hal) in the afterlife.®

A quick look at al-Isarat reveals that Avicenna uses the same dis-
tinction and identifies these souls as “ungrateful” (dafudin), “negligent”
(muhmilin), and “distracted” (mu‘ridin).” Rizi uses the term “deniers”
(munkiran) where Avicenna and at-T0st had used “ungrateful” (gahidim).
One may only speculate that the latter term might not have been
common in Persian at the time. RizT’s threefold distinction originates
from al-Isarat, where Avicenna writes:

Know that the vice of deficiency (radilat an-nugsan) harms only the soul
that desires perfection. This desire is a consequence of the alertness
(tanbth) that is the product of acquisition (iktisab). The unalert (bulh) are
not touched by this suffering (‘adab); rather, [this suffering] belongs
only to the ungrateful (al-gakidin), to the negligent (al-muhmilin), and
the distracted (al-mu‘ridin) who shy from the truth that is given to them
with clarity. Thus, unalertness (baldha) is closer to salvation than is
sharp discernment.®®

Rizi proceeds with the following objection. Souls that deny perfec-
tion (munkiran) and that have acquired the opposite of perfection must
not suffer any punishment (‘adab), because, at the time of separation
from their bodies, either (i) the false beliefs (tgadat-i banl) these souls
hold will be removed from the soul, in which case, they will not
suffer in the afterlife, or (i1) the false beliefs they hold will not dis-
appear, in which case, they will not be informed of their own
deficiency, having denied their own proper perfection, just as was
the case before their separation from their bodies, and so will not
suffer.”” In both cases, the objection opens the possibility of some
sort of felicity for souls that deny their proper perfection. Again, a
comparison of Rizt’s Hayat an-nufus with Avicenna’s al-Isarat is instruc-

% Tbid., 496.10-11.

6 Thid., 496.13. )

57 Al-Isarat, 4:31.1-2; tr. Inati, 76; Sark al-Isarat, 4:31.19.
% AlLsarat, 4:30.3-31.3; tr. Inat, 76.

 Hayat, 496.16-21.
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tive. Ar-Razi presents a similar objection in his Sah al-Isarat, which
is reported in at-1asT’s commentary:

[Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi] objected that, when souls, which possess false
beliefs and are firmly convinced that they are truths, separate from
the bodies, [i] it is possible that that firm conviction vanish from them,
so that the disappearance of [these] false beliefs from them may equally
be possible. At that moment, they become part of those who experi-
ence felicity (ahl as-sa‘ada). And [ii] if it is impossible [that the firm
conviction vanish], they do not possess an awareness (su@r) of their
deficiency, similar to [their unawareness] before death, and they, there-
fore, are not desiring (mustaga) and suffering (muta‘addiba) [after death].”

Even more interesting is the refutation that at-TusT provides against
ar-Raz1’s objection, since it further confirms RizT’s dependence on
al-Isarat.”" Rizi proposes the following refutation of the objection.
The pleasure of “perfect”” souls is related to their contemplation
(musahada) and attainment (rastdan) of that which they know are causes
of pleasure, because—following what Rizi has mentioned ecarlier
regarding pleasure (most of it from the first sections of al-Isarat,
VIII)—pleasure is “the perception (idrak) and the attainment (wusil)
of the perfection of that which perceives (mudrik).” This being the
case, every soul that possesses false beliefs and is resolute in attain-
ing the reality (fagiqa) of those false beliefs will inevitably be unable
to attain the false beliefs it holds. The soul will always be expecting
to attain them, so that its inability to obtain, and in this particular
case, even false beliefs, will necessarily lead the soul to suffer eter-
nally.” Rizi’s refutation consists of a paraphrase of at-Tusi’s own
refutation whose commentary goes as follows:

" Sarly al-Iiarat, 4:32.8-12.

T At-Tast’s text also elucidates an obscure sentence in DaniSpazth’s edition of
Hayat an-nufiis. The first sentence of Rizi’s account of what is, in fact, at-TasT’s
refutation of ar-Razi’s objection, only makes sense once an enigmatic “kabilah” is
compared with at-TasT’s Arabic text. The term could be read “as simple-minded”
individuals (ablah), but only by taking the “k” to refer to a hypothetical Arabic com-
parative particle, something of an aberration in a Persian text. The simplest solu-
tion is to replace this enigmatic term with the term “k@mila” that is found in at-Tusi’s
commentary. 5

7 Here, the reading from at-TuasT’s Sarh al-Isarat is the correct reading; see pre-
vious footnote. Danispazuh’s edition reads as follows: “e@’im kih laddat-i nufus-i kabi-
lah bih musahadah va-rasidan-i bi-dangh @ damstah buwvad, az asbab-i laddat buvad, ¢ih dar
laddat guftim kil wdrak va-wusal bih kamal-t mudrik buvad”; see Rizi, Hayat, 496.22—4.

8 Hayat, 496.22-497.1.
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The forms of intelligibles are represented (tatamattalu) in perfect souls,
according to what is appropriate for them. They only experience plea-
sure through the contemplation (musahada) of what they have acquired
(tktasabathu); and the awareness (wigdan) of what they perceived (adrakathu)
is according to the aspect they have perceived. It is as if they were
only possessors of a perception (ka-annaha kanat dawata idrakin faqat).
They, nevertheless, become the possessors of an attainment (dawata
naylin) [of this perception], and by means of those [perceptions], their
taking pleasure becomes complete. But those in which the opposite of
perfection is represented, believed that they were a perfection, and
desired to attain that which they perceived, they inevitably will lose,
after death, what they had desired [in this life]. They become frus-
trated and suffer (muta‘addiba) because of the loss of what they wished
to attain, and not because of the disappearance from them of their
firm conviction.™

The opening sentence of the sixth part ( fas/ 6) of the section on ma‘ad
titled “The Explanation of the State of the Essence of Mystics” (dat-i
‘anfan) corresponds with a passage from Avicenna’s al-Isarat (VIII,
14). In this chapter, Avicenna discusses the possibility for individu-
als that are beyond imperfection to experience pleasure before death
and the separation of the soul from the body. When these souls
experience this ultimate pleasure, “they reach the world of the divine
and of happiness, and the highest perfection is engraved in them;
they achieve the highest pleasure.””” Rizl notes that individuals who
attain both practical and theoretical perfection, most likely in this
world, are called accomplished mystics and are the ones whose souls
have separated from their bodies, all at once, being attracted by the
world of the divine, in a fashion similar to Avicenna’s mystics (al-
‘anfun al-mutanazzihin).”® Rizi, however, adds the following remarks
about the knowledge achieved by these mystics that seem to depart
from the corresponding passage from al-Isarat (VIII, 14):

Know that when the souls of accomplished mystics (vasilan-i ‘anf), 1.e.,
that group that is perfect with regards to the theoretical faculty and
with respect to the practical faculty, are, all at once, separated from
the body, they are attracted to the world of the divine (quds), because
when human beings reach “certain knowledge” (Um al-yagin), while the
attachment of the ruling soul with the body persists, once that rela-
tion [between soul and body]| disappears, they reach the stage of “expe-

™ Sarh al-Iarat, 4:32.13-7.
» Al-Laral, 4:32.4-6; tr. Inat, 77. 5
% Hayat, 497.3-5; al-Iarat, 4:32.4; tr. Inati, 77; Sarh al-Iarat, 4:32.20-33.12.
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rienced certitude” (‘apn al-pagin). And “experienced certitude” means
the contemplation (musahada) of the forms of intelligibles. And that con-
templation becomes very difficult (muta‘addir) without becoming attracted,
all at once, to the world of the divine. In that state, they inevitably
attain tremendous pleasure and complete delight (ibtihag).””

RizT’s introduction of the Qur’anic concepts of “certain knowledge”
(Um al-yagin) and “experienced certitude” (‘ayn al-yaqin) is not, in itself,
an original departure from Avicenna’s text.”® At-TTsT uses the phrases
in an earlier discussion in al-Isarat (VIII, 8) on the need of experi-
ence for producing desire for pleasure or avoidance of pain:

Knowledge of that which is to be contemplated cannot go beyond the
level of contemplation (musahada). It is for this reason that it is said,
“the report is not like the examination (mu‘@yana),” the level of ‘cer-
tain knowledge’ (um al-yagin) has been achieved without the level of
‘experienced certitude’ (‘ayn al-yagin).”

At-TusT goes on to note that those who are able to experience such
contemplation (ahl al-musahada) identify the attainment of intellectual
pleasure as a “taste” (dawg), which Rizi omits.” The last sentence
of the passage from Hayat an-nufis cited above, although absent from
At-TasT’s commentary here, might in fact come from a later pas-
sage of his commentary (VIII, 14).%

Following this passage, we see another correspondence between
Hayat an-nufus and al-Isarat (VIII, 15). Here Avicenna discusses the
possibility of experiencing pleasure, while the soul is still in the body,
through both the exertion of contemplation of the world of gabarat
and the detachment from worldly preoccupation.” Riz1 stops to fol-
low the discussion of this chapter (VIII, 15) and writes:

7 Hayat, 497.3-10.

® In the Qur’an one reads: “Nay, were ye to know with certainty of mind (%m
al-yagin) [Ye would beware!] Ye shall certainly see Hell-fire. Again, ye shall see it
with certainty of sight (‘ayn al-yagin),” (102:5-7). Oddly enough, the passage (and
the following) does not allude to the third Qur’anic term that one would expect to
find, especially within the Sufi tradition, “And burning in Hell-fire. Verily, this is
the very truth and certainty (hagq al-yagin)” (56:94-5); translations from 7Targamat
ma‘ant [-Quran al-Karim, tr. ‘Abd Allah Yusuf ‘Al (Beirut: Dar al-‘Arabiya li-t-Tiba‘a
wa-n-Nasr wa-t-Tawzi‘, 1980).

" Sarh al-Isarat, 4: 20.10-12.

8 TIhid., 4:20.12-14.

8 TIhid., 4:33.13-14.

8 Hayat, 497.11-4; al-Laral, 4:33.3-6; tr. Inati, 77. No similar discussion about
the world of gabariat was found in at-TGsT’s commentary.
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It 1s possible that complete knowledge occurs by means of the exis-
tence of a pleasure, but because they have not had a ‘taste’ (dawg) of
that pleasure, there is no desire (Sawg) for it, just like the mmpotent
(‘anin) who, because he has never had a sexual union, never desired
it. Likewise, it is possible that complete knowledge occurs through the
existence of pain, but because they have not experienced pain, they
will not be cautious (¢htiraz) of [such harm], just like someone who has
not been afflicted with anything, will abstain (parhiz kardan) from the
causes of ‘certain knowledge” and be informed of ‘experienced certitude.’

Once more, RizI returns to an earlier discussion from al-Isarat (VIII,
8) and starts with a paraphrase of Avicenna, who writes:

It may be that one can affirm (ibaf) a certain pleasure with certainty,
but if the notion called ‘taste’ (dawq) does not occur, it is permissible
for us not to find desire for [this pleasure]. Similarly, it may be that
one can affirm (fubiif) a certain harm with certainty, but if the notion
called ‘being subject to suffering’ (mugasakh) does not occur, it is per-
missible not to be [highly] cautious (thtirdz) of [this harm]. An exam-
ple of the former is the state of [pleasure of] sexual union with respect
to one in the state of natural impotence (wmnin). An example of the
latter is the state [of suffering] from fever with respect to one in the
state of not having been subject to fever (hummiya).®*

R1iz1 presents a similar idea of the relationship between knowing and
experiencing, and pleasure or pain. He provides the same example
of the impotent’s lack of knowledge of what constitutes a sexual
union, because of his inability to actually have such an experience.
Avicenna’s example of fever on the actual experiencing of pain is
replaced in Hapat an-nufias with the example of sickness or deep
anguish. On the whole, RizT does not depart from al-Isarat, but only
provides some explanations at the end of the passage that, in fact,
may not add much to the discussion on account of their obscure
nature. He merely inserts earlier discussions to explain further the
nature of pleasure which he discussed at the beginning of the sec-
tion on ma‘ad, following Avicenna’s presentation.

In the seventh part (fasl 7) of the section on ma‘ad titled “The
Explanation of the Pleasure of Pure (sadig) Souls,” Rizl once more
reverts to al-Isarat and its commentary (VIII, 16 and 17). The opening

8 Hayat, 497.16-22.
8 Al-Isarat, 4:19.9-20.2; tr. Inati, 73.
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sentence is a paraphrase of Avicenna’s opening sentence (VIII, 16),%
but Rizi quickly returns to a discussion of the world of the divine:

When pure souls, which have remained close to their original nature
(fitrat-i asl) and in which there remains no more material matters and
false beliefs, remember the world of the divine (quds) and the world of
malakit, inevitably, a desire and a state (ka/) that is near unconscious-
ness occurs to them, such that there is no cause for this [particular
condition] and they discover a pleasure-filled blindness, and such that
in that state they become stupefied. The cause of this situation is that
they are [in contact] with the world of the divine; and that state is,
for some, the biggest inciter to pay attention (favagguh) to the world of
the divine.®

In this passage, Rizl proposes an explanation of pure souls in line
with Avicenna’s discussion that is, most probably, a paraphrase of
Avicenna’s earlier discussion on simple souls already quoted.”” Rizi
then notes two divergent opinions regarding the state of simple souls
after their separation from the body. Again, he reverts to at-TusT’s
commentary, reproducing the two views on the posthumous fate of
the rational part of simple souls and their enduring ability to per-
ceive after their separation from the body. The first view holds that
the faculty responsible for representation is annihilated with the anni-
hilation of the body, a position that the thesis of the survival of the
rational soul refutes.”® The second view is that these souls continue
to exist, but without suffering from the severance of the causes of
their affliction, a view corroborated by a tradition (4abar) that states
that “most people in heaven are simple souls (bulk),” a tradition that
Rizi omits.* On the whole, Rizi only translates and paraphrases
these two views.

Rizi continues to follow the discussion of al-Isarat with a passage
on transmigration (tanasuft). His presentation is quite short, omitting
most of at-TusT’s analysis of the different possibilities regarding the
posthumous fate of souls, whose faculty of imagination must somehow

8 Hayat, 497.24—25; al-Iarat, 4:34.3—4; tr. Inati, 77; Sarh al-Iarat, 4:34.11-12.

% Hayat, 497.24-498.5.

% What Inati translates as “they will be overcome by a desire” could well cor-
respond with Rizl’s “a desire and the state that is near unconsciousness occurs to
them”; cf. al-Isarat, 4:34.3-6.

% Hayat, 498.7-11; Sarh al-Iiarat, 4:36.6-9.

8 Hayat, 498.12-20; Sarh al-Iiarat, 4:36.10-18.
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survive to allow them to experience pain and pleasure associated
with retribution. RizT succinctly presents the two possible conditions
that guarantee that souls continue to have posthumous representations
(discussed at length by at-Tusi).” The first possibility is that souls
can attach themselves to a “body” that may be “itself another soul.”
Rizt alludes to a traditional transmigration theory, allowing the pas-
sage of the soul from a human body to the body of other animals,
in order that the imaginative faculty may survive and play its role
in the posthumous life of the soul. This is the theory traditionally
rejected by the Islamic tradition. The second possibility is that souls
may attach themselves to “a body among the celestial bodies.””" At-
Tust mentions, in addition to al-Isarat, that Avicenna had alluded to
this solution in his al-Mabda@® wa [-ma‘ad, a solution Suhrawardt adopts
and develops.”

Rizi then introduces a discussion of unrighteous ( fasig) and evil
(sarir) souls and their relationship to the world of the divine, which
does not appear to follow the rest of the chapter of al-Isarat (VIII,
17). The discussion shares similarities with the next chapter of al-
Isarat (VIII, 18) that also discusses (at the outset) the two sources of
evil (sarr). On the whole, though, this section of Hayat an-nufis, espe-
cially with the introduction of two questions and two answers on
behavior and bad morals, resembles discussions found in Suhrawardr’s
at-Talwihat and its prevalent question and answer structure.” Moreover,
a similar discussion in af-Talwihat immediately follows Suhrawardr’s
own discussion on transmigration, a possible logical addendum for
Rizi to include in his philosophical compendium. On the whole,
Rizi appears to be here less faithful to Suhrawardr’s texts in terms
of translation. He prefers to present a clearer paraphrase, summa-
rizing the essential points, and linking ethics with eschatology.
Unfortunately, the end of the seventh part is incomplete due to a
missing folio in the manuscript used by Danispazah for his edition.

At the outset of the section on ma‘dd, Rizi noted that the chapter
on the “Explanation of Pleasure and Pain” contains eight parts ( fusil),
but the edition does not have an eighth heading. Like the ending

0 Hayat, 498.19-26; al-Iarat, 4:37.1-39.3; tr. Inati, 78; Sarh al-Iarat, 4:35.15-40.22.

o Hayat, 498.20—26. 5

2 Al-Iiarat, 4:32.1-3; tr. Inati, 78; Sarh al-Isarat, 4:36.20; Avicenna, al-Mabda® wa-
l-ma‘ad (1984), 115.5-8; cf. at-Talwihat, 90.9-19.

% Hayat, 498.27-499.27; at-Talwihat, 82.10-83.3.
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of the previous part, the beginning of this part is missing, so that
one can only speculate as to what constituted its beginning by recon-
structing the whole based on the remaining edited text. It seems
likely that the missing folio consisted of a paraphrase of the whole
section on the intelligible substance of the human soul and its stages
found in at-Tost’s Sark al-Iiarat (VIIL, 18); for the edition begins
anew with the middle of the third of the five stages identified by at-
Tust, with RizT providing examples of his own.” That is to say that
the missing folio probably contained a discussion of the first, second
and the beginning of the third stage of the human soul. On the
whole, Rizi’s discussion of the stages of the soul does not depart
much from the content of at-TasT’s commentary. Riz1 does not pro-
pose a novel interpretation, but only a few explanations and examples,
which are almost always taken from at-TGsT’s text. RizI then concludes
his discussion on ma‘ad in a manner similar to Avicenna’s al-Isarat
with a second section on the “stations of mystics” or of true seekers
of knowledge (magamat-i ‘arifan).”

The Persian Philosophical ‘Tradition

The comparison of a number of passages from the works of Rizi,
Avicenna, Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi and Nasir ad-Din at-Tust has, in
fact, demonstrated that RizT’s notion of ma‘ad in Hayat an-nufus
depends on the Avicennan tradition and, more specifically, on al-
Isarat and its well-known commentaries by ar-Razi and at-Tasi. At
this stage, although these partial findings regarding the theory of
ma‘ad cannot be generalized to the whole Hayat an-nufus, they clearly
show RizT’s debt to the Avicennan tradition with regards to his the-
ory of ma‘ad, his access to Avicenna’s al-Isarat and, more specifically,
his access to the commentaries of ar-Razi and at-Ttsi. Rizi’s the-
ory of ma‘ad does not display much of the anticipated Illuminationist
hallmark, whether in terminology or in its eschatological structure,
thus dispelling Danispazth’s claim to an [lluminationist/Suhrawardian
influence. I am confident that further comparative studies of these
different works will undoubtedly yield similar results with respect to
other philosophical issues included in Hayat an-nufis.

% Hayat, 500.12-21; Sarh al-Isarat, 4:41.8-45.5.
% Hayat, 501.8-515.2; al-Isarat, 4:47.1-110.4; tr. Inat, 81-91.
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At the outset of Hapat an-nufus, Rizt remarks that he seeks to dis-
cuss and present the most complete Persian philosophical work.” His
remark may provide the clue to the composition of the work and
may account for the fact that Riz1 is satisfied with the insertion of
translated and paraphrased passages into Persian taken from a num-
ber of Arabic sources. In the section on ma‘ad, he does this with the
Arabic works of Avicenna and Suhrawardi, as well as the Arabic
commentaries of Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi and Nasir ad-Din at-TGsT on
Avicenna’s al-Isarat. Hayat an-nufis may only have been intended as
a compendium of philosophical ideas, but written in Persian. This
may account for the fact that Rizi presents a rather classical theory
of ma‘dd. It may also account for the fact that he does not appear
to be overtly concerned with originality or with the presentation of
a genuine synthesis. This is most evident in the structure of the sec-
tion on ma‘ad that does not depart significantly from the presenta-
tion of al-Isaral, with the exception of his use of at-TusT’s earlier
discussions (VIIL, 8) in a later discussion (VIII, 14 and 15).

Rizi may not have presented an original theory of ma‘ad, but Hayat
an-nyfiis 1s an important work belonging to the Avicennan tradition.
RizT’s work is most probably one of the first Persian renditions of
Avicenna’s al-Isarat and the accompanying commentaries of at-TusT’s
and ar-Razr’s commentary. Rizi’s predilection and reliance on at-
TusT’s commentary should not constitute a proof that at-TTsT’s com-
mentary was circulating independently of the original text of al-Isarat,
rather, this fact may well indicate the state of the Avicennan tradi-
tion, more than two hundred years after Avicenna’s death. Avicenna’s
text was probably taught via the commentators. At this stage, it
appears that at-TusT had become the authoritative voice of the
Avicennan tradition, at least, in some philosophical circles at the end
of the thirteenth century.

One question, however, remains unanswered: How did Rizi come
to know of at-TasT’s commentary, if we assume that Riz1 flourished
about 679/1280, while at-TasT died in 672/1274? Was Rizi gravi-
tating to the same intellectual circles as at-Tus? Or did RizT come
to have access to a copy of at-TasT’s Sarh al-Isara® If this were the
case, then it might have been a copy used by at-TasT’s pupils or,
perhaps, at-TasT himself. It is unlikely that Riz1 read a Persian ver-

% Hayat, 19.18-21.
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sion of at-Tusi’s Sarh al-Isarat given the proximity in time between
the two authors. Moreover, nothing is known about the first Persian
translation of al-Iiarat.”” Further investigation into the Persian tradi-
tion of Avicenna’s works—the translations, the commentaries, the
paraphrases, the glosses, etc.—is needed before anyone can provide
even provisionary conclusions on the state of the heritage of Avicennan
philosophy in Persian. Still, in light of the present knowledge, Riz1’s
Hayat an-nufus may represent one of the first Persian translations and
paraphrases of parts—if not all, but this remains to be demonstrated—
of Avicenna’s al-Isarat via at-TusT’s commentary. Rizi might not have
been an original thinker on the issue of ma‘ad, but he certainly
attempted to popularize philosophical discourse, to a large extent the
Avicennan tradition, in Persian. He may not even have been a com-
mentator in the true sense of the term, but the importance of his
work as a compiler of philosophical ideas and a translator needs to
be recognized.

9 1 thank Jules Janssens for this observation. Certainly a translation could not
have been done by Baba Afdal ad-Din al-Kasani, the most important translator of
Arabic philosophical texts into Persian, since he died in 610/1213 when at-Tust
would have been only three years old.






BIBLIOGRAPHY

I. Primary Avicennan Sources

Ar-Risala al-Adhawiya fi amr al-ma‘ad.
(1949) Edited by Sulayman Dunya. Cairo: Dar al-Fikr al-‘Arabi.
(1969) Epistola sulla Vita Futura. Edited and translated by F. Lucchetta. Padua:
Editrice Antenore. B
(1984) Edited by Hasan ‘Ast. Beirut: al-Mu’assasa al-Gami‘iya li-d-Dirasat wa-n-
Nasr wa-t-Tawzi*.

Al-Agwiba ‘an al-mas@’il al-%riniya. (1974) In Collected Texts and Papers on Logic and Lan-
guage. Edited by M. Mohaghegh and T. Izutsu. Tehran: Mu’assasah-yi Mutala‘at-1
Islami, Danisgah-yi Mak Gil, 81-103.

Ahwal an-nafs: Risala fi n-nafs wa-baqa’tha wa-ma‘adiha. (1952) Edited by Ahmad Fu’ad
al-Ahwani. Cairo: ‘Isa al-Babt al-Halabi. .

Ar-Risala al-‘Arsiya. (1980) Edited by Ibrahim Hilal. Cairo: Gami‘at al-Azhar.

Al-Asila wa-l-agwiba. (1995) Edited by M. Mohaghegh and S. H. Nasr. Kuala
Lampur: International Institute of Islamic Thought and Civilization.

Danisnamah-yi ‘Ala’t.

(1952) Tabipat. Edited by Sayyid Muhammad Miskat. Silsilah-yi IntiSarat-i
Anguman-i Atar-i Milli, 13. Tehran: Anguman-i Atar-i Millf.

(1973) The Metaphysica of Avicenna. Translated by P. Morewedge. Persian Heritage
Series, 13. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

(1986) Le lwre de science; 1 (logique, métaphysique) II (science naturelle, mathématiques).
Translated by Mohammad Achena and Henri Massé. Revised ed. 2 vols. Paris:
Les Belles Lettres/UNESCO.

FKitab al-Hidaya. (1974) Edited by Muhammad ‘Abduh. 2d ed. Cairo: Maktabat al-
Qabhira al-Hadita.

Risala fi Ibtal akkam an-nugam. (1953) In  bn Sina Risalelers, 2: Les Opuscules d’Ibn Sina,
edited by H. Z. Ulken, 49—67. stanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yaymlarindan,
no. 552. Istanbul: brahim Horoz Basimevi.

Al-Insaf (The Fair Judgment), including Avicenna’s commentary on the Theology of
Anistotle.

(1947) In Arista “inda [-Arab, edited by ‘A. Badawi. Cairo: Maktabat an-Nahda al-
Misriya.
(1951) “Les notes d’Avicenne sur la “Théologie d’Aristote’.” Translation of Avicenna’s
Commentary on the Theology of Aristotle by George Vajda. Revue Thomiste 51:
346-406.

Intif@ ‘amma nusiba iayhy min mu‘aradat al-Qur’an. (1953) In  bn Sina Risdleleri, 2: Les
Opuscules d’Ibn Stna, edited by H. Z. Ulken, 41-43. stanbul Universitesi Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Yaymlarindan, no. 552. Istanbul: brahim Horoz Basimevi.

Kitab al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat.

(1892) Edited by J. Forget. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

(1937) Tawgamah-yi Kitab-i Isarat: Qismat-i Tabityat va-Ilakiyat. Edited by Hasan
Muskan Tabasi. Tehran: Caphanah-iy Maglis.

(1951) Luwre des directives et remarques. Translated by A. E. Goichon. Paris: J. Vrin.
(1957-1960) Al-Isarat wa-t-tanbthat ma‘a Sark Nastr ad-Din at-Tausi. Edited by Sulayman
Dunya. 4 vols. Cairo: Dar al-Ma“arif; reprints 1985, 1994.
(1958-1959/1377-1379 A.H.) Includes the comments of Nasir ad-Din at-Tast
and Qutb ad-Din ar-Razi at-Tahtant. 3 vols. Tehran: Matba‘at al-Haydarf.



238 BIBLIOGRAPHY

(1984) Remarks and Admonitions, Part One: Logic. Translated by S. Inati. Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies.
(1996) Ibn Sina and Mpysticism. Translated by S. Inati. London: Kegan Paul.

Risala fi Itbat an-nubawat. (1968) Edited by Michael Marmura. Ad-Dirasat wa-n-
Nusts al-Falsaffya, 2. Beirut: Dar an-Nahar.

The Life of Ibn Sina, A Critical Edition and Annotated Translation. (1974) Edited and trans-
lated by W. E. Gohlman. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Al-Mabda® wa-l-ma‘ad.

(1984) Edited by ‘Abd Allah Narani. Wisdom of Persia, 36. Tehran: Institute of
Islamic Studies, McGill University.

(1994) Livre de la genese et du retour. Translated by J. R. Michot. Version exploratoire.
Louvain-la-Neuve: Centre de Philosophie Arabe, U.C.L.

Kitab al-Mubéahatat. (1992) Edited by Muhsin Bidarfar. Qum: Intisarat-i Bidar.

Magala fr n-Nafs ‘ald sunnat al-thtisar (Compendium on the Soul). (1875) In “Die Psychologie
des Ibn Stna.” Edited and translated by S. Landauer. Zeitschrifi der Deutsche
Morgenlindischen Gesellschafi 29: 335—418.

It n-Nafs an-natiga (On the Rational Soul). (1952) In Ahwal an-Nafs, edited by A. F. al-
Ahwani. Cairo: ‘Isa al-babi al-Halabt.

Kitab an-Nagat.

(1912) Edited by MuhyT ad-Din SabrT al-Kurdi. Cairo; 2nd ed. (1938).

(1952) Avicenna’s Psychology, An English Translation of Kitab al-Najat, Book II, Chapter
VI. Translated by Fazlur Rahman. London: Oxford University Press.

(1985) Edited by Muhammad Taqi Danispazuh. Intisarat-i Danisgah-yi Tihran,
1863. Tehran: Danisgah-yi Tihran.

(1992) Edited by ‘Abd ar-Rahman ‘Umayra. Beirut: Dar al-Jil.

FKitab an-Nukat wa-l-fawa’id fi Um at-tabi7. (1956) “Ein neuer Text zur Seelenlehre
Avicennas,” [book 2, chapter 5]. In Avicenna Commemoration Volume, edited by
Wilhelm Kutsch. Calcutta: Iran Society.

Risalat al-Qad@’. (2000) In Lettre au Vizir Abu Sa’d, edited and translated by Y. Michot.
Beirut: Les Editions al-Bouraq.

Al-Qanan fr t-Tibb.

(1877) Edited by I. ad-Dasuqi. 3 vols. Cairo: n.p.

(1903) Trois traités de anatomie arabes par Muhammed tbn Zakaryyya al-Razi [from the
Mansurt], ‘Al ibn al-“Abbas [from the Maliki] et ‘Ali Ibn Sina [from the Qanin] (anno-
tated Arabic texts of the first two works only). Edited and translated by P. de
Koning. Leiden: Brill.

Ar-Radd ‘ald Kitab Abi I-Farag ibn at-Tayyib. (1953) In  bn Sina Risaleleri, 2: Les Opuscules
d’Ibn Sina, edited by H. Z. Ulken, 66-71. stanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Yaymlarindan, no. 552. Istanbul: brahim Horoz Basimevi.

Kitab as-Sifa

. Al-Mantig, al-Madhal. (1952) Edited by Mahmud al-Hudayri, Fu’ad al-Ahwant

and George Anawati. Cairo: Organisation Générale des Imprimeries Gouver-

namentales.

. Al-Mantig, al-Magalat. (1959) Edited by I. Madkur. Cairo: The General Egyptian

Book Organization.

. Al-Mantig, al-Qiyas. (1973) The Propositional Logic of Avicenna, A Translation from

al-Shif@’: al-Quas with introduction, commentary and glossary. Translated by N. Shehaby.

Dordrecht: D. Reidel.

. Al-Mantiq, al-Burhan. (1956) Edited by A. E. Affifi. Cairo: L’Organisation
Egyptienne Générale du Livre.

——. At-Tabipat, as-Sama“ at-tabii.

(1983) Edited by Sa‘td Zayed. Cairo: The General Egyptian Book Organization.
(1996) Edited by Ga‘far Al Yasin. Beirut: Dar al-Manahil.
——. At-Tabtpat, al-Ma‘adin wa-l-atar al-ulwiya.




BIBLIOGRAPHY 239

(1927) Avicennae De congelatione et conglutinatione lapidum (Latin and Arabic texts).
Edited and translated by E. J. Holmyard and D. C. Mandeville. Paris: Geuthner.
(1960) Edited by ‘Abd al-Halim Montasir, Sa‘ld Zayed, and ‘Abdallah Isma‘il.
Cairo: I’Organisation Egyptienne Générale du Livre.
(1971) “Avicenne et l'alchimie.” Edited and translated by G. Anawatl. Oriente e
occidente nel medioevo: filosofia e scienze. Convegni internazionale, 1969. Atti dei convegni
della Fondazione Alessandro Volta, 13. Rome: Accademia Nazionale dei Lincet,
285-341.
——. At-Tabipat, an-Nafs.
(1956) Psychologie d’Ibn Sina (Avicenne) d’aprés son oeuvre ash-Shifad’. Edited and trans-
lated by J. Bakos. 2 vols. Prague: Czechoslovakian Academy of Sciences.
(1959) Avicenna’s De Anima (Arabic Text), being the Psychological Part of Kitab al-Shifa’.
Edited by F. Rahman. London: Oxford University Press.
(1968-1972) Liber de amima seu sextus de naturalibus, 1 [livres I-11I] et 2 [livres IV-V].
Edited by S. van Riet. 2 vols. Louvain: Peeters; Leiden: E. J. Brill.
—— At-Tabtwat, al-Hayawan. (1970) Edited by ‘Abd al-Halim Montasir, Sa‘id Zayed,
and ‘Abdallah Isma‘l. Cairo: I’Organisation Egyptienne Générale du Livre.
. Al-Ilakiyat.
(1960a) Edited by George C. Anawatl and Sa‘id Zayed (vol. 1) and Muhammad
Y. Masa, Sulayman Dunya and Sa‘id Zayed (vol. 2). 2 vols. Cairo: Organisation
Générale des Imprimeries Gouvernamentales; reprint, Tehran, 1984-85.
(1960b) Die Metaphysik Avicennas enthaltend die Metaphysik, Theologie, Kosmologie und
Ethik. Translated by Max Horten. Reprint, Frankfurt a. M.: Minerva.
(1977-1983) Liber de Philosophia prima swe Scientia divina, I-X (with lexicon). Edited
and correlated by Simone Van Riet. 3 vols. Louvain: Peeters; Leiden: E. J. Brill.
(1978-1985) La Meétaphysique du Shifa’, Livres I a V, and Livres de VI a X. Translated
by George C. Anawati. Etudes musulmanes, 27 and 31. 2 vols. Paris: J. Vrin.
(1997/8) Edited by Hasanzadah al-Amuli. Qum: Maktab al-I1am al-Islamt, Markaz
an-Nasr.
(2002) Metafisica, La Scienza delle cose divine [al-llahiyat] dal Libro della Guarigione |Kitab
al-Sifa’]. Translated by Olga Lizzini with preface by P. Porro. Milan: Bompiani.
. Ar-Riyadiyat, Usal al-handasa. (1977) Edited by ‘Abd al-Hamid Sabra and ‘Abd
al-Hamid Lutfi Mu hir. Cairo: al-Hay’a al-Misriya al-‘Amma li--Kitab.
Kitab at-Taligat. (1973) Edited by ‘A. Badawi. Cairo: al-Hay’a al-Misriya al-‘Amma
li-I-Kitab.
Risala ila “Ulama® Bagdad, in Pang Risala. (1953) In Collection du muillénaire d’Avicenne,
no. 27, edited by 1. Yarshater, 73-90. Tehran: Anguman-i Atar-i Millt.
Risala fi z-zawya h-Ibn Stna. (1998). Edited by M. Mawaldt. Journal of the Institute of
Arabic Manuscripts 42.1: 33-93.1

II. Other Primary Sources

‘Abd al-Gabbar. (1965) Sark al-usil al-hamsa. Edited by ‘Abd al-Karim ‘Utman.
Cairo: Maktabat Wahba.

Abt 1-‘Abbas an-Nayrizi. (2002) Abw’ I-Abbas an-Nayrizis Exzerpte aus (Ps.-?) Simplicius
Kommentar zu den Definitionen, Postulaten und axiomen in Fuclids Elementa I. Edited by
Rudiger Arnzen. Koln: n.p.

Albertus Magnus. (1960), Metaphysica, lbri quingue priores. Edited by Bernard Geyer.
Miinster: Aschendorff.

‘Alf ibn al-‘Abbas al-Magust. (1877) Ramil as-sina‘a at-tibbiya [al-Kitab al-Malikt], 2
vols. Cairo: [Khedive’s Press].

Al-‘Amiri. Kitab at-tagrir li-awguh at-tagdir. (1988) In Rasa’il Abt I-Hasan al-Amiri, edited
by Sahban Halifat. ‘Amman: al-Gami‘a al-Urduniya.



240 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aquinas, Thomas. (1954) In octo lLibros Physicorum Aristotelis expositio. Edited by Mariano
Maggiolo. Turin: Marietti.

. (1977) In duodecim lLibros Metaphysicorum expositio. Edited by Raimondo M. Spiazzi.
Turin: Marietti.

Aristotle. (1924) Aristotle’s Metaphysics, A Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary.
Edited by William D. Ross. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

——. (1964/65) Aristutalis, at-Tabit. Targamat Ishag ibn Hunayn ma‘a surah Ibn as-Samh
wa-Ibn ‘Adi wa-Matta ibn Yanus wa-Abt I-Farag 1bn at-T ayyib. Edited by ‘A. Badawi.
2 vols. Cairo: The General Egyptian Book Organization.

. (1984) The Complete Works of Aristotle, The Revised Oxford Translation. Edited by

Jonathan Barnes. 2 vols. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

. (1998) Physics. Edited by William D. Ross. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. (1999) Metaphysics, Book B and Book K 1-2. Translated by Arthur Madigan.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Al-As‘art. (1963) Kitab Magalat al-Islamiyin wa-thtilaf al-Musallin. Edited by Hellmut
Ritter. 2nd ed. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag.

Averroes. (1938-1948) Tafsir ma ba‘d at-tabia. Edited by Maurice Bouyges. 3 vols.
Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique.

. (1964-1965) Tahafut at-tahafut. Edited by Sulayman Dunya. Cairo: Dar al-

Ma‘arif; reprint, 1981.

. (1998) Al-Kasf ‘an manahig al-adilla fi ‘aqa’id al-milla. Edited by Mustata Hanaff.

Silsilat at-Turat al-Falsaft al-‘Arabi, Mu’allafat Ibn Rusd, 2. Beirut: Markaz Dirasat

al-Wahda al-‘Arabiya.

. (2002) Grand Commentaire (Tafsir) de la Métaphysique, Livre B. Translated by
Laurence Bauloye. Paris: J. Vrin.

Al-Balhi, Abt Zayd Ahmad ibn Sahl. (1899) AKitab al-Bad’ wa-t-ta’17h. Edited by
C. Huart. Paris.

Al-Baqillani. (1947) Ritab at-Tamhid. Edited by Mahmud Muhammad al-Hudayrt
and Muhammad ‘Abd al-Hadi Abt Rida. Cairo: Dar al-Fikr al-‘Arabt.

Al-Bayhaqt. (1932) Tatimmat Swan al-hikma. Edited by M. Safr‘. Lahore: L. Ishwar
Das, Registrar, University of the Panjab.

Euclid. (1956) The Thirteen Books of the Elements. Translated by T. L. Heath. Reprint,
New York: Dover.

Al-Farabi. (1890) Fr agrad al-hakim fi kull magala min al-Kitab al-mawsam bi-l-huraf. In
Alfarabr’s Philosophische Abhandlungen, edited by Friedrich Dieterici. Leiden: Brill.
— (1927) As-Siyasa al-madaniya. Hyderabad: Maglis Da’irat al-Ma‘arif al-‘Utmaniya;

reprint, 1993.
. (1964) Kitab as-Styasa al-madaniya al-mulagqab bi-mabads’ al-mawgadat. Edited by
Fauzi M. Najjar. Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique.
. (1985) Al-Madina al-fadila (On the Perfect State). Edited by Richard Walzer.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Galen. (1821-1833) Claudii Galen: Opera Omma, ed. C. G. Kiithn. 20 vols. Leipzig:
Prostat in officina libraria Car. Cnoblochii.
. (1906) Sieben Biicher Anatomie des Galens. Edited and translated by Max Simon.
2 vols. Leipzig: Hinrichs.
. (1956) Galen on Anatomical Procedures (the surviving [Greek| Books, through
IX.5). Translated by Charles Singer. Publications of the Wellcome Historical
Medical Museum, 7. London: Oxford University Press.
. (1962) Galen on Anatomical Procedures, The Later Books. Translated by W. L. H.
Duckworth and then revised by M. C. Lyons and B. Towers. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
. (1968) On the Usefulness of the Parts of the Body. Translated by Margaret Tallmadge
May. 2 vols. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
. (1980-1984) On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato. Edited and translated by




BIBLIOGRAPHY 241

Phillip De Lacy. Corpus medicorum Graecorum, ed. Academiae Berolinensis

Hauniensis Lipsiensis, Vol. IV, 1,2, pts. 1-3. [East] Berlin: Akademie-Verlag.

. (1986 and 2000) De anatomicis administrationibus (Greek and Arabic texts). Edited
by I. Garofalo, Annali dell Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, Sezione
filologica-letteraria, 4. 2 vols. Naples: Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli;
Leiden: Brill.

Al-Gazali. (1927a) Ma‘anig al-quds fi madarig ma‘rifat an-nafs. Edited by MuhyT ad-Din
SabrT al-Kurdi. Cairo: Matba‘at as-Sa‘ada.

. (1927b) Tahafot al-Falasifat. Edited by Maurice Bouyges. Bibliotheca Arabica

Scholasticorum, 2. Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique.

. (1959) Al-Qistas al-mustagim. Edited by Victor Chelhot. Beirut: Imprimerie

Catholique.

. (1961) Mugaddimat ‘Tahafut al-falasifa al-musammat maqasid al-falisifa. Edited by
Sulayman Dunya. ah@’ir al-‘Arab, 29. Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif.

——. (1962) Al-lgtisad fi l-tigad. Edited by Ibrahim Agah Cubuk¢u and Huseyin
Atay. Ankara: Nur Matbaasi.

. (1964) Miskat al-anwar. Edited by Abt 1-‘Ala’ ‘Afifi. Cairo: ad-Dar al-Qawmiya.

(1981) Al-Munqid min ad-dalal wa-l-muwassil ila di [-izza wa-l-galal. Edited by

dell Saliba and Kamil ‘Ayyad. Beirut: Dar al-Andalus.

. (1991) Ihy@ ‘wlam ad-din. 5 vols. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr.

—— (1996) Al-Madnan bihi ‘ald gayr ahlihi. Edited by Riyad Mustafa al-‘Abd Allah.
Damascus: al-Hikma.

. (1997) The Incoherence of the Philosophers. Edited, translated and annotated by
Michael Marmura. Islamic Translation Series. Provo, UT: Brigham Young Uni-
verSIty B ~

Al- Gurg;dm (1850) Sarh al-Mawaqif- Bulaq: Dar at-Tiba‘a al-‘Amira.

Al- Guwaynl (1950) Ritab al-Irsad. Edited by Muhammad Yusuf Musa and ‘Abd al-
Mun‘im ‘Abd al-Hamid. Cairo: Maktabat al-Hangt.

. (1965) Luma‘ al-adilla fi qawa‘d ahl as-sunna. Edited by Fawqiya Husayn Mahmad.

Cairo: ad-Dar al- -Qawmiya.

. (1992) Al-“Agida an-nizamiya fi arkan al-Islamiya. Edited by Muhammad  ahid
al-Kawsari. Cairo: al-Maktaba al-Azhariya li-t-Turat.

Ibn Haldan. (1958) The Muqaddimah of Ibn Khaldin. Translated by Franz Rosenthal.
Bollingen Series, 43. 3 vols. New York: Pantheon Books.

Ibn an-Nadim. (1871-1872) Kitab al-Fihrist. Edited by Gustav Fligel, Johannes
Roediger and August Mueller. Leipzig: F. C. W. Vogel.

Ibn Taymiya. (1979-1981) Dar’ ta‘arud al-‘aql wa-n-naql [= Muwafaqat sahih al-manqal
li-sarth al-ma‘qal]. Edited by Muhammad Rasad Salim. Maktabat Ibn Taymiya,
al-Qism al-Awwal, al-Muallafat. 11 vols. Riyad: Gami‘at al-Tmam Muhammad
Ibn Sa‘td al- Islamlya

. (1980) Magma“ fatawa. Edited by ‘Abd ar-Rahman Muhammad Ibn Qasim.
37 vols. Rabat: Maktabat al-Ma‘arif.

—— (1993) Ar-Radd “ald l-mantiqiyin. Edited by Rafiq al-‘Agam. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr
al-Lubnani.

Al-Kasim ibn Ibrahim. (1990) Kuab ad-Dalil al-kabir. Edited and translated by Binyamin
Abrahamov. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

Maimonides, Moses. (1980) Dalalat al-ha’iin. Edited by Husayn Atay. Cairo: Maktabat
at- aqafa ad-Diniya.

Al-Maturidt. (1979) Kitab at-Tawhid. Edited by Fathullah Halif. Istanbul: al-Maktaba
al-Islamiya.

Nicolaus Damascenus. (1965) Nuwolaus Damascenus on the philosophy of Aristotle, Fragments
Jrom the furst five books translated from the Syriac with an introduction and commentary by
Hendrik J. Drossaart Lulofs. Leiden: E. J. Brill; reprint, 1969.

Ockham, William. (1989) Ockham on Aristotle’s Physics: A Translation of Ockham’s




242 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Brevis summa libri Physicorum. Translated by J. Davies. St. Bonaventure: The
Franciscan Institute.

Philoponus, John. (1994) Philoponus on Aristotle’s Physics 5—8 with Simplicius on Aristotle
on the Voud. Translated by P. Lettinck and J. O. Urmson. Ithaca: Cornell University
Press.

Plotinus. (1955) Hflatin “inda [-“Arab. Edited by ‘A. Badawi. Cairo: n.p.

. (1951-1973) Plotini Opera. Edited by P. Henry and H.-R. Schwyzer and vol. 2
translated by G. Lewis. 3 vols. Paris: Desclée de Brouwer; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1964.

Porphyry. (1993) Porphyrii Philosophi Fragmenta. Edited by A. Smith. Stuttgart: B. G.
Teubner.

Proclus. (1992) A Commentary on the First book of Euclid’s Elements. Translated by Glenn
R. Morrow. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Ar-Razi, Fahr ad-Din. (1959) Lubab al-Isarat. In at-Tanbihat va-Lubab al-Iiarat az Fahr ad-
Din ar-Razi, edited by Mahmiid Sahabi. Tehran: Caphanah-yi Danisgah-yi Tihran.

. (1990) Al-Mabahit al-masrigiya fi Um al-dlakiyat wa-t-tabrtyat. Edited by Muhammad
al-Mu‘tasim billah al-Bagdadi. 2 vols. Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabf.

Rizi, Isma‘l ibn Muhammad. (1989) Hayat an-nufus edited with the title Falsafah-yi
Israqt bih Zabami-i Farsi (Hayat an-nufus). Edited by Muhammad Taqi DaniSpaziah.
Tehran: Magmii‘ah-yi Intisarat-i Adabt va-Tarihi.

A$-Sahrastani. Kuab Nihayat al-agdam fi iUm al-kalam. (1934) Edited by Alfred Guillaume.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

As-Sahraziiri, Sams ad-Din. (1976) Nuzhat al-anwah wa-rawdat al-afiah fi t@nl al-
hukama’® wa-l-falasifa. Edited by Hursid Ahmad. 2 vols. Hyderabad: n.p.

. (1993a) Nuzhat al-arwah wa-rawdat al-afrah fi t@’rih al-hukama® wa-l-falasifa. Edited
by Muhammad ‘AlT Abt Rayyan. Alexandria: Dar al-Ma‘rifa 1- Gam‘ya.

(1993b) Sarh-i Hikmat al-Israg. Edited by Husayn iya’i Turbati. Tehran:
Mu assasah-yi Mutala‘at va Tahqiqat-i Farhangi (PazthiSgah).

As-Strazi, Qutb ad-Din. (2001) Sarh-i Hikmat al-Isiag-i Suhrawards. Edited by “Abd
Allah Narant and Mehdi Mohaghegh. Tehran: Mu’assasah-yi Mutala‘at-i Islamr,
Danisgah-yi Tihran, Danisgah-yi Mak Gil.

Spinoza, B. (1955) The Works of Spinoza. Translated by R. H. M. Elwes. 2 vols.
New York: Dover.

As-Suhrawardi, Sihab ad-Din. (1976) L’Archange empourpré, Quinze lrailés el récils mys-
tigues. Translated by Henry Corbin. Paris: Fayard.

. (1977) Kalimat as-Sufiya in Sih Risalah az Saph-i israg, Al-Alwah al-imadiya,

Kalimat at- Tasawwuf al-Lamahal. Edited by Nagaf-Guli Habibi. Tehran: Intisarat-

i Anguman-i Sihangahi-yi Falsafah-yi Tran.

(1986) Le livre de la sagesse orientale, Kitab Hikmat al-Ishraq (with) commentaires de

Qg_tboddm Shirazi et Molla Sadra. Edited by Christian Jambet and translated by

Henry Corbin. Paris: Verdier.

. (1993) Oeuvres philosophiques et mystiques. Edited by Henry Corbin. 3 vols. Reprint,

Tehran: Mu’assasah-yi Mutala‘at va-Tahqiqat-i FarhangT.

. (1999) The Philosophy of Illumination, A New Critical Edition of the Text of Hikmat

al-Ishrag. Edited and Translated by John Walbridge and Hossein Ziai. Provo,

UT: Brigham Young University Press.

III. Secondary Sources

Abrahamov, Binyamin. (1986) “al-Kasim ibn Ibrahim’s argument from design.”
Oriens 29-30: 259—284.

. (1991) “Ibn Sina’s Influence on al-Ghazalt’s Non-Philosophical Works.” Abr-

Natrain 29:1-17.




BIBLIOGRAPHY 243

Abt Rida, Muhammad ‘Abd al-Hadi1. (1989) Min sl al-Mutazila Ibrahim ibn Sayyad
an-Nazzam wa-ar@’uhia al-falsafiya. Cairo: Dar an-Nadim.

Acar, Rahim. (2002) “Creation: A Comparative Study between Avicenna’s and
Aquinas’ Positions.” Ph.D. diss., Harvard University.

Adamson, Peter. (2002) The Arabic Plotinus: a Philosophical Study of the “Theology of
Anistotle.” London: Duckworth.

. (forthcoming, 2004) “Correcting Plotinus: Soul’s Relationship to the Body in
Avicenna’s Commentary on the Theology of Aristotle,” in Philosophy, Science and Exegesis
wn Greek, Arabic and Latin Commentaries, edited by P. Adamson, H. Baltussen and
M. W. F. Stone. Suppplement to the Bulletin of the Institute for Classical Studies. 2
vols. London: Institute for Classical Studies.

Alper, Omer Mahir. (2001) “ bn Rii d’éin bn Sina’yi ele tirisi: el-Fark beyne re’ye-
yi'l-hakimeyn.” Dwan 10: 145-172.

Anawati, George C. (1950) Mw’allafat Ibn Sina. Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif.

. (1951) “Essai de bibliographie Avicennienne.” Revue Thomiste 51: 407—440.

Asin Palacios, Miguel. (1934-1941) La espiritualidad de Algazel y su sentido cristiano.
Madrid: Estanislao Maestre.

Babcock, Charles L. (1965) “The Early Career of Fulvia.” American Journal of Philology
86: 1-35.

Badawi, ‘Abd ar-Rahman. (1961) M’allafat al-Gazali. Matbu‘at al-Maglis al-A‘la li-
Ri‘ayat al-Funiin wa-1-Adab wa-l-‘Ulim al-Igtima‘iya, 22. Cairo: al-Maglis al-A‘l4
li-Ri‘ayat al-Funtin wa-1-Adab wa-1-‘Ultim al-I§tima‘Tya.

. (1980) At-Turat al-yanant fi -hadara al-Islamiya. Beirut: Wakalat al-Matbt‘at.

Baffioni, C. (1981) “Gnoseologia e mistica nell’interpretazione avicenniana dell’in-
telletto agente.” Annali del Istituto Orientali di Napoli 41: 597-622.

Baumstark, Anton, et al. (1964) Semutistik. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

. (1922) Geschichte der syrischen literatur, mut ausschluss der christlich-palistinensischen
texte. Bonn: A. Marcus und E. Weber.

Bergstrisser, G. (1966) Hunain Ibn Ishaq, Uber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-Uber-
setzungen. Abhandlungen fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes, Deutschen Morgen-
landischen Gesellschaft, vol. 17, no. 2. Reprint, Leipzig: Kraus.

Bertolacci, Amos. (1999) “Memﬁszca A 5, 986a22-26 nell’ lahiyat del Kitab al-Sifa’
di Ibn ana.” Documenti e Studi sulla dezzwne Filosofica Medievale 10: 205-231.

. (2001) “From al-Kindf to al-Farabi: Avicenna’s Progressive Knowledge of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics according to his Autobiography.” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy
11: 257-295.

. (2002a) “The Doctrine of Material and Formal Causality in the lahiyyat of
Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’.” Quaestio 2: 125—154.

— (2002b) “The Structure of Metaphysics in the llahiyat (Divine Science) of
Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa> (Book of the Cure).” Documenti e Studi sulla Tradizione
Filosofica Medievale 13:1-69.

. (2003) “Some Texts of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in the llahiyat of Avicenna’s Ritab
as S fa’ ” In Before and Afier Avicenna, Proceedings of the Avicenna Study Group, 1, edited

. C. Reisman and A. al-Rahim, 25-48. Leiden: E. J. Brill.
7.v(f0rthcoming) “La ricezione del libro I' della Metafisica nell’ llahiyyat del Kitab
al-Sif@> di Avicenna.” In proceedings of the Conference Aristotele e i suot esegetr neo-
platonict. Logica e ontologia nelle interpretazioni greche e arab, Rome, Italy, October.

Bouyges, Maurice. (1959) Essai de chronologie des oeuvres de al-Ghazali. Edited by Michel
Allard. Recherches de I'Institut de Lettres Orientales de Beyrouth, 14. Beirut:
Imprimerie Catholique.

Brockelmann, Carl. (1938-1949) Geschichte des arabischen Litteratur. 2nd ed. 5 vols.
Leiden: E. J. Brill.

Brox, N. (1975) Falsche Verfasserangaben, Jur Erkldrung der frithchristlichen Pseudepigraphie,
Stuttgarter Bibelstudien, 79. Stuttgart: KBW Verlag.




244 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Burrell, David B. (1986) Knowing the Unknowable God: Ibn-Sina, Maimonides, Aquinas.
Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press.

Bylebyl, Jerome J. (1969) Cardiovascular Physiwology in the Sixteenth and Early Seventeenth
Centurtes. Ph.D. diss., Yale University.

The Center of Aristotelian Studies at the University of Liege in 2001. (2001) Aporia
dans la philosophie grecque des origines a Anistote, edited by A. Motte and C. Rutten
with the assistance of L. Bauloye and A. Lefka. Louvain: Peeters.

Chittick, William C. (2001) The Heart of Islamic Philosophy: The Quest for Self-Knowledge
in the Teachings of Afdal al-Kashani. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Al-Daffa, Ali A. and J. J. Stroyls. (1984) “Ibn Sina as a Mathematician.” In Studies
in the Exact Sciences in Medieval Islam. Dahran: University of Petroleum and Minerals.

D’Ancona Costa, Cristina. (1993) “Il tema della ‘docta ignorantia’ nel neoplato-
nismo arabo. Un contributo all’analisi delle fonti di “Teologia di Aristotele,” mimar
1L In Concordia Discors: Studi Offerts a Grovanni Santinello (Medioevo ¢ Umanismo), 84:
3-22. Padua: Editrice Antenore.

Davidson, Herbert A. (1987) Proofs for Etermity, Creation and the Existence of God in
Medieval Islamic and Jewish Philosophy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. (1992) Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes, on Intellect: Their Cosmologies, Theories of the
Active Intellect, and Theories of Human Intellect. New York: Oxford University Press.

De Smet, Daniel. (2002) “Avicenne et I'ismaélisme post-fatimide selon la Risala al-
Mufida fi idah mulgaz al-Qasida de ‘Al b. Muhammad b. al-Walid (ob. 1215).” In
Avicenna and His Heritage, Acts of the International Colloquium, Leuven—Louvain-la-Neuve,
September 8—September 11, 1999, edited by Jules Janssens and Daniel De Smet.
Ancient and Medieval Philosophy, De Wulf-Mansion Centre Series, 28. Leuven:
Leuven University Press, 1-20.

Druart, Thérese-Anne. (2000) “The Human Soul’s Individuation and its Survival
after the Body’s Death: Avicenna on the Causal Relation between Body and
Soul.” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 10:259-273.

Elamrani-Jamal, Abhdelali. (1984) “De la multiplicit¢ des modes de la prophétie chez
Ibn Stna.” In FEtudes sur Avicenne, edited by Jean Jolivet and Roshdi Rashed.
Collection sciences et philosophie arabes. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Endress, Gerhard, ed. (1977) The Works of Yahya b. ‘Adi: An Analytical Inventory.
Wiesbaden: Reichert.

, ed. (1996) Averroes and the Anistolelian Tradition. Leiden: Brill.

—— (1997) “The Circle of al-Kindi: Early Arabic Translations from the Greek
and the Rise of Islamic Philosophy.” In The Ancient Tradition in Christian and Islamic
Hellenism, edited by G. Endress and R. Kruk, 43-76. Leiden: Research School
CNWS.

Fakhry, Majid. (1983) A Hustory of Islamic Philosophy. New York: Columbia University
Press.

Faruq, Abdullah (S. A. Johnson). (1984) “A Fourth Ontological Argument in Ibn
Sina’s Metaphysics.” Hamdard Islamicus 7:3-16.

Frank, Richard M. (1992) Creation and the Cosmic System: Al-Ghazdli & Avicenna.
Abhandlungen der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-his-
torische Klasse, 1. Heidelberg: Winter.

Gardet, Louis. (1951a) “En I'honneur du millénaire d’Avicenne. L'importance d’un
texte nouvellement traduit: les gloses d’Avicenne sur la pseudo Théologie d’Aristote.”
Revue Thomiste 51: 333-345. Reprinted as “Avicenne. Commentateur de Plotin.”
In Eludes de philosophie et de mystique comparées, 135-146. Paris: J. Vrin, 1972.

. (1951b) La pensée religieuse d’Avicenne. Ftudes de philosophie médiévale, 41. Paris:
J- Vrin.

Giitje, Helmut. (1971) Studien zur Uberlieferung der aristotelischen Psychologie im Islam,
Annales Universitatis Saraviensis, 11. Rethe: Philosophische Fakultit.

. (1982) “Simplikios in der arabischen Uberlieferung.” Der Islam 59:3-61.




BIBLIOGRAPHY 245

Giannakis, Elias. (1995-1996) “Fragments from Alexander’s Lost Commentary on
Aristotle’s Physics.” Leitschrift fiir Geschichte der arabisch-islamischen Wissenschaften 10:
157-87.

—— (1992) Philoponus in the Arabic Tradition of Aristotle’s Physics. Thesis, University
of Oxford.

Gilson, Etienne. (1962) “Notes pour histoire de la cause efficiente.” Archives d’Histoire
Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 37:7-31. Reprinted in FEtudes Médiévales. Paris:
Vrin, 1986.

Gimaret, Daniel. (1978) “Sur un passage énigmatique du Zabyin d’Ibn “Asakir.”
Studia Islamica 47: 143-163.

Goichon, Amélie-Marie. (1938) Lexique de la langue philosophique d’Ibn Sind. Paris:
Desclée de Brouwer; reprint, Frankfurt am Main: Institute for the History of
Arabic-Islamic Science at the Johann Wolfgang Goethe University, 1999.

Goodman, Lenn E. (1992) Avicenna. Arabic Thought and Culture. London: Routledge.

Grafton, A. (1990) Forgers and Critics, Creativity and Duplicity in Western Scholarship.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Von Grunebaum, Gustave E. (1944) “The concept of plagiarism in Arabic theory.”
Journal of Near Eastern Studies 3:234—253.

Guo, L. (2002) Review of A. Sanni, The Arabic Theory of Prosification and Versification:
On Hall and Nazm in Arabic Theoretical Discourse. Journal of the American Oriental Society
122:87-9.

Gutas, Dimitri. (1986) “The Spurious and the Authentic in the Arabic Lives of
Aristotle.” In Pseudo-Aristotle in the Middle Ages: the Theology and Other Texts, edited
by J. Kraye, 15-36. London: Warburg Institute.

. (1987) “Notes and Texts from Cairo Manuscripts, II: Texts from Avicenna’s
Library in a Copy by ‘Abd-ar-Razzaq as-Signahi.” Manuscripts of the Middle FEast
2:8-17.

——. (1988) Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s
Philosophical Works. Islamic Philosophy and Theology, Texts and Studies, 4. Leiden:
Brill.

—— (1989) “Avicenna—Mysticism.” In Encyclopaedia Iranica, edited by E. Yarshater,
vol. III, 79-83. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

. (2000a) “Avicenna’s Fastern (‘Oriental’) Philosophy: Nature, Contents, Trans-
mission.” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 10: 159—180.

——. (2000b) “Intuition and Thinking: The Evolving Structure of Avicenna’s
Epistemology.” In Aspects of Avicenna, edited by R. Wisnovsky, 1-38. Princeton:
Markus Wiener.

. (2002a) “Avicenna: Imagination, Intellect and Mysticism.” Unpublished paper

presented at University of Cambridge, June.

. (2002b) “The Heritage of Avicenna: The Golden Age of Arabic Philosophy,

1000—ca. 1350.” In Avicenna and His Heritage, Acts of the International Colloquium,

Leuven—Lowvain-la-Neuve, September 8—September 11, 1999, edited by Jules Janssens and

Daniel De Smet, 81-97. Ancient and Medieval Philosophy, De Wulf-Mansion

Centre Series 28. Leuven: Leuven University Press.

. (2002¢) “The Study of Arabic Philosophy in the Twentieth Century: An Essay
on the Historiography of Arabic Philosophy.” British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies
29: 5-25.

Hall, Robert E. (1979) “A Decisive Example of the Influence of Psychological
Doctrine in Islamic Science and Culture: Some Relationships between Ibn Sina’s
Psychology, Other Branches of his Thought, and Islamic Teachings.” Foumal for
the History of Arabic Science 3:46—84.

. (2001) “Mechanics,” In The Different Aspects of Islamic Culture, vol. 4, Science and

Technology in Islam, part 1, The Exact and Natural Sciences, edited by A. Y. al-Hassan,

297-336. Paris: UNESCO Publishing.




246 BIBLIOGRAPHY

——. (forthcoming) “The Wahm in Ibn Sina’s Psychology.” In Intellect and Imagination
in Medieval Philosophy. Proceedings of the 11th International Congress of Medieval Philosophy,
Porto, 26-31 August 2002.

Hankinson, R. J. (1991a) “Galen’s Anatomy of the Soul.” Phronesis 36:197-233.

. (1991b) “Greek Medical Models of Mind.” In Psychology, edited by S. Everson,

194-217. Companions to Ancient Thought, 2. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

. (1993) “Actions and Passions: Affection, Emotion, and Moral Self-Management
in Galen’s Philosophical Psychology.” In Passiwons and Perceptions: Studies in Hellenistic
Philosophy of Mind. Proceedings of the Fifth Symposium Hellenisticum (Chateau de Syam,
France, 1989), edited by J. Brunschwig and M. C. Nussbaum, 184-222. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Harvey, E. Ruth. (1975) The Inward Wils: Psychological Theory in the Middle Ages and
the Renaissance. Warburg Institute Surveys, 6. London: The Warburg Institute.
Hasnawi, Ahmad. (1984) “La dynamique d’Ibn Sina.” In FEitudes sur Avicenne, edited
by Jean Jolivet and Roshdi Rashed, 103-123. Collection Sciences et Philosophie

Arabes (Etudes et Reprises). Paris: Les Belles Lettres. 5

. (2001) “La définition du mouvement dans la Physigue du Sifa’ d’Avicenne.”
Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 11:219-255.

Hasse, Dag Nikolaus. (2000) Avicenna’s De Anima i the Latin West: The Formation of
a Penipatetic Philosophy of the Soul, 1160—1300. Warburg Institute Studies and Texts,
1. London: Warburg Institute; Turin: Nino Aragno.

— (2001) “Avicenna on Abstraction.” In Aspects of Avicenna, edited by R. Wisnovksy,
39—72. Princeton: Markus Wiener.

Heath, Peter. (1992) Allegory and Philosophy in Avicenna (Ibn Sina). Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press.

Heath, Thomas. (1981) A History of Greek Mathematics. 2 vols. Reprint, New York:
Dover.

Hikmat, ‘Al Asgar. (1955) “Tafasir Abn ‘Alf Sind az Quran mugayyid.” In Gasn-
namah-yi Ibn-i Sma. Mugallad-i Davum, Silsilah-yi Inti$arat-i Anguman-i Atar-i
Milli, Yadgar-i gasn-i hazarah-yi Aba ‘Al Stna/Collection du millénaire d’Avicenne,
31. Tehran: n.p.

Hourani, George F. (1966) “Ibn Sina’s ‘Essay on the Secret of Destiny’.” Bulletin
of the School of Oriental and African Studies 2:25—48.

Hyman, Arthur. (1977) “Aristotle’s ‘First Matter’ and Avicenna’s and Averroes’ ‘cor-
poreal form’.” In Essays in Medieval Jewish and Islamic Philosophy, edited by A.
Hyman, 335-356. New York: KTAV Publishing House.

and J. Walsh, eds. (1983) Philosophy in the Middle Ages, The Christian, Islamic, and
Jewish Traditions. 2d ed. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing.

Iskandar, Albert Zeki. (1967) “Ar-Raz1 and Ibn Sina: A Critical Study of the Relation
between Kitab al-HawT and Kitab al-Qantan.” In A Catalogue of Arabic Manuscripts
on Medicine and Science in the Wellcome Historical Medical Library. Wellcome Historical
Medical Library; Catalogue series MS. 2, 1-32. London: Wellcome Historical
Medical Library.

. (1970) “An autograph of Ibn al-Tilmidh’s ‘Marginal commentary on Ibn

Stna’s Canon of medicine’.” Le Museon 90/1-2:177-236.

. (1981) “Another fragment from the autograph of Ibn al-Tilmidh’s ‘Marginal
commentary on Ibn Stna’s Canon of Medicine’.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies 44:253-261.

Ivry, Alfred. (1984) “Destiny Revisited: Avicenna’s Concept of Determinism.” In Islamic
Theology and Philosophy: Studies in Honor of George F. Hourani, edited by M. Marmura,
160—-171. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Janssens, Jules. (1986) Le Déanesh-Nameh d’Ibn Sina: Un texte a revoir?” Bulletin de
philosophie médiévale 28:163—-177.




BIBLIOGRAPHY 247

—— (1991) An Annotated Bibliography on Ibn Sina (1970—1989). Ancient and Medieval
Philosophy, Series I. Leuven: University Press.

— (1993) “Le Md‘ary al-Quds fi Maddry Ma‘rifat al-Nafs: Un élément-clé pour le
dossier Ghazzali-Ibn Sina?” Archives d’Histowre Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 60:
27-55.

——. (1997) “Creation and Emanation in Avicenna.” Documenti ¢ Studi sulla Tradizione
Filosofica Medievale 8:455—477.

. (1999) An Annotated Bibliography of Ibn Sina, First Supplement (1990—1994). Textes

ct Etudes du Moyen Age, 12. Louvain-la-Neuve: Fédération Internationale des

Instituts d’Etudes Médiévales.

. (2001) “Al-Ghazzali’s Tahafut: Is it Really a Rejection of Ibn Sina’s Philosophy?”
Journal of Islamic Studies 12:1-17.

.and D. De Smet, eds. (2002) Avicenna and His Heritage, Acts of the International
Colloguium, Leuven—Louvain-la-Neuve, September 8—September 11, 1999. Ancient and
Medieval Philosophy, De Wulf-Mansion Centre Series 28. Leuven: Leuven University
Press

Jolivet, Jean. (1984) “Aux origines de Iontologie d’Tbn Sind.” In Efudes sur Avicenne,
edited by J. Jolivet and R. Rashed, 19-28. Paris: Société d’Editions les Belles Lettres.

Klein, F. (1925) Elementarmathematik vom hoeheren Standpunkte aus zweiter Band. 3rd ed.
Berlin: Verlag von Julius Springer.

Kretzmann, Norman. (1976) “Incipit/Desinit.” In Motion and Time, Space and Matter:
Interrelations in the History of Philosophy and Science, edited by P. K. Machamer and
R. G. Turnbull, 101-136. [Columbus]: Ohio State University Press.

Kruk, Remke. (1990) “Ibn Sina On Animals.” In The Human Embryo: Aristotle and the
Arabic and European Traditions, edited by G. R. Dunstan, 331-338. Exeter: University
of Exeter Press.

. (2002) “Ibn Stna On Animals: Between the First Teacher and the Physician.”
In Avicenna and his Henitage, Acts of the International Colloquium, Leuven—Louvain-la-Neuve,
September 8—September 11, 1999, edited by Jules Janssens and Daniel De Smet,
325-341. Ancient and Medieval Philosophy, De Wulf-Mansion Centre Series 28.
Leuven: Leuven University Press.

Lazarus-Yafeh, Hava. (1975) Studies in al-Ghazzali. Jerusalem: The Magnes Press.

Leaman, Oliver. (1985) An Introduction to Medieval Islamic Philosophy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

. (1999) A Brief Introduction to Islamic Philosophy. Cambridge: Polity Press.

——. (2002) Review of Averroes and the Aristotelian Tradition. British Journal of Middle
Eastern Studies 29: 172.

Lettinck, Paul. (1994) Arnstotle’s Physics and Its Reception in the Arabic World. Leiden:
Brill.

Lloyd, A. C. (1969-1970) “Non-Discursive Thought—an Enigma of Ancient
Philosophy.” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 70:261-274.

—— (1986) “Non-Propositional Thought in Plotinus.” Phronesis 31:258-265.

Long, A. A. and D. N. Sedley. (1987) The Hellenistic Philosophers. 2 vols. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Luther, Irina. (2002) “Problem of Incommensurability of the Circumference and
Diameter of a Circle in the Context of Aristotelian Doctrine: The Works of al-
Tast and al-Shirazi.” Istoriko-matematicheskie issledovaniya 7 [old series: 42]: 40-59
(in Russian).

Mahdavi, Yahya. (1954) Fikrist-i nushah-ha-yi musannafat-i Ibn Sina. Tehran: Intisarat-
1 Danisgah-yi Tihran.

Mahdi, Mubhsin, et al. (1989) “Avicenna.” In Encyclopaedia Iranica, edited by Ehsan
Yarshater London: Routledge.

Marmura, Michael E. (1962) “Some Aspects of Avicenna’s Theory of God’s Knowledge
of Particulars.” Journal of the American Oriental Society 82:304—306.




248 BIBLIOGRAPHY

—— (1980) “Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency for God’s Existence in the Meta-
physics of the Shifa’.” Medieval Studies 42:337-352.

—— (1984) “The Metaphysics of Efficient Causality in Avicenna.” In Islamic Theology
and Philosophy. Studies in Honor of G. Houram, edited by M. Marmura, 185-187.
Albany: State University of New York Press.

—— (1985) “Divine Omniscience and Future Contingents in Alfarabi and Avicenna.”
In Diwvine Ommniscience and Omnipotence in Medieval Philosophy: Islamic, Jewish and Christian
Perspectives, edited by Tamar Rudavsky, 81-94. Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing
Company.

. (1991) “Plotting the Course of Avicenna’s Thought.” Fournal of the American
Oriental Society 111:333-342.

—— (1992) “Avicenna and the Kalam.” Zeitschrift fiir Geschichte der arabisch-islamischen
Wissenschaflen 7:173-206.

Mayer, Toby. (2001) “Ibn Sina’s “Burhan al-Siddigin’.” Journal of Islamic Studies 12:
18-39.

— (2003) “Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s Critique of Ibn Sina’s Argument for the Unity
of God in the I[arat, and Nasir ad-Din at-TasT’s Defense.” In Before and After
Avicenna, Proceedings of the Avicenna Study Group, I, edited by D. C. Reisman and
A. al-Rahim, 199-218. Leiden: Brill.

McGinnis, J. (1999) “Ibn Sina on the Now.” American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly
73:73-106.

—— (2003) “Scientific Methodologies in Medieval Islam.” Journal of the History of
Philosophy 41:307-327.

. (forthcoming) “The Relation between Essence, Possibility and Matter in the
Philosophy of Ibn Sina.” The Journal for Patristic, Medieval and Renaissance Studies.
Meade, David G. (1988) Pseudonymity and Canon, An Investigation wnto the Relationship
between Authorship and Authority in Jewish and Earliest Christian Tradition. Wissenschaftliche

Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, 39. Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr.

Michot, Jean [Yahya] R. (1982) “Les questions sur les états de I'esprit, problémes
d’attribution et essai de traduction critique.” Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 24-
44-53.

——. (1984a) “L’épitre sur la connaissance de ’ame rationelle et ses états attribuée
a Avicenne.” Revue Philosophique de Louvain 82:479-499.

. (1984b) “L’épitre sur la genese et retour attribuée a Avicenne, présentation

et essai de traduction critique.” Bulletin de Philosophie Médidvale 26:104—118.

. (1985) “Prophétie et divination selon Avicenne: Présentation, essai de tra-

duction critique et index de I'«Epitre de 'ame de la sphere».” Revue philosophique

de Lowvain 83:507-535.

. (1986) La destinée de Uhomme selon Avicenne: Le retour a Diew (ma‘ad) et Iimagina-

tion. Académie Royale de Belgique, Classe des Lettres, Fonds René Draguet, 5.

Louvain: Aedibus Peeters.

. (1987) “L’eschatologie d’Avicenne selon F. D. al-Raz1 (I). Présentation et tra-

duction de la «Section du Retour» du Kitab shar al-Ngjat.” Revue philosophique de

Louvain, 87:235-63.

—. (2000) Ibn Sind, Lettre au vizir Abu Sa‘d. Sagesses musulmanes, 4. Beirut: Les
Editions al-Bouragq.

Morewedge, Parviz. (1979) “A Third Version of the Ontological Argument in the
Ibn Sinian Metaphysics.” In Islamic Philosophical Theology, edited by P. Morewedge,
188-222. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Musallam, Basim. (1989) “Avicenna X. Biology and Medicine.” In Encyclopaedia
Iranica, edited by E. Yarshater, 3:94-99. Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

. (1990) “The Human Embryo in Arabic Scientific and Religious Thought.”

In The Human Embryo: Aristotle and the Arabic and European Traditions, edited by G. R.

Dunstan, 32-46. Exeter: University of Exeter Press.




BIBLIOGRAPHY 249

Nasr, Seyyed H. (1970-1990) “Qutb al-Din al-Shirazi.” In Dictionary of Scientific
Buography, edited by C. C. Gillispie, 11:247-253. New York: Scribner.

Netton, Ian Richard. (1994) Allah Transcendent. Richmond: Curzon Press.

Niewohner, F. (2002) “Analyse erfolgreich, Gegenstand tot.” Frankfurter Allgemeine
Leitung. November 13.

Panoussi, Estiphan. (1968) “La théosophie iranienne source d’Avicenne?” Revue
philosophique de Louvain 66:239—266.

Pines, Shlomo. (1937) “Some Problems of Islamic Philosophy.” Islamic Culture 11: 66-80.

. (1951) “Ibn Sina et l'auteur de la Risalat al-Fusis fi I-hikma: quelques don-
nées du probleme.” Revue des Etudes Islamiques 19:121-126.

Ragep, Jamil and E. S. Kennedy. (1981) “A Description of ahiriyya (Damascus)
MS 4871: A Philosophical and Scientific Collection.” Journal of the History of Arabic
Science 5:85-108. .

Al-Rahim, Ahmed H. (2003) “The Twelver-SIT Reception of Avicenna in the Mongol
Period.” In Before and After Avicenna, Proceedings of the Avicenna Study Group, I, edited
by D. C. Reisman and A. al-Rahim Leiden: Brill, 219-232.

Rahman, Fazlur. (1958) Prophecy in Islam: Philosophy and Orthodoxy. Ethical and Religious
Classics of East and West, 21. London: Allen & Unwin.

. (1963, 1966) “Ibn Sina.” In A Hustory of Muslim Philosophy, edited by M. M.
Sharif, 1: 480-506. 2 vols. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Razavi, Mehdi Amin. (1997) Suhrawardi and the School of Illumination. Richmond,
Surrey: Curzon Press.

Reisman, David C. (2002) The Making of the Avicennan Tradition, The Transmission,
Contents, and Structure of Ibn Sind’s al-Mubahatat (The Discussions). Islamic Philosophy,
Theology and Science, 49. Leiden: Brill.

and Ahmad H. al-Rahim, eds. (2003a) Before and After Avicenna, Proceedings of

the Avicenna Study Group, I. Leiden: Brill

. (2003b) “A New Standard for Avicenna Studies.” Journal of the American Oniental

Soctety 122: 562-577.

. (2003c) “Stealing Avicenna’s Books: A Study of the Historical Sources for the
Life and Times of Avicenna.” In Before and Afier Avicenna, Proceedings of the Avicenna
Study Group, I, edited by D. C. Reisman and A. al-Rahim, 91-126. Leiden: Brill.

Ritter, Helmut. (1937-8) “Philologika IX.” Der Islam 24—25:270-86, 35-86.

Rofougaran, Nicolas L. (2000) “Avicenna and Aquinas on Individuation.” Ph.D.
diss., Harvard University.

Rosenthal, Franz. (1941) “Some Pythagorean Documents Transmitted in Arabic.”
Onentalia N.S. 10:104—115; 383-395.

. (1947) The Technique and Approach of Muslim Scholarship. Roma: Pontificum
Institutum Biblicum.

Rowson, Everett. (1992) “The Theology of Aristotle and Some Other Pseudo-Aristotelian
Texts Reconsidered.” Journal of the American Oriental Soctety 112:478—484.

Sabra, A. I. (1987) “The Appropriation and Subsequent Naturalization of Greek
Science in Medieval Islam: A Preliminary Statement.” History of Science 25:225—43.

Saflo, Mohammad Moslem Adel. (2000) Al-Guwayni’s Thought and Methodology with a
Translation and Commentary on Luma al-Adillah. Berlin: Klaus Schwarz.

Sanni, A. (1998) The Arabic Theory of Prostfication and Versification: On Hall and Nazm in
Arabic Theoretical Discourse. Beiruter Texte und Studien, 70. Beirut: Franz Steiner Verlag.

Sezgin, Fuat. (1967/<2000>) Geschichte des arabischen Schrifitums. Leiden: Brill.

Sorabji, Richard. (1983) Time, Creation and the Continuum: Theories in Antiquity and the
Early Muddle Ages. Ithaca: Cornell University Press; London: Duckworth.

Speyer, Wolfgang. (1971) Die Literarische Filschung im heidnischen und christlichen alter-
tum. Minchen: C. H. Beck’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung.

Steel, Carlos. (1978) The Changing Self: a Study of the Soul in Later Neoplatonism. Brussels:
Palais der Academién.




250 BIBLIOGRAPHY

— (2002) “Avicenna and Thomas Aquinas on Evil.” In Avicenna and his Heritage,
Acts of the International Colloquium, Leuven—Louvain-la-Neuve, September §—September 11,
1999, edited by J. Janssens and D. de Smet, 171-196. Leuven: Leuven University
Press.

Steinschneider, Moritz. (1960) Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen. Reprint,
Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt.

Stone, Abraham D. (2001) “Simplicius and Avicenna on the Essential Corporeity
of Material Substance.” In Aspects of Avicenna, ed. R. Wisnovsky. Princeton: Markus
Wiener Publishers.

Storey, C. A. (1970-1977) Persian Literature/ A Bio-bibliographical Survey. Reprint, London:
Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland.

Strohmaier, Gotthard. (1988) “Avicennas Lehre von den ‘inneren Sinnen’ und ihre
Voraussetzungen bei Galen.” In Le Opere Psicologiche di Galeno, Atti del terzo Colloquio
Galenico Internazionale, Pavia, 10—12 Settembre 1986, edited by P. Manuli and
M. Vegetti, 231-242. Naples: Bibliopolis.

——. (2002) “Avicenne et le phénomene des écrits pseudépigraphiques.” In Avicenna
and His Heritage, Acts of the International Colloquium, Lewven—Louvain-La-Neuve September
8—September 11, 1999, edited by J. Janssens and D. De Smet, 37-46. Leuven:
Leuven University Press.

Stroumsa, Sarah. (1992) “Avicenna’s Philosophical Stories: Aristotle’s Poetics Re-
interpreted.” Arabica 39:183-206.

Suter, Heinrich. (1900) Die Mathematiker und Astronomen der Araber und ihre Werke.
Abhandlungen zur Geschichte der mathematischen Wissenschaften, 10. Leipzig:
B. G. Teubner.

Temkin, Owsei. (1950) “On Galen’s Pneumatology.” Gesnerus 8:180—189.

. (1978) Galenism: The Rise and Decline of a Medical Philosophy. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.

Tritton, A. S. (1959) “Ma‘ary al-Quds.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 22:353.

Vajda, Georges. (1972) “Le Ma‘ang al-quds fi madang na‘rifat al-nafs attribué a al-
Gazalt et les écrits d’Tbn Sina.” Israel Oriental Studies 2:470—473.

Walbridge, John. (1992) The Science of Mystical Light, Qutb al-Din Shirazi and the
Hluminationist Tradition in Islamic Philosophy. Cambridge: Harvard Center for Middle
Eastern Studies.

Watt, W. Montgomery. (1952) “The Authenticity of the Works attributed to al-
Ghazali.” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 24—45.

Weisser, Ursula. (1983) Jeugung, Vererbung, und prinatale Entwicklung in der Medizin des
arabisch-islamischen Mittelalters. Erlangen: Liiling.

. (1985) “Die Harmonisierung antiker Zeugungstheorien im islamischen Kulturkreis
und ihr Nachwirken im europiischen Mittelalter.” In Ornentalische Kultur und europdi-
sches Mittlealter, edited by A. Zimmermann and I. Craemer-Ruegenberg, 301-327.
Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 17. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Wensinck, A. J. (1940) La pensée de  azzali. Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve.

Wiedemann, Eilhard. (1970) “Uber eine Schrift iiber die Bewegung des Rollens und
die Beziehung zwischen dem Geraden und dem Gekrummten von Qutb al-Din
Mahmud b. Mas’ad al-Schirazi.” In Aufsitze zur arabischen Wissenschafisgeschichte,
edited by W. Fischer, 2:644-652. 2 vols. Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag.

Wisnovsky, Robert. (2000a) “Notes on Avicenna’s concept of thingness (say’zyya).”
Arabic Science and Philosophy 10:181-221.

, ed. (2000b) Aspects of Avicenna. Princeton: Markus Wiener.

——. (2002) “Final and Efficient Causality in Avicenna’s Cosmology and Theology.”
Quaestio 2, 97-123.

Witt, Charlotte. (1989) Substance and Essence in Aristotle: An Interpretation of Metaphysics
VII-IX. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.




BIBLIOGRAPHY 251

Zedler, Beatrice H. (1995) “St. Thomas, Interpreter of Avicenna.” The Modern
Schoolman 33:1-18.

Ziai, Hossein. (1996) “The Illuminationist tradition.” In History of Islamic Philosophy,
edited by S. H. Nasr and O. Leaman, 465-496. London: Routledge.






INDEX OF NAMES

‘Abd al-Gabbar, 136, 139, 140

Abdullah, F. (S. A.), 134

Abhari, Atir ad-Din (Mufaddal ibn
‘Umar), 213

Abrahamov, B., 138, 189

Abtu Rida, M. A., 141

Abu Sahl al-Masthi, 124

Abt Sa‘id ibn Abi I-Hayr, 5

Acar, R., 143

Adamson, P., 87, 88, 99, 100

Albert the Great, 162

Alexander of Aphrodisias, 43, 171,
173, 210

‘Al2’> ad-Dawla, 218

‘Al ibn al-‘Abbas al-Magasi. See
Magast, AlT ibn al-‘Abbas

Al-Akiti, M. A., 70

Alp Arslan Argir, 213

Alper, O. M., 129

‘Amirt, Aba I-Hasan, 135

Amuli, H., 160

Anawatt, G. C., 5, 15, 67, 114, 124,
125, 160, 175, 180

Aquinas, Thomas, 42, 142, 162, 191

Aristotle, 5, 10, 25, 26-29, 34, 37, 39,
40, 42-48, 50, 54, 55, 57, 61-63,
65, 67-69, 71-76, 78, 81-84, 86,
87, 89, 94, 95, 100-102, 129, 132,
133, 136, 155, 159-173, 177, 179,
207

As‘ari, Abu I-Hasan, 202

Atabek Yusaf Sah, 213

Averroes, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133,
134, 135, 136, 137, 140, 141, 159,
160, 173, 174, 209

Baba Afdal ad-Din al-Kasani.
See Kasani, Baba Afdal ad-Din
Babcock, C., 17
Badawi, A., 43, 102, 108, 130, 195
Baffioni, C.; 90
Bahmanyar Ibn Marzuban, 13, 158,
159
Bakos, J, 89
Balhi, Abu Zayd Ahmad, 138
Baqillani, Abt Bakr Muhammad, 138,
139

Barhebraeus, 219

Bauloye, L., 160

Bayhaqt, Abu 1-Fadl, 13, 119

Bergstrasser, G., 4

Bertolacci, A., 18, 160, 163, 164, 167,
171, 176, 178

Birani, Abt r-Rayhan, 20

Bouyges, M., 195

Brockelmann, C., 138, 219

Brox, N., 6

Burrell, D. B., 142

Bylebyl, J. J., 74

Corbin, H., 215, 216

Al-Daffa, A. A., 125

D’Ancona Costa, C., 100

Danispazoh, M. T., 213, 214, 215,
227, 232, 233

Davidson, H. A., 16, 134, 136, 190,
205

De Koning, P., 72

De Smet, D., 15

Democritus, 35, 36

Druart, T.-A., 184

Elamrani-Jamal, A., 190, 191

Empedocles, 36, 167, 169

Endress, G., 4, 6, 43

Euclid, 114, 115, 116, 120, 121, 123,
124

Fabr ad-Din ar-Razi. See Razi, Fahr
ad-Din

Fakhry, M., 142

Farabi, 43, 67, 69, 70, 135, 147, 173,
194, 195, 208

Frank, R. M., 209

Galen, 19, 55, 68, 72-78, 80-84, 86

Gardet, L., 88, 106, 142, 178, 190,
191

Gitje, H., 10, 43

Gazali, 8, 17, 19, 70, Ch. 8 and 11,
passim

Giannakis, E., 43

Gilani, Afdal ad-Din, 13



254

Gilson, E., 178

Gimaret, D., 119

Goichon, A.-E.; 89, 107, 178, 180

Goodman, L. E., 64, 109, 154, 140,
183

Gould, S., 53

Grafton, A., 6, 11, 19

Gregory Thaumatourgos, 10

Griffel, F., 16

Guo, L., 8 y

Gurgani, as-Sayyid as-Sarif, 124, 141

Gutas, D., 5, 6, 10, 13, 14, 18, 19,
64, 89, 92, 95, 96, 97, 98, 108, 109,
111, 139, 157, 158, 159, 172, 190,
192, 197, 206, 218

Guwayni, Abi 1-Ma<li, 131, 132, 140,
141

Guzgant, Abu ‘Ubayd, 13, 14, 124

Hall, R. E., 66, 68, 71

Haly Abbas. See Magusi, ‘Alf ibn
al-‘Abbas

Hankinson, R. J., 73

Harvey, E. R., 77

Harvey, W., 76

Hasnawi, A., 58, 71

Hasse, D., 53, 85, 89, 97, 191, 192,
193

Heath, P., 5, 219

Heath, T., 114, 124

Hero, 124

Hikmat, A. A., 5

Hippocrates, 19

Horten, M., 160, 180

Hourani, G. F., 38

Hunayn ibn Ishaq, 4

Hyman, A., 52, 177, 180

Ibn AbT I-Haragayn, 13

Ibn Haldan, 67

Ibn al-‘Ibri. See Barhebraeus

Ibn Kammiina, Sa‘d ibn Hasan, 219

Ibn an-Nadim, Muhammad ibn Ishaq,
43, 173

Ibn Sahlan as-Sawi. See Sawi, ‘Umar
ibn Sahlan

Ibn Taymiya, 129, 130, 132-135, 137,
140, 141, 207, 208, 210

Ibn at-Tayyib, Abu l-Farag, 210

Ibn at-Tilmid, 13

Ibn Zayla, Abu Manstr al-Husayn,
13, 120

Inati, S., 217, 231

Ishaq ibn Hunayn, 25, 43

INDEX OF NAMES

Isfara’ini, Abt Hamid Ahmad, 119
Isfizari, Abt Hamid, 119, 122
Iskandar, A. Z., 14, 78

Ivry, A., 37

Janssens, J., 5, 10, 11, 12, 17, 66, 88,
160, 189, 195, 197, 209, 235
Jolivet, J., 129

Kasani, Baba Afdal ad-Din, 235
Kasim ibn Ibrahim, 137, 138
Kennedy, E. S., 119

Kindi, 4, 43

Klein, F., 116

Koch, K., 7

Kretzmann, N., 42, 45

Kruk, R., 53, 75, 84

Landauer, S., 64, 89

Lawkari, Abtu 1-Abbas, 13

Lazarus-Yafeh, H., 5, 8, 19, 20, 189,
195

Leaman, O., 6, 143, 154, 155

Lettinck, P., 43

Lewis, G., 87

Lizzini, O., 160

Lloyd, A. C., 96

Long, A. A, 41,

Madigan, A., 160, 162

Magast, All ibn al-‘Abbas, 77, 78

Mahdavi, Y., 5, 10, 15, 124, 125, 218

Mahdi, M., 64

Maimonides, 141, 210

Magqdisi, al-Mutahhar ibn Tahir, 138

Marmura, M. E., 5, 16, 129, 134, 143,
145, 147-151, 153-156, 172, 180

Ma‘sumi, Aba ‘Abd Allah, 13, 20

Maturidi, Muhammad ibn
Muhammad, 138

Mawaldi, M., 117, 119

Mayer, T., 18, 134

Mayhani, As‘ad, 13

McGinnis, J., 28, 30, 39, 52, 53, 58,
94, 103, 108,

Meade, D. G., 4, 6, 7

Michot, J. [and Y.], 5, 20, 30, 38, 39,
64, 68, 177, 178, 180, 190, 192,
201, 203, 206, 219

Miskawayh, 10

Morewedge, P., 114, 134

Muhammad ibn Zakariya’ ar-Razi.
See Razi, Muhammad ibn Zakariya’

Musallam, B., 53, 75, 84



INDEX OF NAMES

Nasirt, Muhammad ibn Abi Tahir, 13

Nasir ad-Din at-Tast. See Ttust, Nasir
ad-Din

Nasr, S. H., 112

Nayrizi, Abu I-‘Abbas al-Fadl ibn
Hatim, 124

Netton, R., 134

Nicholas of Damascus, 173, 174

Niewohner, F., 6

Ockham, 42

Palacios, M. A., 189

Panoussi, E., 107

Philoponus, John, 43, 45, 48, 52, 53,
70

Pines, S., 5, 209

Plato, 68, 70, 73, 76, 90, 167, 168,
169, 170

Plotinus, 34, 39, 87, 88, 91, 95, 96,
99, 100

Porphyry, 43

Poseidonios, 77

Proclus, 123, 124

Qattan, Hasan, 13

Ragep, J., 119

Al-Rahim, A. H., 13

Rahman, F., 64, 70, 89, 134, 189, 190

Razavi, M. A., 217

Razi, Fahr ad-Din, 195, 219, 227,
233, 234

Razi, Muhammad ibn Zakariya’, 77,
78

Reisman, D. C., 5, 8, 9, 13, 14, 15,
18, 38, 42, 108, 118, 119, 124, 158,

Rhazes. See Razi, Muhammad ibn
Zakariya’

Ritter, H., 215

Rizi, Isma‘dl ibn Muhammad, ch. 12,
passim

Rofougaran, N. L., 155

Rosenthal, F., 3, 4, 8

Rowson, E., 16

Sabra, A. 1., 197, 200

Saflo, M. M. A., 140

Sahrastani, Muhammad ibn ‘Abd
al-Karim, 119, 140

Sahrazari, Sams ad-Din, 214, 215

255

Sanni, A., 8

Sawi, ‘Umar ibn Sahlan, 219

Schmitt, C. B., 16

Sedley, D. N., 41

Sezgin, F., 10

Sigistani, Abtu Sulayman, 119

Signahi, ‘Abd ar-Razzaq,13

Siegel, R. E., 73

Simplicius, 43, 45, 124

Sirazi, Qutb ad-Din, ¢h. 6, passim, 215,
218

Sorabji, R., 47, 96

Speyer, W., 4, 6, 9, 19

Spinoza, 41

Steel, C., 39, 88

Steinschneider, M., 43

Stone, A. D., 176, 177, 179

Storey, C. A., 112

Strohmaier, G., 5, 80

Stroyls, J. J., 125

Stroumsa, S., 18

Suhrawardi, Sihab ad-Din, 214-218,
222, 232, 234

Suter, H., 112, 119

abit ibn Qurra, 121

Temkin. O., 74

Themistius, 43, 173

Theophrastus, 10

Tritton, A. S., 189

Tugra’i, al-Husayn ibn ‘Alf, 67

Tisi, Nasir ad-Din, 13, 112, ¢k 12,
passim

‘Umar Hayyam, 119
Ustat, 159, 164, 166, 167

Vajda, G., 87, 189
Von Grunebaum, G. E., 8

Walbridge, J., 214, 216

Watt, W. M., 5, 17, 19, 189, 195,
196, 207, 208

Weisser, U., 84

Wensinck, A. J., 189

Wiedemann, E., 112

Wisnovsky, R., 129, 164, 180

Witt, C., 155

Zedler, B. H., 142
Ziai, H., 19, 216






INDEX OF ARABIC WORDS

>.7-L G-H-D
azal, 144 Saludin, 226
-L-F G-D-D
allafa, 139 _ ‘alam at-tagaddud, 103
w@lif; 91 G- -B
mw’allyf, 139 Sadb, 83
>-L-H gadiba, 83
hagiga ilahiya, 106 G-R-B
ilham ilahz, 94, 96, 198 tagriba, 53, 65, 66
>-M-N G-R-D
rich amin, 195 lagrid, 66
-H-L G-S-M
see S-D and S-H-D _ suwar gismanpya, 179
>-W-N G-M-<
an, 58, 59, 93 wma“, 67, 208
qawa gma‘ya, 67
B-H-T G-M-L
bapt, 25, 34 mugmal, 102
B-D- G-H-L
mabda’, 58, 133 Sahl murakkab, 224
B-D-¢ G-W-Z
mubdi‘, 105 ga’iz, 131
B-D-H _ see also, W-G-D
[Wm] badihz, 225 G-W-H-R
ma‘qalat badihiya, 96 Sawhar, 120, 175
B-S-T see also, H-R-K and S-W-R
Um bast, 90, 91
B-S-R H-D-B
mubasara, 108 thdrdab, 120
B-T-L H-D-D
batala, 49 hadd, 58
see also, -Q-D H-D-
B-L-H hudit, 130
balaha, 226 hadit, 130
bulh, 226, 231 muhdit, 131
bantaspa, 79, 204 H-D-S
B-H-G hads, 92, 97, 190, 194, 195, 198, 201
wtthag, 229 H-R-Z
thtiraz, 230
T-M-M H-R-F
tamma, 116 whiraf, 113, 114
Jawga t-tamam, 183 H-R-K
muharrika, 76, 190
-B-T haraka gawhartya, 50
itbat al-wagib, 130 H-S-S
5 hiss mustarak, 79, 204
G-B-R hassa mustaraka, 204

Sabarat, 198, 229 [hasstya] hussz, 196



258 INDEX OF ARABIC WORDS

H-F- D-R-K
hifz, 78 adraka, 228
hafiza, 79 wrak, 108, 227
H-Q-Q mudrik, 227
haqq al-yaqin, 229 mudrika, 76, 190
haqiqa, 107, 178, 227 D-F-¢
haqgiqa ilahiya, 106 daf*, 83
kunh hagiga, 106 duf‘a, 43, 48, 59, 60, 93, 94, 109
ulam-t haqgigr, 214 dafi‘a, 83
see also, S-H-D and S-W-R D-H-R
H-K-M dahr, 154
hukm, 30, 104 D-W-D
H-L-L dida, 79
tahlil, 91 D-W-R
mahall, 117, 175 tadwir, 120
H-W-T
mubit, 113, 124 -K-R
H-W-L dikr, 78, 79
istihala, 54 dikr rihant, 223
H-Y-Y dakira, 79, 80
[qawa] hayawaniya, 75 mutadakkira, 79
-K-W
H-D-M daka’, 92
hadima, 83 -W-Q
mahdima, 83 dawg, 19, 109, 229, 230
H-S-5
hassa, 137 R--Y
yalussu, 156 nya, 194, 197
thtassa, 139 R-B-B
hassa, 198, 203 wham rabbanz, 94
hawass, 108, 156, 191 R-B-¢
hasstya, 108, 198, 203 tarbi, 120
[hasstya] hussz, 196 R-T-B
[hasstya] hayali, 196 rattaba, 138
[hassya] ‘aqlr, 196 tarattaba, 90
mapsis, 139 tarttb, 89, 90, 103, 104
tahsis, 131, 137, 140 muraitib, 138
mupassis, 131, 139, 140 R-G-H
multass, 117 yuragdibu, 27
H-L-G muragdth, 131, 141
thtilagat, 56 R-S-H
H-L-Q rasif, 223
ahlag, 218, 224 R-S-M
H-Y-L rasm, 106, 149, 176
hayal, 79, 80 R-F-
[hasstya) hayalt, 196 rafa‘a, 181
tahayyul, 78 raf*, 181
mutahayyila, 79 R-K-B
tarakkaba, 90
D-B-R tarktb, 91, 93, 95, 97, 98
dabbara, 138 Sahl murakkab, 224
tadbir, 78 R-W-H

mudabbir, 138 rith, 75, 76



INDEX OF ARABIC WORDS 259

rih amin, 195

riah al-quds, 195

rith nafsantya, 80

dikr rihant, 223

ma‘qul rihant, 105
R-W-Y

rawiya, 93, 96, 105

7-B-D
zabadiya, 54
7-H-D
zuhhad min al-mutanazzihing 217
7-W-L
zawal al-mani, 198
7-W-Y
qami |zawiya garniyal, 124
zawiyat at-tamass, 113, 124

S--L

masa’il, 157-159

masa’il gamida, 159, 160
S-B-B

asbab, 202
S-¢-D

sa‘ada, 220

ahl as-sa‘ada, 227

su‘ad@ min al-mutawassitin, 217

S-L-T-N

sultan, 81
S-W-F

masafa, 58
S-D-D

wstidad, 49
S-R-R

Sarir, 216, 232
S-R-K

hiss mustarak, 79, 204
hassa mustaraka, 204
SR
_ Su‘ar, 227
$Q-Q
_ Saqq, 199
S-Q-W
_ ashab as-saqwa, 218
S-H-D
musahada, 110, 197, 227, 228, 229
ahl al-musahada, 229
_ musahada haqqa, 107
S-W-Q
Sawgq, 67, 223, 230
wstyag, 225
mustaga, 227

sihha, 139

$-D-Q

tasdiq, 164

S-D-M

musadamat, 25

S-W-R

sira, 68, 89, 96, 178, 224
sara gismiya, 51

sara gawhariya, 51

sira mustahagqa, 30

suwar gismaniya, 179
suwar mu‘allaga, 218

wahib as-suwar, 66, 183
musawwira, 79, 80, 82, 84
qawa musawwira, 84
tasawwur, 78, 84, 164
qawat at-tasawwur, 84
tasawwur al-ma‘qalat, 90

-D-D

mudadd, 221

-R-R

dariira, 37

darartyun fi l-adam, 134

-R-B

darb, 191, 192

--F

wdaf, 115

tadaf, 115

-Y-F

idafa, 114, 120

mudaf, 120

‘alagat al-mudaf, 179
T-B-

tabt‘a, 67

[qawa] tabitya, 75
T-B-Q

tabagat, 194
T-R-D

wtirad, 29
T-R-F

taraf, 5861
T-R-Q

tarig, 93
[--M

ta‘m, 108

-N-N

zann, 78

zanna, 79



260 INDEX OF ARABIC WORDS

“-B-R
ta‘brr, 198
D-D
wti'dad, 221
wsti'dad tamm, 30
-D-M
‘adima, 49
‘adam, 131, 134, 221
darariyun fi -adam, 134
‘adab, 222, 223, 225, 226
ta‘dib, 222
muta‘addiba, 227, 228
(_R_
‘arada, 169
‘arad, 120
mu‘rid, 225, 226
“R-F
ma‘rifa, 101
taif, 176
anfun mutanazzihan, 217, 228
_magamat-i ‘anfan, 233
(_S_Q
g, 108
‘aszg, 108
(_S_Y
syan al-madda, 39
(_Q:D
i‘tigadat-i batil, 226
(_QL
ya‘qlu, 110
‘agl, 73, 78, 91, 94, 95, 110, 221
‘agl fa“al, 65, 195
‘aql qudsz, 195
‘aqil, 156
ma‘qal rahant, 105
ma‘qulat badihiya, 96
see also S-W-R

“L-L
lla, 29, 35, 180
ma‘lal, 180
(_L_Q

‘alaga, 54, 56
‘alaga, 179
see also S-W-R and  -Y-F and
M- -L
-L-M
%m, 63, 70, 101
[2m] badihz, 225
m basit, 90, 91
Um faql, 90, 91
Gm fikrz, 90, 91
Um kullz, 144
Um al-hay’a, 69

m al-yagin, 228, 229
ulim-t hagiqr, 214
‘alam at-tagaddud, 103
gayr ta‘allum, 197
“M-L
wahm ‘amil, 68
-N-Y
mand, 65, 80, 140, 156
“W-D
ch. 12, passim
“Y-N
‘ayn al-yagin, 229
mu‘ayana, 229

G-R-Z
. qawa gariziya, 83
G-M-
- mas@’il gamida, 159, 160
G-Y-Y
. gaya, 31, 32
G-Y-B
gapb, 190, 195, 198

F-R-

Jarada, 176
F-S-D

Jasad, 184
F-S-Q

Jasig, 216, 232
F-S-L

Jast, 67

tafsil, 90, 102, 108

mufassal, 102
F-T-R

Sitra, 198, 222, 223, 231
F--L

af“al, 72

m fal, 90, 91

see also -Q-L
F-K-R

Sikr, 78, 80, 91, 93, 94, 98, 102-105,

109111

Sfikra, 91, 92

m fikri, 90, 91

mufakkira, 79, 80
Jantasya, see bantasiya
F-Y-

Jawyd, 175, 183

Q-D-M
qaddama, 139
muqaddim, 139

Q-D-R
qadr, 117
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qadar, 26, 30, 36, 41, 154
mugdar, 118, 178
Q-D-S
quds, 228, 231
mugaddas, 154
see also, R-W-H and ‘-Q-L
Q-R-N
qarnt, [zawiya gamiyal, 124
Q-S-M
agsam, 175
see also, Q-Y-S
Q- -Y
qada’, 30
qad@’uhi al-awwal, 154
QT
qatis, 58
Q-W-M
qiwam, 33, 176, 178
wtigama, 113, 120
magamat-i ‘arfan, 233
Q-W-Y
quwd, 72
qawa gma‘ya, 67
[qawa] hayawaniya, 75
qawa musawwira, 84
quwat at-tasawwur, 84
[qawal tabitya, 75
quawa gariziya, 83
[qiwa nazariya], 205
[quwa] nafsaniya, 75, 76
qawa muwallida, 84
qawa mutawallida, 84
qawa wahmiya, 65, 79
qawa mutawahhima, 81

Q-Y-S
qwas, 96, 108
qas mutagassam, 122
muqayasa, 106

K-S-L
kasal, 226
K-S-W
kiswa, 198
inkisaf, 145
K-F-
takafa’a, 180
mukaf’, 180, 184
mutakafi’, 180
see also W-G-D
K-L-L
Um kullr, 144
nizam al-kull, 40

K-M-M

kamm, 118
K-M-L

kamalat, 221
K-N-H

kunh hagiqa, 106
K-Y-F

kayf, 120

L-B-S
talbis, 208
L- -
ladda ‘ulya, 217
L-H-M
wham, 96, 197, 208
wham lahz, 94, 96, 198
wham rabbant, 94

mahiya, 103, 106
M- -L

tatamattalu, 228

mutul alfmu(avllaqa, 217

see also, W-G-D
M-D-D

asyan al-madda, 39
M-D-R

madara, 178
M-Z-G

mizag, 82, 224
M-S-S

tamass, 120

mumass, 113, 124

see also 7-W-Y

M-S-K
imsak, 83
mastka, 83
M- -G
mudga, 54
M-K-N
mumkin, 131
M-L-K

malaka, 218, 224

malakit, 198, 231
M-N-

mani‘, 200

zawal al-mani, 198

mumtani’, 134
M-N-W

minan, 54
M-Y-L

mayl, 70, 71

N-B-W
nubiwa, 198
nir an-nubiwa, 197
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N-7Z-H
zuhhad min al-mutanazzihing 217
‘arfun mutanazzihan, 217, 228
N-S-B
nisba, 115, 121

N-S-H
tanasup, 231
N-T-Q
natiqa, 76
N- -R
nazar, 78

nazari (quawa nazartya), 205
nizam al-kull, 40
N-F-S
nafs, 95
see also, R-W-H and Q-W-Y
N-Q-$
tanaqqus, 49
N-O-L
wmtigal, 102
N-K-R
munkiran, 225, 226
N-H-W
gayr nithaya, 116
N-W-R
niar, 198
see also, N-B-W

H-M-L
muhmil, 226
huwiya, 107, 167
H-Y-
hay’a, 117
Um al-hay’a, 69
hayala, 51

W-G-B
wagib, 29
wbat al-wagib, 130
W-G-D
wugnd, 131, 221
ga’iz al-wugid, 131

mutakaf’a l-wugad, 181
wad al-mutul, 217
W-H-D
ittthad, 217
W-H-Y
wahy, 96, 194, 197
wahy fi l-yagza, 197
W-S-T
mutawassit, 180, 217
see also, S--D
W-S-L
wisal, 70, 113, 118, 198
muttasil, 114
W- -H
ittidah, 157
W_ _(
wad, 121
mawdi’, 120, 175
W-F-Q
lawfiq, 198, 208
ithifag, 25, 26, 34
W-Q-T
wagt, 58, 90
W-L-D
qawa muwallida, 84
qawa mutawallida, 84
W-H-B
wahib as-suwar, 66, 183
W-H-M
wahm, 65-69, 71, 72, 78-81
wahm ‘amil, 68
qawa wahmiya, 65, 79
tawahhum, 67, 68, 78, 79
qawa mutawahhima, 81

Y-0-
yagza, 96
wahy fi l-yagza, 197
Y-O-N

hagq al-yagin, 229
Um al-yagin, 228, 229
‘wyn al-yagin, 229
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