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Preface

For approximately four years I enjoyed the privilege of thinking, reading, talking
(and at times even dreaming) about a small treatise by Aristotle and the enor-
mous effect it had on the course of intellectual history, particularly on a philo-
sophical reform project that was launched more than thirteen centuries later in
the Eastern part of the Islamic world.

The present book was written under fortunate circumstances: with a schol-
arship from the Cusanuswerk and in the framework of the British-German re-
search project “Major issues and controversies of Arabic logic and philosophy of
language,” based at Ruhr-Universitdt Bochum as well as Cambridge University
and jointly funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) and the British
Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC). I would like to express my deep
gratitude to my first supervisor Cornelia Schock (Bochum) for all her intellectual
and practical support. Moreover, I would like to thank my second supervisor
Peter Adamson (Munich) and the doyen of Graeco-Arabica Gerhard Endrefl
(Bochum) for their encouragement and inspiration. Last but not least I am
grateful to Tony Street for the exciting workshops he organized at the Universi-
ty of Cambridge and to all participants of these memorable gatherings for their
helpful remarks and challenging questions.

My Benedictine school in Augsburg enabled me to grow in the love of God
and wisdom. During my studies in Berlin, Rome and Cairo I came across the
relation of language and reality in all kinds of variations. The manner in which
my family contributed to this book is too manifold to be expressed in few words:
I am blessed to be the son of caring and committed parents, to be married to a
wonderful woman who is my partner in all dimensions of being and to be the
father of two marvelous children who taught me more astonishment and humili-
ty than philosophy ever could.
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In light of the great quantity, quality and impact of philosophical texts from the
Islamicate world, the research on this rich intellectual tradition may still be said
to be in its juvenile period. Notwithstanding some significant progress in the last
years, this general assessment is to a large extent even true of the multifaceted
oeuvre of the most famous and influential Muslim philosopher of all times, Aba
‘Ali al-Husayn b. ‘Abdallah b. Sina (d. 428 AH / 1037 AD), better known in the
Latin West as Avicenna. Philologically sound editions of at least his major philo-
sophical works, such as the K. asv—Sifd’ and al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, are still miss-
ing — let alone complete and reliable translations into Western languages.

This rather discouraging state of affairs, by and large, also extends to the
level of an analytical appraisal of Ibn Sind’s philosophy. To be sure, ever since
Dimitri Gutas’ seminal study Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition has laid the
ground for a systematic philosophical engagement with the Corpus Avicenni-
cum,' some important advances have been made — in recent years especially in
the field of his syllogistic* and ontology.” However, numerous parts of Ibn Sina’s
philosophical project continue to remain terrae incognitae. What is more, even
though Ibn Sina’s enormous influence on subsequent scholarship and erudition,
both secular and religious, has long been recognized, and even though the later
tradition has been identified as a wide field of intellectual activities and
achievements which deserves to be studied in its own right,* comparatively little

1 Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition: Introduction to Reading Avicen-
na’s Philosophical Works (Leiden: Brill, 1% ed. 1988, 2" ed. 2014).

2 See Tony Street, “An Outline of Avicenna’s Syllogistic,” Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philo-
sophie 84 (2002): pp. 129-160; and idem, “Avicenna on the Syllogism,” in Interpreting Avi-
cenna: Critical Essays, ed. Peter Adamson (Cambridge: University Press, 2013), pp. 48—70.

3 See Robert Wisnovsky, Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context (Ithaca, NY: Cornell Universi-
ty Press, 2003); Amos Bertolacci, The Reception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s
Kitab a§-Sifa’: A Milestone of Western Metaphysical Thought (Leiden: Brill, 2006); and Ste-
phen Menn, “Avicenna’s Metaphysics,” in Interpreting Avicenna: Critical Essays, ed. Peter
Adamson (Cambridge: University Press, 2013), pp. 143—-169.

4  See Dimitri Gutas, “The Heritage of Avicenna: The Golden Age of Arabic Philosophy,
1000 — ca. 1350,” in Avicenna and his Heritage, ed. Jules Janssens and Daniel De Smet
(Leuven: University Press, 2002), pp. 81-97; and Gerhard Endre}, “Reading Avicenna in
the Madrasa: Intellectual Genealogies and Chains of Transmission of Philosophy and the
Sciences in the Islamic East,” in Arabic Theology, Arabic Philosophy: From the Many to the
One: Essays in Celebration of Richard M. Frank, ed. James E. Montgomery (Leuven - Paris
— Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2006), pp. 371-423.
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4 Introduction

research has been dedicated to the analysis of philosophical issues and contro-
versies in the post-Avicennian period.’

Given the eminent role which Aristotle’s Categories and the abundant
commentaries on this short work have played throughout the entire history of
philosophy up to the present day and given the enormous amount of literature
both on the Categories itself and on its exegetical history,’ it is all the more sur-
prising that Ibn Sinad’s reception of the Categories is still a seriously understudied
domain. That is not to say that Ibn Sina’s intense engagement with the Catego-
ries remained completely unnoticed. Dimitri Gutas discussed the introductory
chapter of the K. al-Magqalat of the Sifa’ where Ibn Sina forcefully argues for the
exclusion of the Categories from the logic curriculum.” Richard Bodéiis very

5  Particularly the field of post-Avicennian syllogistic has witnessed some remarkable
progress; see, inter alia, Asad Q. Ahmed, “Interpreting Avicenna: Urmawi/Tahtani and
the Later Logical Tradition on Propositions,” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica
medievale 21 (2010): pp. 313-342; Khaled El-Rouayheb, “Impossible Antecedents and
Their Consequences: Some Thirteenth-Century Arabic Discussions,” History and Philos-
ophy of Logic 30 (2009): pp. 209-225; idem, Relational Syllogisms and the History of Arabic
Logic 9001900 (Leiden: Brill, 2010); Kamran Karimullah, “Unusual Syllogisms: Avicenna
and Najm al-Din al-Katibi on per impossibile Syllogisms and Implication (luziam),” Oriens
43 (2015): pp. 223-271; Tony Street, “Avicenna and Tasi on the Contradiction and Con-
version of the Absolute,” History and Philosophy of Logic 21 (2000): pp. 45-56; idem,
“Fahraddin ar-Razi’s Critique of Avicennan Logic,” in Logik und Theologie: Das Organon
im arabischen und im lateinischen Mittelalter, ed. Dominik Perler and Ulrich Rudolph
(Leiden: Brill, 2005), pp. 99-116; and idem, “Afdal al-Din al-Khunaji (d. 1248) on the Con-
version of Modal Propositions,” Oriens 42 (2014): pp. 454—-513.

6  For a comprehensive analytical overview of the exegetical history of the Categories up to
the 1980’s, see Klaus Oehler, “Einleitung,” in his German translation of the Categories
(Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 4 ed. 2006), pp. 42-96. For more recent developments, see
Paul Studtmann, “Aristotle’s Categories,” in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2013.
For the earliest commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories, see Paul Moraux, Der Aristo-
telismus bei den Griechen, vol. 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1973), pp. 97-113, pp. 147-164 and
pp- 182-185; and Michael Griffin, Aristotle’s Categories in the Early Roman Empire (Ox-
ford: University Press, 2015). For an excellent study on the Neoplatonic commentators,
see Rainer Thiel, Aristoteles’ Kategorienschrift in ihrer antiken Kommentierung (Ti-
bingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004); cf. Antony C. Lloyd, “Neo-Platonic Logic and Aristotelian
Logic,” Phronesis 1/1 (1955): pp. 58—=72 and 1/2 (1956): pp. 146—160; and Ilsetraut Hadot,
“The Role of the Commentaries on Aristotle in the Teaching of Philosophy according to
the Prefaces of the Neoplatonic Commentaries on the Categories,” Oxford Studies in An-
cient Philosophy, Supplementary Volume: Aristotle and the Later Tradition (1991): pp. 175-
189. For the Byzantine tradition, see Katerina lerodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of
Aristotle’s Categories,” Synthesis Philosophica 39 (2005): pp. 7-31. For the medieval recep-
tion (with a particular focus on the Latin West), see the collective volume Medieval
Commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories, ed. Lloyd A. Newton (Leiden: Brill, 2008).

7 Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, ond ed., pp. 300-303.
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briefly contrasted al-Hasan b. Suwar’s traditional reading of the Categories with
Ibn Sina’s critical attitude which he deemed to be inspiring for further research
on Aristotle’s treatise.® In a similar manner, Allan Bick compared Ibn Sina’s
treatment of Cat. 1, in the course of which we see him introduce a complex divi-
sion of various types of homonymy, with Ibn Rusd’s much less original style of
commenting — and concluded that Ibn Sina’s creative approach makes him the
ideal commentator for all readers, both medieval and modern, who appreciate a
philosophically productive exegesis.” Moreover, Amos Bertolacci and Alexander
Treiger closely studied Ibn Sind’s elaboration on Cat. 1 against the background
of the preceding commentary tradition."” Besides that, Amos Bertolacci also
discussed Ibn Sina’s reworking of Cat. 1 as a particularly apt case in point for the
close interrelatedness between the logical and metaphysical parts of the K. as-
Sifa’!" Prior to this, Tiana Koutzarova had already made frequent recourse to
the ontological doctrines which Ibn Sina expounds in the Magqiilat of the Sifa’ for
the sake of gaining a better understanding of the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa’, especially
with regard to the concepts of ‘existent’ (mawgid) and ‘substance’ (§awhar)."?
Apart from his reflections on Ibn Sind’s role as a “commentator” of the Catego-
ries, Allan Béack can also be credited as the first contemporary reader who paid
attention to the remarkable reassessment of Cat. 2 which Ibn Sina pursues in

chapter 13 of the Magilat of the Sifa’" As far as Ibn Sina’s reception of the

8  Richard Bodéiis, “Mawqif Ibn Sina wa-dalalat Maqulat Aristd,” al-Magalla at-tanisiyya li-
d-dirasat al-falsafiyya / Revue tunisienne des études philosophiques 13—14 (1993): pp. 133—
138.

9 Allan Bick, “Avicenna the Commentator,” in Medieval Commentaries on Aristotle’s Cate-
gories, ed. Lloyd A. Newton (Leiden: Brill, 2008), pp. 31-71.

10  Amos Bertolacci, “Simplicius in Avicenna’s Reworking of Aristotle’s Categories,” un-
published paper, presented at the workshop The Reception of the Categories in the Arabic
Tradition, 34 April 2009, Ecole Normale Supérieure Paris; and Alexander Treiger, “Avi-
cenna’s Notion of Transcendental Modulation of Existence (taskik al-wugud, analogia
entis) and its Greek and Arabic Sources,” in Islamic Philosophy, Science, Culture and Reli-
gion: Studies in Honor of Dimitri Gutas, ed. Felicitas Opwis and David Reisman (Leiden:
Brill, 2012), pp. 327-363.

11 Amos Bertolacci, “The ‘Ontologization’ of Logic: Metaphysical Themes in Avicenna’s
Reworking of the Organon,” in Methods and Methodologies: Aristotelian Logic East and
West, 500-1500, ed. Margaret Cameron and John Marenbon (Leiden: Brill, 2011), pp. 27-
51, esp. pp. 41-49.

12 Tiana Koutzarova, Das Transzendentale bei Ibn Sina: Zur Metaphysik als Wissenschaft
erster Begriffs- und Urteilsprinzipien (Leiden: Brill, 2009), esp. pp. 211-277. For a critique
of Koutzarova’s approach of reading Ibn Sind’s Metaphysics predominantly through a
scholastic lens, see the review by Heidrun Eichner, Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 107
(2012): pp. 39-41.

13 Allan Bick, “The Ontological Pentagon of Avicenna,” The Journal of Neoplatonic Studies
7 (1999): pp. 87-109. Cf. below, chapter 2.
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actual list of Aristotle’s ten categories is concerned, Paul Thom made a first
attempt at situating Ibn Sinad’s systematization of the scheme of categories with-
in the earlier commentary tradition.* In addition to these studies on particular
chapters and issues of the Magalat of the Sif@’, the recent discovery of an earlier
Avicennian treatise on the Categories inspired some first considerations on how
a developmental account might trace the various stages of Ibn Sina’s reading of
the Categories.”

What is lacking, however, is a close reading of larger parts of Ibn Sind’s ex-
tensive K. al-Magqalat of the Sifa’. The present study, therefore, intends to pave
the way towards a deeper contextualized understanding of Ibn Sina’s critical
account of the Categories within his wider project of rearranging the transmitted
body of philosophical knowledge — a transformation process whose impact can-
not be overestimated. Against the background of the late ancient commentary
tradition and the subsequent exegetical efforts advanced by the Baghdad Peripa-
tetics, it will become clear that the K. al-Magilat of the Sifa’ marks an important
milestone in the gradual Avicennian reshuffle of the relationship between logic
proper and ontology. In order to assess the philosophical impact of this realign-
ment, I also take into account some of the subsequent developments in Ibn Sind’s
writings and in the emerging post-Avicennian tradition.

In doing so, my focus will lie on the two fundamental classification schemes
which Aristotle introduces in the treatise: The fourfold scheme of Cat. 2 and the
tenfold scheme of Cat. 4. Both schemes pose the question of whether and how
the manner in which an expression is predicated of another expression is con-
nected to extra-linguistic reality, that is to say, on issues pertaining to the rela-
tionship between logico-linguistic and ontological divisions. These two areas are
at the core of Ibn Sina’s momentous reform of the Aristotelian curriculum — an
ambitious philosophical project whose rationale, as we shall see, is given in the
Magalat of the Sifa’ and whose implementation can best be observed in the
Larat.

First of all, I will inspect the classical question which all ancient and medie-
val readers - including Ibn Sina and his Arabic predecessors and contemporaries

14  Paul Thom, “The Division of the Categories According to Avicenna,” in Aristotle and the
Arabic Tradition, ed. Ahmed Alwishah and Josh Hayes (Cambridge: University Press,
2015), pp. 30—49.

15 See Alexander Kalbarczyk, “The Kitab al-Maqulat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantig:
A Hitherto Unknown Source for Studying Ibn Sina’s Reception of Aristotle’s Categories,”
Oriens 40 (2012): pp. 305-354, esp. pp. 320-321; and Heidrun Eichner, “The Categories in
Avicenna: Material for Developing a Developmental Account?” in Aristotle’s Categories
in the Byzantine, Arabic and Latin Traditions, ed. Sten Ebbesen, John Marenbon and Paul

Thom (Copenhagen: Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Selskab, 2013), pp. 59-86.
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- discuss before commenting on Aristotle’s text: What is the aim
(oxomdg/garad) of the Categories or rather, what is the nature of the entities
which are classified in the treatise (chapter 1)? As will become clear, it is pre-
cisely because Ibn Sina deems the answers provided by the Neoplatonic com-
mentary tradition untenable that he argues for an exclusion of the Categories
from logic. The consequences which this radical departure from the transmitted
curriculum was to have for subsequent philosophical developments can well be
observed in Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s (d. 606 AH / 1210 AD) philosophical summa al-
Mabahit al-masrigiyya. Next, I will take a closer look at Ibn Sinad’s views on the
nature, justification and use of the fourfold scheme (chapter 2) and the tenfold
scheme (chapter 3). Once again, Ibn Sind’s doctrinal disagreements with the
preceding commentary tradition will also be studied under the aspect of their
bearings on later Muslim philosophers. What both classification schemes have in
common is the fact that they operate with the underlying dichotomy of substan-
tial and accidental entities. While the division of Cat. 2 contrasts individual sub-
stances with universal substances and individual accidents with universal acci-
dents, the list of categories outlined in Cat. 4 is commonly understood as consist-
ing of one substantial genus and nine accidental genera. Finally, I will focus on
exegetical discussions which concern the manner in which substance and acci-
dent can be said of whatever falls under them (chapter 4). Whereas Ibn Sina, by
and large, adopts the traditional interpretation according to which accident - in
contrast to substance — lacks conceptual unity and generic predicability, he dis-
cards the arguments which had previously been provided in favor of it as insuf-
ficient. This critical reassessment inspired some of his philosophical heirs to
question the conceptual unity and generic predicability of substance as well. As
we shall see, Ibn Sina’s comprehensive reappraisal of the Categories — both with
regard to the epistemological place of the treatise as a whole and of the funda-
mental classification schemes it contains — was to have a defining impact on the
study of logic, metaphysics, and even natural philosophy in the ensuing intellec-
tual tradition of the Islamic East.
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1. Varying Approaches of Determining
the Scope of the Categories

A. STUDY

1.1. Pre-Avicennian Justifications for Including
the Categories in the Logic Curriculum

Among the six (or more) main points of inquiry (xe@dioua) which, according to
the Neoplatonic commentators, need to be clarified prior to reading the Catego-
ries,'® the question of the oxomdg, i.e., what the ‘aim’ or ‘scope’ of the treatise is,
has remained subject to intense debates up to the present day." Since among
Aristotle’s ancient readers there appears to have been a broad consensus on the
view that the Categories, in one way or another, aims at outlining ten genera, the
investigation of its oxomdg usually amounts to the question of what the ten cat-
egories are genera of.

16  Simplicius, for instance, lists the following six issues that need to be investigated prior to
commenting on the treatise itself: (1) its aim/scope (oxomdg), (2) its usefulness
(xpriowov), (3) the reason for its title (émrypapry), (4) its place in the curriculum (1) téig
g avayvooewg), (5) whether it is an authentic Aristotelian work (ei yvijolov tod
@uroco@ov to PAiov), and (6) its division into chapters (1) eig T& kepdroia Sixipeoiq);
subsequently, he adds a seventh point: “it may also not be inappropriate to inquire under
what part of his philosophy (60 molov pépog adtod TG @rocopiong) the work is
placed.” Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, ed. Karl Kalbfleisch (Berlin:
Reimer, 1907), p. 8, 1l. 10-13; English tr. by Michael Chase, On Aristotle Categories 1—4
(London: Duckworth, 2003), p. 23 (modified). Two extant Arabic commentaries by repre-
sentatives of the Baghdad Peripatetics, namely by al-Hasan b. Suwar and Ibn at-Tayyib,
discuss eight issues (which Ibn at-Tayyib labels as al-abwab at-tamaniya): In addition to
the seven points mentioned by Simplicius, they treat the “methods of instruction” (anha’
at-ta‘lim) used in the treatise as a separate point of investigation. See al-Hasan b. Suwar,
<Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, in Mantiq Aristu, vol. 1, ed. ‘Abd ar-Rahman
Badawi (Kuwait: Wikalat al-matbu‘at, 1980), pp. 77-80; an-Nass al-kamil li-mantiq Aristu,
vol. 1, ed. Farid Gabr (Beirut: Dar al-fikr al-lubnani, 1999), introductory note, pp. 15-18;
and MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 157a, 1l. 1-35. And see Abu l-Farag b. at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-
Magalat, in Cleophea Ferrari, Der Kategorienkommentar von Abu I-Farag ‘Abdallah ibn
at-Tayyib: Text und Untersuchungen (Leiden: Brill, 2006), pp. 14-23 (Arabic).

17  For an analytical outline of discussions about the scope of the Categories among the
ancient and late ancient commentators, see “Die Zielrichtung (der cxomdg) der Schrift,”
in Rainer Thiel, Aristoteles’ Kategorienschrift in ihrer antiken Kommentierung, pp. 11-29.
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In drawing on Alexander of Aphrodisias’ complex account of which linguis-
tic and extra-linguistic entities are covered by Aristotle’s descriptive formula
“those which are said without combination” (t& kotd pundepiov cvpmAoxrnv
Aeyopeva), the Ammonian commentators unanimously discard three one-
dimensional positions that may be taken on this issue: As John Philoponus, inter
alios, emphasizes, the scope of the Categories may neither be limited to “concepts
only” (vorjporta pova), nor to “expressions only” (pwvai povai), nor to “things
only” (mp&ypata pova).”® In the same vein, Simplicius reports and rejects three
one-dimensional readings of the Categories on the grounds that they would
thwart an epistemologically sound inclusion of the treatise in the logic curricu-
lum: Concepts qua concepts are studied in psychology, expressions qua expres-
sions in grammar, and beings qua beings in metaphysics."

According to Alexander of Aphrodisias, as quoted by Simplicius, the scope
of the Categories must be seen in a combination of the linguistic, ontological and
psychological dimensions. Thus, the ten categories are understood as “the simple
and most generic parts of speech (t& Al xal yevikdtata tod Adyouv pdpior)
which signify the simple things (t& amAd& mpéypata onpaivovta) and [which
signify] the simple concepts pertaining to these simple things (t& mept tédV
&mAGV TpaypdTev amAd vofpata).”?’ According to this formula, Alexander
merely juxtaposes ‘beings’ and ‘concepts’ as two types of significata of the ‘most
generic simple expressions,” without clarifying the relations which hold between
all three dimensions. Such a systematization effort can subsequently be found in
Ammonius and John Philoponus who, with reference to Iamblichus, invoke the
following formula: The Categories deals with “expressions (pwvai) which signify
things through mediating concepts” (onpaivovoar mpaypata S pécwv
vonuétwv).”! Thus, against the background of the semiotic triangle sketched in
De Interpretatione 16a3-8, the Ammonian formula of the scope of the Categories
understands each of the ten categories as a simple generic expression which

18  John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, ed. Adolf Busse (Berlin:
Reimer, 1898), p. 9, ll. 12-14 (my tr.); cf. the English tr. by Riin Sirkel, Martin Tweedale
and John Harris, On Aristotle Categories 1-5 (London: Bloomsbury, 2015), p. 47.

19  Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 9, 1. 8 — p. 10, L. 5. For a schematic outline of Ibn Sind’s and
Simplicius’ discussion of these three positions, see below, p. 25.

20  Quoted in Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 10, 1. 17-19 (my tr.); cf. the English tr. by Chase,
p- 25. On Alexander’s lost Commentary on the Categories, see Paul Moraux, Der Aristo-
telismus bei den Griechen, vol. 3 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2001), pp. 3-15.

21 Ammonius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarius, ed. Adolf Busse (Berlin: Reimer,
1895), p. 9, 1l. 17-18; cf. the English tr. by S. Marc Cohen and Gareth B. Matthews, On
Aristotle’s Categories (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991), p. 17. And see John Phi-
loponus, In Categorias, p. 9, 1l. 14-15; English tr. by Sirkel/Tweedale/Harris, p. 47.
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signifies an extra-linguistic and extra-mental reality via the conceptualization
process taking place in the human soul.

In contrast to this three-dimensional account of the scope of the Categories,
Porphyry’s formula “simple significant expressions inasmuch as they signify
things” (povai onpavrikai dmlai kaBd onpavtikai eiot oV wpaypdrov)?
omits the level of the vonpara. It is not at random that Plotinus’ most prominent
disciple put such a particular emphasis on the semantic aspect of the treatise:
rather than touching on the contested issue of the status of intelligible univer-
sals, Porphyry treats the Categories as a propaedeutic work which - as Steven
Strange has argued - provides the student with an investigation of “the seman-
tics of terms that apply primarily to sensibles.”** Thus, by narrowing its scope to
the semantics of our pre-philosophical everyday language, Porphyry — as a reac-
tion to his teacher’s critique of the faulty metaphysical outline given in the Cat-
egories — greatly minimizes the ontological significance of the treatise and, in
doing so, succeeds in corroborating its role as the fundamental introductory
textbook of logic.24 Simplicius, who — as we have seen — was well-aware of the
three-dimensional approach of formulating the scope of the Categories, deliber-
ately follows Porphyry in stressing the semantic aspect of the treatise: “The
scope concerns the simple (&tAai) expressions (Aé€elg), inasmuch as they are
significative (k@0 onpavtikai giowy).”

22 Porphyry, Isagoge et In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, ed. Adolf Busse (Berlin:
Reimer, 1887), p. 58, 1l. 5-6; English tr. by Steven K. Strange, On Aristotle’s Categories
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1992), p. 34 (modified).

23 Steven Strange, “Plotinus, Porphyry and the Neoplatonic Interpretation of the Catego-
ries,” in Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt, part 2, vol. 36.2, ed. Wolfgang
Haase and Hildegard Temporini (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1987), p. 974. Cf. Frans de Haas’ as-
sessment: “Everyday speech refers to what is most familiar to us, and therefore
Porphyry considers the Categories to be primarily concerned with composite substances.
If so, it is only natural that the scope of the Categories should be confined to the sensible
realm”; in his “Did Plotinus and Porphyry disagree on Aristotle’s Categories?” Phronesis
46 (2001): p. 493. For a short discussion of the relation between Plotinus’ and Porphyry’s
understanding of the scope of the Categories, see below, pp. 224-225. Christos Evange-
liou characterized Porphyry’s interpretation of the scope of the treatise as the “canonical
exegesis.” See Christos Evangeliou, Aristotle’s Categories and Porphyry (Leiden: Brill,
1988), p. 25.

24 The background of Porphyry’s two-dimensional formula and its relation to the three-
dimensional formula has, in light of the evidence offered by earlier Peripatetic traditions,
recently been studied by Michael Griffin, “What does Aristotle Categorize? Semantics
and the Early Peripatetic Reading of the Categories,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies 55 (2012): pp. 69-108, which is a revised version of the first chapter of his DPhil
thesis The Reception of Aristotle’s Categories, c. 80 BC to AD 220 (Oxford, 2009), pp. 26—69.

25  Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 40, 1l. 18-19; English tr. by Chase, p. 55 (modified). For an
analysis of Simplicius’ discussion of the cxomdg, see Philippe Hoffmann, “Catégories et
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As the Tafsir K. al-Magqulat by Ibn Sind’s contemporary Abu l-Farag b. at-
Tayyib (d. 1043 AD) attests, the fact that the Ammonian formula - in contrast to
the Porphyrian formula - included the dimension of the vorjpata helped gener-
ate the misperception that Ammonius had intended to restrict the realm of the
ten categories to “the forms realized in the intellect” (as-suwar al-hasila fi I-
‘aql).”® Curiously enough, John Philoponus — with reference to his teacher Am-
monius — attributes the position which limits the Categories to the conceptual
level to Porphyry.”” Moreover, Abu 1-Farag b. at-Tayyib — possibly against the
background of the fact that Alexander’s account stresses the linguistic significa-
tion and mental conceptualization of the amAd mpaypata - characterizes al-
Iskandar al-Afrudist as the “head” (ra’is) of those scholars who claimed that the
classification offered by the ten categories remains confined to the dimension of
“existing things” (al-umiir al-mawgiida).” It should be noted that none of the
extant commentaries on the Categories, whether in the Greek or Arabic tradi-
tion, actually embraces a one-dimensional view of the scope of the treatise.
However, the frequent misattributions of these three one-dimensional positions
to some prominent forerunners suggest that for the exegetical tradition these
fiercely debated views were not merely three theoretically possible answers to
the question of what the ten categories are genera of.

langage selon Simplicius: la question du ‘skopos’ du traité aristotélicien des Catégories,”
in Simplicius: Sa vie, son ceuvre, sa survie, ed. llsetraut Hadot (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1987),
pp- 61-90. For an account of Simplicius’ relevance for the Arabic tradition, see Helmut
Gitje, “Simplikios in der arabischen Uberlieferung,” Der Islam 59 (1982): pp. 6-31; and
Ilsetraut Hadot, “The Life and Work of Simplicius in Greek and Arabic Sources,” in Aris-
totle Transformed: The Ancient Commentators and their Influence, ed. Richard Sorabji
(Ithaka, NY: Cornell University Press, 1990), pp. 275-303.

26  Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 16 (Arabic), Il. 16-17.

27  Ammonius himself merely suggests that this is a position which is close to a view
Porphyry in the Isagoge supposedly subscribes to; see Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 9,
11. 8-11: “yévn 8¢ dnAovott enol T Dotepoyevi) kol évvonpatikd, 60ev ki 6 Mlopeplog
eimev ‘008&v dpa mepLTTOV 008¢ EANeTTOV TEpLéxeL 1) TOD Yévoug pnbeica Droypaer) TAg
évvoiog’ ote xal 0 okomdg avt® meplt povev vonudtwv.” English tr. by Co-
hen/Matthews, p. 17 (modified): “The genera he is talking about are clearly posterior in
origin and are notional entities; this is why Porphyry says: ‘Therefore the description
we have given of the concept of genus includes nothing excessive or deficient. So Aristo-
tle’s aim (okomodg) concerns only concepts (vorjpata).” For the explicit attribution to
Porphyry, see John Philoponus, In Categorias, p. 9, 1. 4-6: “oi 8¢ mepi vonpdtov pévev
vopicavteg StahéyeaBol TOV @INOGOPOV, 0log ¢yéveto 6 Tlopeyplog, Gaciv dtL mepl TV
déxa yevev éoTv abT@ 0 Adyog.” English tr. by Sirkel/Tweedale/Harris, p. 47 (modified):
“Those who held that the Philosopher gives an account of concepts only, as did
Porphyry, say that this account concerns the ten genera.” Cf. Rainer Thiel, Aristoteles’
Kategorienschrift in ihrer antiken Kommentierung, pp. 16—17.

28  Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 16 (Arabic), 1l. 2-3.
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Porphyry’s well-attested stress on the semantic aspect of the scope of the
treatise gave rise to the following interpretation: Aba l-Hayr al-Hasan b. Suwar
b. al-Hammar (d. after 1017 AD) and his pupil Ibn at-Tayyib both report that
according to Porphyry a category is nothing but “the simple expression (al-lafza
al-basita) which signifies a certain thing (ad-dallatu ‘ala amrin ma), inasmuch as
it is significative (min haytu hiya dallatun),” devoid of any additional qualifica-
tions;”” and Ibn at-Tayyib claims that to this end Porphyry provided the etymo-
logical explanation that the Greek expression gatiguiriyas means “nothing more
than ‘an expression signifying anything from among the things’” (laysat aktara
min lafzatin dallatin “ala amrin mina l-umar).”® Ibn Suwar contrasts this broad
semantic approach with the narrower view that only those “simple expressions
which signify the high genera (ad-dallatu ‘ala l-agnasi I-‘aliya)” are eligible to be
Aristotelian categories.31 Moreover, he stresses the fact that these must be ex-
pressions “in the first imposition” (fi -wad® al-awwal),”® that is to say, expres-
sions of an object-language referring to ‘existents’ in contrast to expressions of a
grammatical or logical meta-language which would be ‘in the second imposi-
tion.” He further qualifies them as being “significative through the mediation of
the traces of them in the soul” (dallatun bi-tawassuti l-atari llati fi n-nafsi
minha),” thus introducing the conceptual level by means of a direct reference to
the moOnpata tig Yoxig (De Interpretatione 16a6-7) which Ishaq rendered into
Arabic as al-atar allati fi n-nafs and atar an-nafs.>* At the same time, Ibn Suwar
also includes an inversion of the Porphyrian formula in his account of the
“scope” (garad): The treatise is not only about significative expressions, inas-
much as they signify things, but also about “things (umiir), inasmuch as they are
signified by a linguistic expression (bi-I-lafz).”*

Ibn at-Tayyib in his Tafsir K. al-Magqulat closely follows his teacher’s for-
mulation, with the notable difference that in his version the simple expressions,

29  Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 80, 1. 7-8; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, note, p- 18, 1. 14-15; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 157a, L. 38.

30 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Magqilat, ed. Ferrari, p. 16 (Arabic), 11. 30-31.

31 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 80, 1I. 9-13;
ed. Gabr, vol. 1, note, p- 18, 1l. 16—21; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 157a, 11. 39-40.

32 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 77, 1. 5; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, note, p- 15, 1. 4; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 157a, 1. 1.

33  Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 77, 1. 6; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, note, p. 15, 1. 5; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 157a, . 1.

34  Cf. Aristotle, al-Tbara, in an-Nass al-kamil li-mantiq Aristi, ed. Farid Gabr (Beirut: Dar
al-fikr al-lubnani, 1999), vol. 1, p. 104, 1. 1 and 1. 5.

35 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 77, . 6; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, note, p- 15, 1. 5-6; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 157a, 1. 1-2.
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rather than signifying the summa genera through a conceptualization process in
the soul, directly signify universals which are summa genera:

His aim (garaduhu) in this book lies precisely in giving an account of the simple ex-

pressions (al-alfaz al-basita) signifying the universal things (ad-dalla ‘ala l-umur al-

kulliyya) which are the highest genera (allati hiya l-agnas al-‘aliya) which are in the

primary imposition, and of corresponding things (al-umiir bi-hasabiha).”®
Even though both Ibn Suwar and Abua 1-Farag claim that their own versions of
the scope of the Categories are superior to what they believe to have been
Porphyry’s position, namely a broad semantic reading, they do not, in fact, offer
much more than a condensed account of what can be found in Porphyry’s extant
short commentary. Not only does Porphyry confine the scope to the “primary
imposition of expressions” (1} mp&htn Béoic TdV AéEewv)” but he also specifies
the formula “simple significant expressions inasmuch as they signify things” by
restricting the aspect under which the mpaypata are considered to their differ-
ences “according to the genus” (kat& yévog) — in contrast to an investigation of
how things differ “in number” (ko &p1Bpév).*® Porphyry does indeed present
an etymological argument which explains the meaning of xatnyopeiv as “pro-
claiming (&yopevewv) things (mp&ypoata) according to a significatum (katé T
onpouvopevov)” and “saying of things a significative expression” (16 A¢Ewv
ONHAVTIKHV katd Tpaypdrov Aéyew).” But in the context in which he adduces
this explanation it is clearly intended to support his view that the Categories
amounts to an “elementary exposition (cToiyeiwolg) of simple expressions,
which considers them according to the genus inasmuch as they primarily signify
things”* - and hence does not differ from the account favored by Ibn Suwar and
Ibn at-Tayyib who hold that the focus lies on generic expressions in primary
imposition. Without being aware of it, they both reproduce the rather nuanced
two-dimensional outline of the scope which Porphyry had given in his short
commentary. The only difference appears to be that Porphyry’s clear-cut seman-
tic emphasis now becomes somewhat damped through the inversion of his for-
mula: The treatise deals with ‘expressions signifying things’ and ‘things signi-
fied by expressions.’

Such a double formula had also been favored by Ibn Suwar’s and Ibn at-
Tayyib’s Peripatetic forerunner Aba Nasr al-Farabi (d. 339 AH / 950 AD). How-
ever, if we take a closer look at his outline of the scope of the Categories, it be-
comes clear that al-Farabi’s account especially stands out for another important

36 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 18 (Arabic), 1l. 5-7.

37  Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 58, 1. 4; English tr. by Strange, p. 34 (modified).

38  Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 58, 1l. 6-7 (my tr.).

39  Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 58, 1. 16—18 (my tr.).

40  Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 58, 11. 18-20; English tr. by Strange, p. 35 (modified).

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

A. Study 17

modification. In his Ihsa’ al-‘uliim he characterizes the first book of the Aristote-
lian Organon as follows:

The first one contains the rules (qgawanin) pertaining to the simple intelligibles (al-
mufradat mina l-ma‘qulat) and to the expressions which signify them (al-alfaz ad-
dalla ‘alayha). It is the book which in Arabic is called “Those which are Said’ (al-
Magqiilat) and in Greek Qatigiriyas.*'
By and large, Porphyry’s semantic emphasis is still visible. But in marked con-
trast to Porphyry’s formula, the referents of the significative expressions are
“intelligibles” (ma‘qulat) rather than mpéypata. This corresponds to al-Farabi’s
general account of the subject-matter of logic: To his mind, the purpose of logic
lies in disclosing the “rules” (qawanin) pertaining to “intelligibles (al-ma‘qulat),
inasmuch as the expressions signify them (min haytu tadullu ‘alayha l-alfaz),”
and to “expressions (al-alfdz), inasmuch as they signify the intelligibles (min
haytu hiya dallatun ‘ala l-ma‘qzlldt).”42 Thus, for al-Farabi there can be no doubt
about the fact that the Categories genuinely belongs to logic. While he singles
out the fourth part of the Organon, i.e., the Analytica Posteriora dedicated to
“apodeictic propositions” (al-agawil al-burhaniyya),” as the centerpiece and
target point of logic, he describes all three preceding parts, i.e., the Categories,
De Interpretatione and Analytica Priora alike, as “preparatory and introductory
treatises” (tawti’at wa-madahil) which function as “ways” (turuq) towards the
Aristotelian doctrine of demonstration.** According to al-Farabi, “the parts of
logic” (agza’ al-mantiq) are not merely by convention but “by necessity”
(dariiratan) eight;” and each of these eight parts corresponds to one of the
books of the Aristotelian Organon.

In the Madhal of the Sifd > Ibn Sina discards the Farabian formulation of the
subject-matter of logic quite articulately: “There is no benefit in the account of
whoever says that the subject-matter (mawdi) of logic is the consideration
(nazar) of expressions inasmuch as they signify meanings (al-alfaz min haytu

41  Al-Farabi, Thsa’ al-‘ulum, ed. ‘Utman Amin (Cairo: Maktabat al-angla al-misriyya, 1968,
3" print), p. 87, 1L 1-3.

42 Al-Farabi, Ihsa’ al-‘ulum, ed. Amin 1968, p. 74, 1. 10-12. Cf. Deborah Black, “Aristotle’s
‘Peri hermeneias’ in Medieval Latin and Arabic Philosophy: Logic and the Linguistic
Arts,” Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Supplementary Volume 17 (1991): p. 50. For a dis-
cussion of al-Farabi’s account of the subject-matter of logic, see also Adamson, Peter /
Key, Alexander, “Philosophy of Language in the Medieval Arabic Tradition,” in Linguis-
tic Content: New Essays on the History of Philosophy of Language, ed. Margaret Cameron
and Robert J. Stainton (Oxford: University Press, 2015), pp. 82-86.

43 Al-Farabi, Thsa’ al-‘ultim, ed. Amin 1968, p. 87, 1. 11.

44 Al-Farabi, Thsa’ al-‘ulum, ed. Amin 1968, p. 89, 1l. 7-10.

45  Al-Farabi, Thsa’ al-‘ulum, ed. Amin 1968, p. 86, 1l. 14-15.
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tadullu ‘ala l—ma‘cinz).”46 As we shall see, Ibn Sina’s fundamental reassessment of

the subject-matter of logic had momentous consequences both for how he him-
self and subsequent generations of philosophers in the Islamic East viewed the
scope of the Categories.”” As a result, neither Porphyry’s two-dimensional nor
Alexander’s and Ammonius’ three-dimensional accounts nor the variations of
these two approaches formulated by al-Farabi, Ibn Suwar and Ibn at-Tayyib
could continue to offer convincing justifications for the inclusion of the Catego-
ries in the logic curriculum.

1.2. Ibn Sina’s Gradual Departure from Peripatetic-Neoplatonic
Conventions Regarding the Scope of the Categories:
From the Muhtasar via the Sifa’ and the Ta‘ligat to the Isarat

1.2.1. Early Reflections on the Subject-Matter
of Logic in al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq

In contrast to the much more elaborate K. al-Magalat of the Sifa’, Ibn Sina’s first
complete exposition of the Categories, that is, the rather condensed K. al-
Magqulat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, does not address the question of
the scope of the treatise or whether it genuinely pertains to logic. But since Ibn
Sina structures the Muhtasar al-awsat into al-Madhal (Isagoge), al-Magqulat (Cat-
egories), al-Ibara (On Interpretation), al-Qiyas (Prior Analytics), and al-Burhan
(Posterior Analytics) without voicing any principled critique of the cogency of
this arrangement, at this early stage he still appears to be willing to accept the
Categories, by and large, as an integral part of the first five books of the logic

46  Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, ed. Ibrahim Madkar (Cairo: al-Matba‘a al-
amiriyya, 1952 [1371 AH]), L4, p. 23, 1. 5-6. Cf. Black, “Aristotle’s ‘Peri hermeneias’ in
Medieval Latin and Arabic Philosophy,” p. 54.

47  For Ibn Sinad’s reformulation of the subject-matter of logic, see Abdelhamid Sabra, “Avi-
cenna on the Subject Matter of Logic,” The Journal of Philosophy 77 (1980): pp. 746—764;
Deborah Black, “Aristotle’s ‘Peri hermeneias’ in Medieval Latin and Arabic Philosophy,”
pp. 54-56; Tony Street, “Arabic Logic,” in Handbook of the History of Logic, Volume 1:
Greek, Indian and Arabic Logic, ed. Dov Gabbay and John Woods (Amsterdam: Elsevier,
2004), pp. 539-542; Tony Street, “Arabic and Islamic Philosophy of Language and Logic,”
in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2008, section 2.1 (“The Subject Matter of Logic”);
and Kamran Karimullah, Avicenna (d. 1037), Logical Theory, and the Aristotelian Tradition
(PhD thesis McGill University, Montreal, 2014), pp. 189-202. For post-Avicennian devel-
opments (with a particular focus on Afdal ad-Din al-Hunagi), see Khaled El-Rouayheb,
“Post-Avicennan Logicians on the Subject Matter of Logic: Some Thirteenth- and Four-
teenth-Century Discussions,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 22 (2012): pp. 69-90.
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curriculum. In spite of the generally more traditional and more lenient attitude
of the work, however, already in the Muhtasar al-awsat we can detect the emer-
gence of Ibn Sina’s sharp criticism of certain approaches and doctrines that have
developed in the course of the long exegetical history of the Categories, such as
the commentators’ wide-spread attempts at proving the number of the ten sum-
ma genera.*® Moreover, his introductory remarks on the subject-matter of logic
already point towards the idea that the primary focus of logic should be
restricted to the study of mental entities inasmuch as they are epistemologically
productive.

The preceding Madhal section of the Muhtasar al-awsat, which has yet to be
edited, begins with some short reflections on the issues logic is concerned with
and on its utility (manfa‘a). Notwithstanding the fact that the Mantiq an-Nagat -
in clear contrast to the Muhtasar al-awsat — tacitly excludes the Categories from
the logic curriculum by passing on seamlessly from the Isagoge part to a discus-
sion of issues resembling Aristotle’s De Interpretatione,” the programmatic
opening passages of both works are virtually identical with one another.” Ra-
ther than expounding a theory of secondary intelligibles, the focus lies on giving
an outline of what Ibn Sina deems to be the two major themes of logic, namely
“conceptualization” (tasawwur) and “acknowledgment of truth” (tasdig).”" These
two mental processes are introduced as the fundamental types of every scientifi-
cally sound “knowledge” (‘ilm) and “cognition” (ma‘rifa): Whereas we conceptu-
alize a thing’s quiddity by way of a “definition” (hadd), we come to acknowledge
the truth of a statement by way of a “syllogism” (giyas).”* Both the definition
and the syllogism are characterized as being “compounded and constructed from
intellected meanings” (mw’allaf wa-ma‘mal min ma‘anin ma‘qilatin).”® Thus,

48  See below, chapter 3.

49  For some preliminary reflections on the relation between al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-
mantiq and Mantiq an-Nagat, see my “The Kitab al-Maqulat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi
I-mantiq: A Hitherto Unknown Source for Studying Ibn Sind’s Reception of Aristotle’s
Categories,” pp. 306-309 and the table on p. 350.

50 The identical opening passage roughly amounts to two folios in MS Istanbul Nuru-
osmaniye 2763 (fol. 1b, 1. 6 — fol. 2a, 1. 17) and two and half pages of Danespaziih’s edition
of the Nagat (p. 7,1.3 - p.9,1. 7).

51 For an excellent account of the origin of these two notions, see Joep Lameer, Conception
and Belief in Sadr al-Din Shirazi (ca. 1571-1635): al-Risala fi I-tasawwur wa-Il-tasdiq (Te-
heran: Iranian Institute of Philosophy, 2006), p. 19ff.

52  Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Madhal, MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 1b, 1l. 6-8; and Ibn Sina, K. an-Nagat, ed. Mohammad Taqi Danespaziuh (Teheran:
Entesarat-e Danesgah-e Tehran, 1985-86 [1364 SH]), p. 7, 1. 3-5.

53  This is the formulation used in the Muhtasar; the Nagat has ma‘mul wa-mu’allaf min
ma‘anin ma‘qilatin; see Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Madhal, MS Istan-
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even though there is no explicit reference to secondary intelligibles, Ibn Sina
makes it clear right from the beginning that for him the primary task of logic is
a study of the “composition” (ta’lif) of entities existing in intellectu inasmuch as
their composition yields, both in form and content, “the sound definition which
is called a definition in the true sense” (al-hadd as-sahih alladi yusamma bi-I-
hagiqati haddan) and “the sound syllogism which is called a demonstration in
the true sense” (al-qiyas as-sahih alladi yusamma bi-l-hagiqati burhanan).”* Log-
ic is, therefore, not introduced as an investigation of linguistic phenomena but
as providing us with the “two tools” (al-alatani) which the rational faculty needs
in order to “acquire everything which can be known about things [previously]
unknown (tuktasabu l-ma‘lumata llati takina maghilatan) so that they become
known by way of reasoning (bi-r-rawiya)”;”” that is to say, by teaching us the art
of definition and syllogism logic enables us to arrange mental entities in such a
manner that subsequently — outside the realm of logic — we have the ability to
conceptualize the quiddities of extra-mental entities and to analyze the truth of
statements about extra-mental entities in a way which guarantees epistemologi-
cal “certainty” (yaqin).® As a side-effect, we will also gain the competence to
detect weak or ill-formed definitions and arguments.

Notwithstanding this programmatic outline which unambiguously charact-
erizes logic as a discipline dedicated to the study of mental entities, both the
Mubhtasar al-awsat and the Mantiq an-Nagat proceed immediately to the investi-
gation of “simple expressions” (alfaz mufrada). This thematic transition to the
level of linguistic entities, which concurrently also marks the end of the close
parallelism between the two works, is introduced as follows:

bul Nuruosmaniye 2763, fol. 1b, 1. 14; and Ibn Sina, K. an-Nagat, ed. Dane$pazuh, p. 7,
1. 11-12.

54  Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Madhal, MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 2a, 1. 4-6; Ibn Sina, K. an-Nagat, ed. Danespazuh, p. 8, 11. 8-10.

55  Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Madhal, MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 1b, 1l. 9-10; Ibn Sina, K. an-Nagat, ed. Danespazih, p. 7, 1. 6-7.

56  Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Madhal, MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 1b, 1. 5 (the beginning of Mantiq Nagat contains no reference al-yaqin).
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al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi l—man,tiqs7
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o oy <Ll L 5 sl A
A e sl B g5l bl o S
O jal

Since the definition and the syllogism are
compounded from meanings and expres-
sions, and since the knowledge of simple
entities precedes the knowledge of com-
pound entities, the beginning of logic must
open with the instruction of simple enti-
ties.

Mantiq an—Nagdt58
Y, adge L & L) olbld cas7ll
U3 2 o5 e i I3 e 2
Al Ll 3 Y51 K T ey

Since the [various] instances of theoretical
speech come about through compound ex-
pressions, since the intelligible thoughts
are made up of compound intelligible
statements, and since the simple precedes
the compound, we must talk first about the
simple expression.

Against the background of Ibn Sind’s initial insistence that logic is concerned
with concepts inasmuch they allow the acquisition of new knowledge, neither
the Muhtasar al-awsat nor the Mantiq an-Nagat appears to provide a sufficient
explanation of why the logical investigations leading up to syllogistic mainly
focus on linguistic phenomena: Whereas in the Muhtasar simple concepts and
simple expressions are juxtaposed as the two types of entities from which defini-
tions and syllogisms are constructed, the Nagat describes simple expressions as
the basic units of speech and simple thoughts as the basic units of mental judg-
ments.

1.2.2. An Intermediate Stage: Discussions of the Subject-Matter of Logic
and of the Scope of the Categories in the Sifa’and in the Taligat

For an elaborate account of how the relation between mental and linguistic enti-
ties bears on the issues that need to be treated in logic, we have to turn to the
Madhal of the Sifa’. There, the gradual advance from the study of simple entities
to the study of compound entities, on the one hand, and the fact that the logic
curriculum offers an investigation of simple expressions in lieu of simple con-
cepts, on the other hand, are explained as follows:

Since whatever is compounded (mu’allaf) is something whose nature cannot be
known (yastahilu an tu‘rafa tabi‘atuhiu) when its simple parts (basa’ituha) are un-

57 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi l-mantiq, al-Madhal, MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763,
fol. 2a, 1. 17 — fol. 2b, 1. 1 (= MS Istanbul Turhan Valide Sultan 213, fol. 3a, 1l. 5-6).
58 Ibn Sina, K. an-Nagat, ed. Dane$pazih, p. 9, 1l. 10-13.
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known, it is appropriate that the knowledge of simple entities (al-ilm bi-I-mufradat)
precedes the knowledge of compound entities (al-ilm bi-lI-mu’allafat). There are
two manners in which simple entities (mufradat) can be known: [1] One either
knows them inasmuch as they are disposed in such a manner that from them the
[kind of logical] composition that has been mentioned is brought about. [2] Or one
knows them inasmuch as they are natures (faba’i‘) and [existing] things (umaur) to
which that notion [i.e., the notion of being conducive to a logical composition] oc-
curs. [...] The discipline of logic does not consider the simple entities from among
these things (mufradat hadihi l-umir) inasmuch as they are in one of the two modes
of existence (min haytu hiya ‘ala ahadi nahway al-wugud), namely that which is in
concrete things (alladi fi I-a“yan) [i.e., in re] and that which is in the minds (alladi fi
l-adhan) [i.e., in intellectu]; nor does it consider the quiddities of things (mahiyyat
al-as$ya’) inasmuch as they are quiddities (min haytu hiya mahiyyat) but only inas-
much as they are predicates and subjects (min haytu hiya mahmulat wa-mawdi‘at),
universals and particulars (kulliyyat wa-guz’iyyat), and other such things which
occur to these notions in the manner we have outlined above. As for the considera-
tion of expressions, this is something to which necessity drives us. However, the lo-
gician inasmuch as he is a logician need not primarily occupy himself with linguis-
tic expressions, except in the context of speech and dispute (min gihat al-muhataba
wa-l-muhawara). And if it were possible for logic to be learned by means of a pure
thought (bi-fikratin sadigatin) in which only the meanings would be regarded, this
would be sufficient. [...] However, since necessity drives us to employing expres-
sions and especially since it is impossible for the reasoning faculty to arrange mean-
ings without imagining along with them their expressions - rather, reasoning is a
confidential conversation between man and his mind by way of imagined expres-
sions -, it follows that expressions have various modes on account of which there is
a [corresponding] variety among the modes of whatever meanings in the soul cor-
respond to them so that they [i.e., the meanings in the soul] attain [additional] qual-
ifications which would not apply to them if there were no expressions. [...] Along
with this necessity, giving an account of linguistic expressions which correspond to
their meanings (al-alfaz al-mutabiga li-ma‘aniha) is just like giving an account of
their meanings, the only difference being that positing linguistic expressions is
more practical.”’

As has been discussed above, Ammonius justified the inclusion of the Categories
in the logic curriculum by characterizing its scope with the three-dimensional
formula “expressions (¢wvai) which signify things (npaypata) through mediat-
ing concepts (vorjpara).”® This suggests that for Ammonius a treatise which is
primarily concerned with the study of linguistic entities inasmuch as they refer

- via entities existing in intellectu — to entities existing in re may properly be

regarded as falling within the realm of logic. Moreover, we have seen that

59

60

Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 14, p. 21, 1. 15 — p. 23, 1. 4. Cf. Tony Street,
“Arabic and Islamic Philosophy of Language and Logic,” section 2.1.2 (“Secondary Intel-
ligibles”), text 7.

Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 9, 1l. 17-18 (emphasis added); cf. above, pp. 12-13.
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Porphyry, Ibn Suwar and Ibn at-Tayyib, inter alios, insisted that the expressions
treated in the Categories must be in the “primary imposition” (tpaotn 0éoig / al-
wad‘ al-awwal), thus taking the work to be a propaedeutic outline of the seman-
tics of object-language expressions. Ibn Sina’s account radically departs from
these approaches: For him the main focus of logic does not lie on a study of
expressions — and even less on a study of expressions which signify existing
things, regardless of whether an expression signifies something existing in re or
in intellectu. Rather, since logic serves the purpose of enabling our mind to suc-
ceed in the transfer from things known to things unknown, its scope needs to be
limited to second-order notions through which first-order notions can be
arranged in an epistemologically fruitful manner. But since the human mind
does not possess the ability to perform these mental acts of composition on the
basis of simple mental entities only, we must — due to the secondary reasons of
practicality and extrinsic necessity — also take into account linguistic entities
which stand for the respective mental entities.”"

However, this recourse to expressions, in turn, also has an effect on the
concepts represented by them: The second-order notions which are applied to
them for the sake of epistemological success would be different if the arrange-
ment could be achieved by means of pure mental entities; thus, typical second-
order notions, such as ‘functioning as a predicate’ or ‘functioning as a subject,’
point towards the language-dependency of the mental acts of composition. In
the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa’ the second-order notions which Ibn Sina introduces in
Madhal 14 as the proper subject-matter of logic are labelled as “the secondary
intelligible meanings (al-ma‘ani al-ma‘qula at-taniya) which are based on the
primary intelligible meanings (allati tastanidu ila I-ma‘ani al-ma‘qila al-ala)”; in
this context, Ibn Sina once again stresses the fact that logic may study these
notions only “with regard to how one can proceed through them from what is
known to [knowledge of] what is unknown (min gihati kayfiyyati ma yutawassa-
lu biha min ma‘liamin ila maghalin), not with regard to their being intelligible
and their possessing intellectual existence (al-wugiid al-‘aqli).”*”® Thus, whereas

61 In the earlier Arabic tradition, the question of whether and in which way logic depends
on language was at the heart of a famous controversy, that is, the debate between the
logician Abu Bisr Matta (d. 940 AD) and the grammarian Abu Sa‘id as-Sirafi (d. 368 AH /
979 AD) in 326 AH / 937-8 AD. Cf. Gerhard Endref}, “Grammatik und Logik: Arabische
Philologie und griechische Philosophie im Widerstreit,” in Sprachphilosophie in Antike
und Mittelalter, ed. Burkhard Mojsisch (Amsterdam: Griiner, 1986), pp. 163-299; and re-
cently, Adamson/Key, “Philosophy of Language in the Medieval Arabic Tradition,”
pp. 76—-82.

62 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (1), ed. Girg Qanawati and Sa‘id Zayid (Cairo: al-Hay’a
al-‘amma li-$u’an al-matabi‘ al-amiriyya, 1960 [1380 AH]), L2, p. 10, L. 17 — p. 11, 1. 2. Cf.
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Ibn Sina unmistakably excludes the possibility that linguistic expressions and
concrete existents — that is to say, ewvai or Aé€eig and dvta or Tpdypata — may
under a certain regard be seen as the primary issues of a logical treatise proper,
intelligible concepts fall under the subject-matter of logic only inasmuch as they
serve a narrowly defined epistemological purpose. It is merely for secondary
reasons that logic deals with linguistic entities inasmuch as they stand for these
kinds of mental entities.

Immediately after having given this exposition of the subject-matter of logic
in Madhal 14, Ibn Sina turns to a rejection of the second part of al-Farabi’s
double formula: That is to say, whereas al-Farabi’s definition of the subject-
matter of logic includes both “intelligibles (ma‘qulat), inasmuch as the expres-
sions signify them,” and “expressions (alfdz), inasmuch as they signify the intel-
ligibles,”” Ibn Sina discards the idea that logic may — in a very general sense —
be seen as a discipline that studies “expressions inasmuch as they signify mean-
ings.” The critical assessment of previous discussions of the scope of the Catego-
ries, which Ibn Sina undertakes in chapter I,1 of the Maqilat of the Sifd’, must be
read against the background of this preceding account of the subject-matter of
logic.

Whereas Simplicius, as we have seen above, rejected any one-dimensional
reading of the Categories on the grounds that beings qua beings, concepts qua
concepts, and expressions qua expressions are to be studied in ontology, psy-
chology, and grammar, respectively,64 Ibn Sina in Magqulat 1,1 takes up this line
of reasoning. However, he utilizes it for the sake of arguing that the ten summa
genera need not be studied in logic at all. Rather, the three relevant aspects un-
der which a scientific investigation of the summa genera can possibly be under-
taken all pertain to other disciplines:

Sabra, “Avicenna on the Subject Matter of Logic,” p. 753; and Street, “Arabic and Islamic
Philosophy of Language and Logic,” section 2.1.2 (“Secondary Intelligibles”), text 5.

63  Al-Farabi, Thsa’ al-‘ulum, ed. Amin 1968, p. 74, 1l. 10-12; cf. above, pp. 17-18.

64  See above, p. 12.
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5,9-10

5,10-11
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Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’,
al-Mantiq, al-Maqiilat, 1%

Knowing whether these things
are to be characterized as genera
(tasafu bi-l-ginisyya) is not more
necessary for him [i.e., the logi-
cian] than knowing whether
other things are characterized as
species (tusafu bi-n-naw‘iyya).
Rather, [a] knowing these
[states] with regard to how they
exist (kayfiyyat al-wugud) per-
tains to first philosophy (al-
falsafa al-ula);

[b] knowing these [states] with
regard to the fact that the soul
conceptualizes them (tasawwur
an-nafs laha) pertains to a fringe
area of natural philosophy which
is close to first philosophy [i.e.,

psychology];

[c] and knowing that they de-
mand expressions which are
applied to them pertains to the
discipline of the lexicographers
(sina‘at al-lugawiyyin).

Simplicius, In Categorias®

They say that the scope concerns
the very beings (6vta) which are
signified by linguistic expressions.
[...] In opposition to these consid-
erations too, however, is [the fact
that] the present book is a part of
the study of logic, whereas to
occupy oneself with beings qua
beings is to engage in that philos-
ophy which is metaphysical, and
in general primary.

Others say that the scope concerns
neither significant (onpaivovoot)
expressions (@wvai) nor signified
(onpouvodpeva) things (nmpbypota),
but rather simple concepts
(vorjpata). [...] These people,
however, should have considered
that to speak about concepts qua
concepts does not pertain to the
study of logic, but rather to that of
the soul (mept Yuync).

Now, some say that they are ex-
pressions (@wvai), and that the
scope concerns simple (&utAod)
expressions, and that it is the first
part of logic. [...] Others, however,
do not accept this scope. It does
not, they say, pertain to the phi-
losopher to theorize about expres-
sions, but rather to the grammari-

an (Ypappotikdg).

25

9,22-23;
9,28-30

9,31-32;
10,4-5

9,8-9;
9,19-21

Ibn Sina especially rejects the idea that a logical investigation of the ten catego-
ries could be completely separated from the ontological dimension. While the

65

66
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Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqilat, ed. Tbrahim Madkiar (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-
‘amma li-§u’Gn al-matabi® al-amiriyya, 1959 [1378 AH]), L1, p. 5, 1. 7-11 [= § 8 of my
translation in part B of this chapter (1.B.a)].
Simplicius, In Categorias, p.9, 1. 8 — p. 10, L. 5; English tr. by Chase, pp. 24-25 (signifi-

cantly modified).
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preceding “validating logicians” (al-mantigiyyuna al-muhassiluna) thought that
they had achieved such a distinction by viewing the Categories as a treatise
which studies “the natures of the existents” (taba‘i’ al-mawgudat) only “inas-
much as they are signified by simple expressions,” Ibn Sina deems this formula
to be futile. Rather, as soon as we classify one of the ten summa genera as sub-
stance and nine of them as accidents, we have, according to Ibn Sina, already
transgressed the boundaries of logic and entered the area of metaphysics. For
“the proofs (al-barahin) which confirm that these nine are accidents” cannot be
derived from the mere fact that “they are signified by simple expressions” but
ultimately amount to “proofs which point towards the states of their exist-
ence.”” Thus, when some preceding scholars claim that a classification of exist-
ents inasmuch as they are signified by expressions is not an ontological investi-
gation, this is, to Ibn Sind’s mind, idle talk. Instead, the linguistic dimension will
need to be taken into account when the ten categories are studied in metaphys-
ics: Since every “true nature” (hagiga) of something existing in re has a corre-
sponding linguistic expression, and since every scientific investigation — in one
way or another — depends on the vehicle of language, an ontological study of
the various kinds of existents inasmuch as they are existents will always have to
pay attention to the linguistic framework in which it is carried out.”® Any at-
tempt at isolating an aspect under which the ten summa genera could exclusive-
ly be studied in logic merely results in “a hair-splitting issue, a petty outcome
and an obscure distinction.”® To make matters worse, the study of the Catego-
ries in logic is not only of little use but may — for pedagogical reasons — even
turn out to be “detrimental.”’® Ideally, the student should simply accept every-
thing he is taught in this treatise without demanding a demonstrative proof for
its far-fetched claims, especially for the doctrine that any existent signified by a
simple expression must fall under one out of ten highest genera which are gene-
ra in the proper sense - i.e., which apply to their species synonymously — and
which, in turn, can be classified into the genus of ‘substance’ and into nine gene-
ra which are accidents.”" In fact, however, the proleptic exposure to intricate
ontological doctrines has led many a student to ponder on issues “whose verifi-
cation [...] cannot be undertaken in this book.” As a consequence, the tradition
of viewing the Categories as a propaedeutic treatise and of placing it at the be-
ginning of the logic curriculum - which is a custom that Ibn Sina traces back to

67 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,1, p. 7, 11. 9-13 [= § 14 (1.B.a)].

68 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqalat, 1,1, p. 7, 11. 14-18 [= § 14 (1.B.a)].

69 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqilat, 1,1, p. 8, 11. 2-3 [= § 15 (1.B.a)].

70 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,1, p. 8, 1. 11 [= § 16 (1.B.a)].

71 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,1, p. 6,1.7 - p. 7,1. 7 [= § 13 (LB.a)].
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an ancient pre-Aristotelian convention’* - is accompanied by the danger that
“phantasies remote from the truth” will trigger false beliefs. As soon as they will
be firmly “inscribed” onto the “tablet” (lawh) of the student’s “intellect” (‘aql),
these pre-mature ontological convictions will, in the further course of studies, be
mixed with proper ontological doctrines — and the result will be utter confu-
sion.”> Even though Ibn Sina does not specify which doctrines he has in mind,
his subsequent critique of the ontological conclusions which have been drawn
from the fourfold scheme of predicative relations outlined in Cat. 2 points to-
wards a likely candidate.”

To avoid these difficulties and to make sure all issues treated in logic strict-
ly serve its epistemological purpose, Ibn Sina prefers a reformed logic curricu-
lum in which the function that had traditionally been ascribed to the Categories,
i.e., a study of simple expressions needed for the sake of logical compositions, is
completely fulfilled by the Isagoge. For the sake of composing proper definitions
and proper syllogisms the logician exigently needs to know whether an expres-
sion is used in a universal (kulli) or in a particular (§uz’) manner, and whether,
in relation to what it applies to, it is essential (dati) or accidental (‘aradi). While
the five predicables which classify simple universal expressions on the basis of
their essentiality and accidentality are “conducive to the knowledge of com-
pound expressions,””” the only benefit that could be derived from investigating
the ten categories within logic does not outweigh the potential harm: Since a
study of expressions inasmuch as they signify beings yields a “comprehensive
understanding of things,” the student will have a chance to sharpen his ability of
bringing up appropriate examples from the realm of whatever exists.”” However,
given the fact that an exclusion of the Categories from the logic curriculum will

72 As al-Hasan b. Suwar’s Marginal Annotations on the Categories attest, the ancient
pseudo-epigraphic tradition according to which Archytas of Tarentum had written a
treatise entitled Categories prior to Aristotle must have been well-known among Arabic
philosophers. For Ibn Suwar’s reference to Arhitas and to his Kitab fi I-Maqgilat, see ed.
Badawi, vol. 1, p. 80, 1. 13; ed. Gabr, vol. 1, note, p- 18, 1l. 21-22; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol.
157a, 1. 41. There can be little doubt that Ibn Sina has this alleged pre-Aristotelian trea-
tise in mind when he refers to the “convention and tradition” (al-wad* wa-t-taqlid) which
Aristotle supposedly followed in composing the Categories; see Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-
Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,1, p. 6, 1. 10 [= § 11 (1.B.a)]. For Simplicius’ reference to Archytas,
cf. below, pp. 152-153. For an edition and translation of Ps.-Archytas’ treatise on the cat-
egories, as well as an extensive introduction and commentary, see Thomas Alexander
Szlezak, Pseudo-Archytas iiber die Kategorien (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1972).

73 Tbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqilat, 1,1, p. 8, 11. 11-15 [= § 16 (1.B.a)].

74  Cf. below, chapter 2.

75 Ibn Sina, K. asV—Sif&’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,1, p. 3, 11. 10-12 [= § 2 (1.B.a)].

76  Ibn Sina, K. a§—§iﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,1, p. 5, 11. 17-18 [= § 10 (1.B.a)].
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not give rise to any “noteworthy shortcoming,””’ as soon as the student of logic
has come to know the predicables, i.e., the contents of Porphyry’s Isagoge, he
may immediately turn to an introductory investigation of name (ism) and verb
(kalima) and of propositions (qadaya), i.e., the contents of Aristotle’s De Inter-
pretatione, before becoming acquainted with the various types of syllogisms
(giyasat) and definitions (tahdidat).”®

In the Magqilat of the Sifa’ Ibn Sina draws a clear-cut distinction between
two types of “states” (ahwal) in which one can regard “simple expressions”
(alfaz mufrada): Inasmuch as they are one of the five predicables, that is to say,
inasmuch as they are used in a specific context of predication; and “inasmuch as
they signify” things existing in re or in intellectu, that is to say, inasmuch as they
signify a certain meaning from the realm of individuals, species or summa gene-
ra, irrespective of the specific predicative context. Since any consideration of
whichever existent an expression signifies per se — regardless of whether the
existent may have a lower or higher degree of particularity or universality —
falls outside the scope of logic, there is no need to dedicate a separate logical
treatise to the study of simple expressions inasmuch as they signify summa
genera.”

In a remarkable passage from the Taligat, which has not received any
scholarly attention yet and which can be read as a neat explanatory supplement
both to Madhal 1,4 and Magqulat 1,1, Ibn Sina revisits this distinction: All “simple
expressions” (alfaz mufrada), first of all, have “states” (ahwal) on account of
which they “signify what they mean,” e.g., “the expression ‘substance’ signifying
whatever it signifies and ‘quantity’ signifying whatever it signifies,” that is to
say, an expression inasmuch as it signifies anything from among the ten catego-
ries. But, in the second place, there are “states” (ahwal) which they can only
acquire “inasmuch as they are intellected (ma‘qula) and conceptualized
(mutasawwar), not inasmuch as they are existents (la min haytu hiya
mawguda),” i.e., not inasmuch as they exist “in concrete things” (fi [-a‘yan). Ibn
Sina’s formulation points to his assumption of a strict correspondence between
alfaz and ma‘ani: It is, of course, not the linguistic expressions which do or do
not exist in re but the meanings signified by them. At the same time, Ibn Sina
makes it clear that only the latter type, that is “considerations” (i‘tibarat) such as
“universality and particularity, essentiality and accidentality” which occur to a

77  Ibn Sina, K. a$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqilat, 1,1, p. 5,1. 6 [= § 8 (1.B.a)].
78 Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,1, p. 5,11. 1-5 [= § 7 (1.B.a)].
79  Ibn Sina, K. asv—Svifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,1, p. 4, 11. 10-21 [= §§ 5-6 (1.B.a)].
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given meaning solely inasmuch as it “exists as an intelligible” (mawgudun
ma‘qiilan), pertains to the subject-matter of logic.”

In this context, Ibn Sina introduces some important specifications concern-
ing the conditions under which these “secondary intelligibles” (al-ma‘qulat at-
taniya) are to be investigated either in metaphysics or in logic: While “establish-
ing” (itbat) whether and in which manner the secondary intelligibles have exist-
ence is the task of an ontological investigation, the logician studies secondary
intelligibles only under the aspect of proceeding through them “from what is
known to what is unknown” (min ma‘liamin ila maghulin). Furthermore, while
the fact that a universal can exist as a genus, a differentia, a species, a proprium
and a general accident can only be established in metaphysics, logic is concerned
both with the study of universals which are genera, differentiae, species, propria
and general accidents, and with elucidating the “quiddity” (mahiyya), the “con-
comitants” (lawazim) and the “essential accidents” (a‘rad datiyya) of any such
universal *'

Strictly speaking, the five predicables are not introduced as secondary intel-
ligibles themselves but rather as “conditions” (Sara’it) on account of which a
certain type of secondary intelligibles qualifies as a subject studied in logic. That
is to say, whereas “body” and “animal” are “primary intelligibles” (ma‘qulat
uwal), their being “universal” (kulliyya) and their being “particular and individ-
ual” (guz’iyya wa-Sahsiyya) are “secondary intelligibles” (ma‘qulat taniya). How-
ever, the notion of being universal is a secondary intelligible which can only
fulfill an epistemologically fruitful function if it meets the additional condition
of being considered as one of the five predicables or of being considered in the
“modes” (gihat) of being “necessary” (wagib), being “absolute” (mutlag), and
being “possible” (mumkin).** In introducing the modalities of propositions as
another type of conditions on account of which secondary intelligibles become
the subject-matter of logic, Ibn Sina once again stresses the clear-cut division of
tasks between metaphysics and logic: While the former discipline establishes the
existence of necessity and contingency, the latter defines what it means for a
universal to hold by way of necessity or by way of contingency.*’

What is more, in the Ta‘ligat Ibn Sina relates the two types of conditions
that render a secondary intelligible epistemologically productive to the two

80 Ibn Sina, at-Ta‘ligat, ed. Seyyed Hoseyn Misaviyan [Seyyed Hossein Mousavian] (Tehe-
ran: Mo’assase-ye pazihesi-ye hekmat va-falsafe-ye Iran / Iranian Institute of Philoso-
phy, 2013 [1391 SH]), no. 924, p. 507, 1. 2-9 [= §§ 11-12 (1.B.c)].

81 Ibn Sina, at-Ta‘ligat, ed. Musaviyan, no. 919, p. 502, 1. 4 — p. 503, 1. 3 [= § 1 (1.B.c)]; and
no. 922, p. 506, 1. 5-7 [= § 9 (1.B.c)].

82  Ibn Sina, at-Taliqat, ed. Muisaviyan, no. 919, p. 503, 1l. 3-7 [= § 2 (1.B.c)].

83  Ibn Sina, at-Taligat, ed. Musaviyan, no. 919, p. 504, 1.9 [= § 4 (1.B.c)].
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fundamental types of knowledge which in the Muhtasar al-awsat and in the
Nagat had been the point of departure of his definition of the subject-matter of
logic: Whereas considering a universal qua genus, qua species, qua differentia,
qua proprium, and qua general accident is especially useful for the sake of suc-
ceeding in the “conceptualization” (tasawwur) of any given quiddity, considering
a universal inasmuch as it holds necessarily or possibly is conducive to “ac-
knowledging the truth” (tasdiq) of any given proposition.**

As we have seen, in his programmatic outlines concerning the “subject-
matter of logic” (mawdu‘ al-mantiq) and “the scope of the Categories” (garad al-
magqilat) presented in the Madhal and the Magqilat of the K. as-Sifa’ and in some
supplementary notes from the Ta‘ligat, Ibn Sina advocates a fundamental re-
structuring of the logic curriculum. In the philosophical summae he composed or
compiled thereafter, particularly in the logic parts of K. an-Nagat, al-Hikma al-

masriqiyya and al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, this program will be put into practice.

1.2.3. Implementation of a Reform Program: A Glimpse at the Exclusion
of the Categories from the Logic of al-I$arat wa-t-tanbihat

Whereas in the Sifa’Ibn Sina, as we have seen, still deemed it necessary to argue
at length why Aristotle’s Categories should rather not be studied as a treatise of
logical propaedeutics, the mantiq section of al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat refrains from
dedicating any thematic unit to the Magaulat - and does not, in fact, make any
explicit reference the categories at all. Already in the opening passages it be-
comes clear that Ibn Sina’s concise account of the “scope of logic” (garad al-
mantiq) leaves no room for a comprehensive inclusion of the issues treated in
Aristotle’s Categories and in the commentatorial traditions it had generated. Ibn
Sina sketches four thematic units which ought to be studied in logic: (1) “the
kinds of transfers (durub al-intigalat) from things attained in man’s mind to
those things whose attainment is yet desired (umir mustahsila)”; (2) “the states
of these things” (ahwal hadihi l-umar); (3) “the number of the types in which the
arrangement and form of the transfer is carried out in a valid way (‘ala I-
istigama)”; and (4) the number of the types in which the arrangement and form
are invalid.” Shortly afterwards, Ibn Sina adds the following specification: Since
logic serves a clearly defined purpose, namely an investigation of how “simple
entities” (al-mufradat) can be combined with one another in such a manner that
man gains knowledge of things previously unknown, the logician need not be-

84  Ibn Sina, at-Ta‘ligat, ed. Musaviyan, no. 919, p. 505, 1. 3-8 [= § 5 (1.B.c)].
85 Ibn Sina, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. Mugtaba az-Zari‘i (Qom: Bustan-e Ketab, 2008 [1387
SH]), p. 39,1.9 - p. 40, 1. 1.
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come acquainted with “simple entities” (al-mufradat) “in every regard” (la min
kulli waghin), but only inasmuch as it becomes possible for a certain “arrange-
ment” (tartib) and “composition” (ta’lif) to occur to simple entities. Therefore,
according to Ibn Sina, the logician only needs to consider “some of the states of
simple notions” (ahwal min ahwal al-ma‘ani) before being able to investigate
“the states of composition” (ahwal at-ta’lif).*

In the second isara of the second nahg Ibn Sina provides us with yet
another hint of why the Categories ought not to be treated within the logical
curriculum. Having presented the proper definition of a logical genus and of a
logical species, Ibn Sina addresses the question of the arrangement of genera and
species: While he deems it necessary for the logician to know that the ascending
order of genera and the descending order of species may not go on ad infinitum,
the question which notions ultimately figure as the highest genera and lowest
species does not need to be clarified within logic. Just as it is not upon the logi-
cian to investigate the number and the quiddities of the intermediate genera and
species or of the lowest species, he likewise should refrain from doing so with
regard to the highest genera. Instead of pondering over the question of where
the genera ultimately “terminate” (ila mada yantahi), the logician should content
himself with knowing quite generally “that there are highest genera which are
the genera of genera (agnas al-agnas); that there are lowest species (anwa“ safila)
which are the species of species (anwa‘ al-anwa’); that there are intermediate
things which are genera with regard to that which is below them and species
with regard to that which is above them”; and, finally, that each of them has
certain “characteristic properties” (bawdss);87 that is to say, he should, at least, be
able to distinguish a genus from a species, as Ibn Sina had clarified in the pre-
ceding iSara. But whoever investigates “the quantity” (kammiyya) and the
“quiddities” (mahiyyat) of “the genera of genera” (agnas al-agnas) — and who-
ever assumes that this is more important for the logic curriculum than studying
the quantity and quiddities of the numerous intermediate and lowest genera —
departs from “what is necessary” (al-wagib). Just like in al-Magqulat 1,1 of the
Sifa’, Tbn Sina once again stresses the fact that such a faulty manner of proceed-
ing causes the mind to go astray.” Even though the treatise is not referred to by
name, rejecting both the necessity and possibility of conducting within logic a
thorough investigation of the highest genera amounts to a straightforward justi-
fication of why the Categories has been excluded from the reformed logic curric-
ulum which Ibn Sina presents in the Isarat.

86  Ibn Sina, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. az-Zari‘, p. 40, 1l. 3-7.
87  Ibn Sina, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. az-Zari‘, p. 58, 11. 5-10.
88  Ibn Sina, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. az-Zari‘, p. 58, 1l. 11-13.
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1.3. The Aftermath of Ibn Sina’s Understanding
of the Scope of the Categories

1.3.1. In the Footsteps of Ibn Sina: Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s
Exclusion of the Categories from Logic

Just as Ibn Sina’s reform project may be characterized as critical Aristotelianism,
Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s engagement with Ibn Sind’s philosophy can aptly be la-
belled as critical Avicennism.” Especially ar-Razi’s Sarh al-Iiarat wa-t-tanbihat
is, without a doubt, a critical commentary in the best sense of the word. How-
ever, when it comes to those passages in which Ibn Sina hints at the exclusion of
the Categories from the logic curriculum, Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi gladly follows Ibn
Sina’s revision of the Aristotelian Organon. As a matter of fact, in his Sarh al-
Isarat ar-Razi makes some instructive efforts at explaining and corroborating Ibn
Sina’s view on the Categories.”

As we have seen, Ibn Sina opens the mantiq section of the ISarat by stating,
inter alia, that the logician ought to study the “states” (ahwal) of those things
which enable his mind to proceed from the known to the unknown. It is precise-
ly the short expression “the states of these things” (ahwal hadihi l-umar) which
receives great attention in ar-Razi’s commentary on this passage’’ — and which
prompts him to present a concise account of Ibn Sind’s understanding of the
subject-matter of logic. Without using the specific term here, ar-Razi deems the
context appropriate for an exposition of the doctrine of “secondary intelligibles”:
When using the qualifying expression “the states of these things” Ibn Sina wants
us to understand that “the quiddities present in the mind” (al-mahiyyatu
-hadiratu fi d-dihn) are “not in every respect disposed to man’s acquisition of
knowledge of the unknown” (hiya gayru musta‘iddatin min kulli l-wugihi li-
ifadati l-ilmi bi-I-maghul). Rather, this “disposition” (isti‘dad) only comes about
by certain “accidents” (‘awarid) which are attached to the quiddities of things in
the mind, such as “essentiality” (ad-datiyya), “accidentality” (al-‘aradiyya), “being

89  Cf. below, p. 38, note 106.

90 In reading Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s Sarh al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat my main source was MS
Berlin or. oct. 1802, which — as one of only a few manuscripts — contains the entire
mantiq part and which abruptly ends in the midst of namat 2, chapter 17 of the hikma
part. I have constantly compared the version transmitted in this manuscript to the corre-
sponding passages of ‘Ali Reza Nagafzade’s edition of the logic part of the Sarh al-Isarat
(Teheran: Angoman-e Atar va-Mofaher-e Farhangi, 2005 [1384 SH / 1426 AH], vol. 1),
which does not refer to the Berlin MS.

91  Ar-Razi, Sarh al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, MS Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 7b, 1. 12 — fol. 8a, 1. 7;
ed. Nagafzade, p. 18, 11. 1-13.
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a predicate” (al-mahmauliyya), “being a subject” (al-mawdii‘iyya), “being a genus”
(al-ginsiyya), and “being a differentia” (al-fasliyya). According to ar-Razi’s com-
mentary — which, in this passage, closely resembles some of Ibn Sind’s remarks
in the first chapter of the Magalat of the K. as-Sifa’ - an investigation of the
quiddities with regard to their being genera and differentiae is useful for the
logician since these allow him to obtain the “parts of definitions” (agza’ li-I-
hudud); and, in the same vein, knowledge of whether ‘being a predicate’ or ‘be-
ing a subject’ is attached to a thing’s quiddity enables the logician to determine
its function as part of an “argument” (hugga). Yet, all these accidental properties
which make the things’ quiddities disposed for the reasoning process — that is,
for the transfer from the known to the unknown - are already sufficiently
treated in the Isagoge (Kitab Isagugi). At the same time, for ar-Razi there can be
no doubt that the Kitab Qatigiriyas is exclusively an ontological investigation of
the “true natures of things” (haqa’iq al-umur). Against this background, he con-
cludes his commentary on this passage by clarifying that, as a consequence,
already in the opening chapter of the ISarat Ibn Sina took care to formulate the
scope of logic in a way which would exclude the Categories right away:

Since the Sayh believed that the Book of Categories does not belong to logic (lamma
kana $-Sayhu ya‘taqgidu anna kitaba Qatiguriyas laysa mina l-mantiq) he did, of
course, state that logic investigates the transfers and those states of things from
which the transfers come about (la garama dakara anna I-mantiqa yabhatu ‘ani I-
intigalati wa-‘an ahwali l-umuri llati ‘anha l-intigalat), without stating that logic in-
vestigates those things in which those states are (wa-lam yadkur anna I-mantiga
yabhatu ‘an tilka l-umiri llati fiha tilka l-ahwal).”

Moreover, ar-Razi underpins Ibn Sina’s view that the logician needs to become
acquainted with “simple entities” (al-mufradat) only inasmuch as they are con-
ducive to an epistemologically fruitful “arrangement” (tartib) and “composition”
(ta’lif) by offering a modified version of the Aristotelian example of the relation-
ship between the builder and the material he uses for constructing a house:

The builder (al-bani) needs to investigate the simple things from which the house is
constructed, namely wood, bricks and stone, only inasmuch as they have the dispo-
sition (musta‘idda) to accept the form of ‘houseness’ (as-sura al-baytiyya), not in all
respects. For inasmuch as he is a builder he does not need to know whether the
brick is compounded of indivisible parts or not and whether it is compounded of
matter and form.”

92  Ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iiarat wa-t-tanbihat, MS Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 8a, 1L 4-7; ed.
Nagafzade, p. 18, 1l. 10-13.

93 Ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iiarat wa-t-tanbihat, MS Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 8b, 1. 6-10; ed.
Nagafzade, p. 20, 1l. 3-7.
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Ar-Razi is aware of the fact that previous logicians did not merely hold that
within logic one may investigate simple entities in just any regard but that there
were various attempts at determining a specific aspect under which this could
and should be done.”* Yet, in sharp contrast to the justification efforts for the
inclusion of the Categories into the logical curriculum presented by Ibn Sina’s
Aristotelian forerunners and contemporaries, ar-Razi is not interested in the
question of whether simple things themselves could also be investigated in a
non-ontological way in order to fit into the Organon as a useful preparatory or
auxiliary means for logical and linguistic investigations. For as soon as logic is
understood as a clearly defined discipline which may not just treat any linguistic
and mental entities that might be of interest for other sciences but which, ulti-
mately, addresses only those aspects which contribute stricto sensu to the con-
struction of valid arguments and the acquisition of certain knowledge, the ques-
tion must be reversed: Rather than asking how the traditional inclusion of the
Categories could be justified one needs to ask whether or not the logician — for
the sake of being a successful logician - exigently needs to become acquainted
with an ontologically grounded classification scheme of simple beings. Ar-Razi’s
answer to this question once again closely follows Ibn Sina:
The investigation of the realities and true natures (haqa’iq wa-taba’i‘) of these
things, of how they are divided (kayfiyyat inqisamiha) into their species, and of
their characteristic properties (hawass) is extrinsic to logic (harigun ‘ani l-mantiq);
indeed, the logician would not benefit from that at all, except that he would become

able to adduce many examples with regard to every field of investigation (irad al-
amtila al-katira fi kulli babin).”

Quite clearly, ar-Razi comments upon the beginning of the logic of the ISarat
with a very strong paraphrastic recourse to the first chapter of the K. al-Magqulat
of the Sifa’ where Ibn Sina had presented his most pronounced arguments for
excluding the Categories from logic. This indicates that — at least in this passage
- ar-Razi’s role as a commentator is one of filling in the gaps by means of offer-
ing more elaborate Avicennian material from other sources. In his commenta-
torial practice ar-Razi views the Sifa’ as a necessary complement to the reduced
manner of exposition characteristic for the Isarat. This suggests that ar-Razi did

94 Cf. ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iarat wa-t-tanbihat, MS Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 8b, 1l. 10-11; ed.
Nagafzade, p. 20, 1. 8-10: “Those who assume that the Book of Categories belongs to logic
(alladina yag‘alina kitaba I-Magqulati mina l-mantiq) argue that logic investigates the
composition (tarkib) of simple things (mufradat) under a specific aspect (‘an giha
mahsisa) and that, therefore, it is indispensable to become acquainted with these simple
things which are the highest genera.”

95  Ar-Razi, Sarh al-Iiarat wa-t-tanbihat, MS Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 8b, 1l. 15-17; ed.
Nagafzade, p. 20, 1l. 12-15.
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not read these sections of the Isarat as a departure from Ibn Sina’s earlier writ-
ings but rather as a concise recapitulation (or even perfection) of Ibn Sina’s pre-
vious efforts of reassessing the Aristotelian tradition. Furthermore, it is not only
of interest that this part of the commentary draws on material from the Sifa’,
but, all the more, that it draws on material from the K. al-Magqulat of the Sifd’.
Even though the categories are not even mentioned by Ibn Sina in the passages
under consideration, ar-Razi — being well-acquainted with the previous philo-
sophical discourse — cannot help but read between the lines the old controver-
sies and hence deems it necessary to explain the new approach offered by the
Isarat in light of Ibn Sina’s earlier, more traditional mode of exposition. In all
those passages in which ar-Razi thinks that the Isarat are not explicit enough
about the exclusion of the Categories he reads the much more elaborate remarks
from the Magqilat of the Sifa’ into the text of the Isarat.

In his commentary on the second isara of the second nahg, ar-Razi does not
present any additional arguments with regard to the exclusion of the Categories.
Rather, he makes the short remark that the preceding sections have already
sufficiently shown that the “true natures of these highest genera” (haqa’iq tilka
l-agnas al-aliya) should not be dealt with in logic.”® Moreover, he reminds us
why the logician may not assume an infinite chain of genera:

That the genera have a terminal point has already been clarified inasmuch as a ge-
nus is constituted by a differentia (min haytu anna I-ginsa mutaqawwimun bi-I-fasl);
if the [order of] genera did not have a terminal point (law kanat al-agnas gayr
mutanahiya), likewise the [order of] differentiae would not have a terminal point;
hence, there would be infinitely many causes and things caused (‘ilal wa-ma‘lulat
gayr mutanahiya).”’
As Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s commentary on these passages from the logic of the
Isarat shows, ar-Razi clearly supports Ibn Sina’s position that both with regard
to pedagogical and epistemological considerations the Categories should not be
part of the logic curriculum. Not even an investigation of the categories under
the aspect of their being highest genera — and hence being intrinsically connect-
ed to a logical theory of definition — would justify their treatment at this stage
of the curriculum. There can be no doubt that ar-Razi’s commitment to a strict
ontological reading of the Categories — as opposed to earlier Neoplatonic
attempts at de-ontologizing Aristotle’s scheme of ten highest genera — must be
attributed to Ibn Sina’s forceful effort to exclude this treatise from the revised

96  Ar-Razi, Sarh al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, MS Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 36b (or.), 1. 6-8; ed.
Nagafzade, p. 97, 1l. 1-2.

97  Ar-Razi, Sarh al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, MS Berlin or. oct. 1802, fol. 36b (or.), Il. 4-6; ed.
Nagafzade, p. 96, 1. 14 — p.97, L. 1. On the infinite regress of differentiae, see below,
p. 232.
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logic curriculum. At the same time, however, as soon as we will take a closer
look at Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s own philosophical expositions, especially al-
Mabahit al-masrigiyya, or at one of his other commentaries on an Avicennian
work, namely the Sarh ‘Uyin al-hikma, it will become clear that this under-
standing of the Categories does not lead him to neglect the treatise altogether.
Quite the contrary is the case: As shall be discussed below,” ar-Razi revives the
scheme of ten categories as a useful structuring tool for composing a philosophi-
cal summa.

1.3.2. A Structural Revival of the Aristotelian Organon: Nasir ad-Din at-Ttsi
and al-‘Allama al-Hilli on the Role of the Categories in the Logic Curriculum

In clear contrast to Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s commentary, Ibn Sind’s exclusion of
the Categories from the logic curriculum and his implicit justifications for why
the traditional structure of the Aristotelian Organon needs to be overcome do
not receive any particular attention in Nasir ad-Din at-Tasi’s (d. 672 AH / 1274
AD) discussion of the opening passages of the Isarat. As a matter of fact, in this
part of his commentary at-Tasi makes only one brief reference to the Qatiguri-
yas in the context of distinguishing between two types of “composition” (ta’lif):
The composition of “explanatory statements” (al-agwal as-sariha),” that is, defi-
nitions and descriptions, and the composition of “arguments” (hugag). Whereas
the “form-related” (suriyya) aspects of the composition of definitions and de-
scriptions are dealt with in the Isagoge, the “substantive” (maddiyya) aspects,
according to at-Tusi, are treated in the Categories.'” Only subsequently, in his
commentary on the second iSara of the second nahg, where Ibn Sina discards the
study of the summa genera within logic as “a departure from what is necessary”
(hurag ‘ani l-«vvdgib),101 at-Tusi addresses the question of whether or not the
Categories should be included in the curriculum. Unlike Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi
who, as we have seen, in this context once again underlines the soundness and
cogency of Ibn Sina’s position, at-Tisi appears to be much more reluctant to
accept Ibn Sina’s reasoning and his harsh critique of the preceding scholarly
tradition:

98  See below, pp. 179-183.

99  Dunya’s reading al-ahwal as-sariha (p. 130 (bottom), 1. 6) instead of al-aqwal as-Sariha is
clearly false. The reading aqwal is attested by MS Leiden or. 95, fol. 6a, . 27.

100 Nasir ad-Din at-Tusi, Hall muskilat al-ISarat, in Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed.
Sulayman Dunya (Cairo: Dar al-ma‘arif, 1983), vol. 1, p. 130 (bottom), Il. 6-7; MS Leiden
or. 95, fol. 6a, 11. 27-29.

101 Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. az-Zari‘, p. 85, 1. 12.
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He [i.e., Ibn Sina] opposes the other logicians (ya‘taridu ‘ala sa’iri I-mantigiyyina).
For their forerunner, namely the First Teacher [i.e., Aristotle], opened his teaching
with an account of the ten categories (magqulat) which are the genera of genera
(agnas al-agnas). In his book which is entitled The Categories (al-qatiguriyas) he
pointed to their meanings (ma‘ani) and characteristic properties (hawass) in the
well-known manner (‘ala I-wagh al-mashur) which is suitable for beginners. He
made them [ie., the categories] something like a postulate of this science [i.e., of
logic] (Sibhu musadaratin li-hada I-ilm), not a part (§uz’) of it. The vast majority
(al-gumhar) followed him in this. Indeed, in their explanations (bayanat) they even
added to it. There is no doubt that an investigation (nazar) of this does not pertain
to logical studies. However, the verdict that — with regard to their being important
or unimportant for this science — an investigation of them is just like an investiga-
tion of the intermediate and lower genera is a departure from a fair judgment
(hurag ‘ani l-insaf). For whenever the logician applies his rules he certainly needs
that [i.e., knowledge of the categories] for the sake of hunting for the definitions
(igtinas al-hudiid) and attaining the premises (iktisab al-muqaddamat)."”
Whereas Ibn Sina had reproached his predecessors for their “departure from
what is necessary,” at-Tasi, in turn, rejects Ibn Sind’s critique as a “departure
from a fair judgment.” Even though he accepts the claim that a proper scientific
“investigation” (nazar) of the ten categories cannot be pursued in logic, he none-
theless defends the structure of the traditional Organon. For just like any scien-
tific discipline, logic as well may borrow some postulates from other disciplines
for the sake of “completion” (tatmim) and for the sake of achieving a certain
“objective” (gaya)."” At-Tasi is convinced that a propaedeutic outline of the
summa genera serves an important purpose in the logic curriculum; for in order
to obtain sound terms and judgments, a logician needs to know “under which of
the summa genera his definiendum and each of the two terms of his quaesitum
fall.”'** Thus, whereas it is important for the student of logic to become ac-
quainted with the limited number of highest genera which comprise all other
genera, he can dispense with a study of “the intermediate and lowest [genera]
which are unlimited in number.”'” Whereas Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s commentary
on the ISarat enjoys the reputation of being highly critical or even polemical
towards Ibn Sina’s text, Nasir ad-Din at-Tisi has been described as a champion

102 At-Tusi, Hall muskilat al-ISarat, in Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. S. Dunya, vol. 1,
p- 190 (bottom), 1. 7 — p. 191 (bottom), I. 3; MS Leiden or. 95, fol. 21b, 1. 26 — fol. 22a, 1. 7.

103 At-Tusl, Hall muskilat al-ISarat, in Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. S. Dunya, vol. 1,
p- 181 (bottom), 1. 19-21; MS Leiden or. 95, fol. 21b, 1. 20-22.

104 At-Tasi, Hall muskilat al-ISarat, in Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. S. Dunya, vol. 1,
p. 181 (bottom), 1l. 3—-6; MS Leiden or. 95, fol. 21b, 11. 7-10.

105 At-Tusi, Hall muskilat al-ISarat, in Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. S. Dunya, vol. 1,
p- 181 (bottom), 1. 7-8; MS Leiden or. 95, fol. 21b, 1I. 10-12.
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of “mainstream Avicennism.”'* The question of whether and why the Categories
should or should not be studied within logic, however, confronts us with a case
in which ar-Razi clearly supports Ibn Sind’s critique of the preceding tradition
and in which at-Tasl, in turn, cautiously rejects the Avicennian reform project.

Against the background of his more lenient attitude towards the pre-
Avicennian tradition in general and towards the treatment of the Categories in
particular, it comes as no surprise that in his extensive Persian summa of logic,
entitled Asas al-iqtibas, at-Ttsl — notwithstanding his strong Avicennian lean-
ings on a doctrinal level — fully revives the structure of the nine books of the
extended Aristotelian Organon, that is, Isagoge, Categories, On Interpretation,
Prior Analytics, Posterior Analytics, Topics, Sophistical Refutations, Rhetoric, and
Poetics. In the Asas he justifies the inclusion of the Categories as follows:

The founder of logic (vaze-e manteq) [i.e., Aristotle] opened this science (‘elm) by
presenting an account of the ten highest genera which are called the ten categories
(maqulat). The later scholars (mota’ahheran) are of the opinion that - since a speci-
fication (ta‘yin) of the natures of universals, whether they are high or low (ce ‘ali ¢e
safel), and a pointer to the concrete existents (a‘yan-e mawgudat), whether they are
substances or accidents (e gawhar ¢e ‘araz), does not have any connection to the
discipline of logic, and since it is not upon the logician to undertake a verification
(tahqiq) of such issues — the treatment of these investigations (eStegal be-in
mabahes) within pure logic (dar manteq-e mahz) amounts to a deviation [from the
required curriculum] (ta‘assof) and to a forced effort (takallof). Nonetheless, there
can be no doubt (Sobhat nist) that the art of defining (tahdid va-ta‘rif) and the art of
acquiring premises for syllogisms are impossible without conceptualizing the cate-
gories which are the highest genera and without differentiating each category from
all other categories (tamyiz-e har magqiile az magilha-ye digar)."”

106 Whereas Dimitri Gutas distinguishes between “proponents” and “opponents” of “main-
stream Avicennism” (and applies the latter label to such diverse thinkers as Fahr ad-Din
ar-Razi and Ibn Taymiyya), I deem it more suitable to draw a distinction between “main-
stream Avicennism” and “critical Avicennism”; for Gutas’ classification, see his “The
Heritage of Avicenna: The Golden Age of Arabic Philosophy, 1000 - ca. 1350,” p. 97. Re-
cently, Robert Wisnovsky has offered a very apt characterization of the different atti-
tudes by which ar-Razi and at-Tusi approach Ibn Sina’s oeuvre as follows: “Razi stood in
relation to Avicenna as Avicenna stood to Aristotle: as a sometimes critical but never-
theless deeply indebted appropriator of the original author’s theories. At-Tusi, by con-
trast, stood in relation to Avicenna as Averroes (Ibn Rushd, d. 595/1198) stood to Aristo-
tle: as an energetic defender stamping out the corruptions of previous (mis)interpreters”;
see Robert Wisnovsky, “Towards a Genealogy of Avicennism,” Oriens 42 (2014): p. 326.

107 At-Tusi, Asas al-igtibas, ed. Modarres Rezavi (Teheran: Entesarat-e Dane$gah-e Tehran,
1982 [1361 SH]), p. 34, ll. 5-12; va- before estegal be-in mabahes should be ignored (in ac-
cordance with the “majority of manuscripts” (bistar nosah), as the apparatus attests).
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Thus, within logic the Categories function as an “instruction for the beginner”
(ersad-e mobtadi)."® Quite clearly, this is a return to the old Porphyrian para-
digm of reading the Categories as a proleptic but useful introduction to the list of
summa genera and related pre-philosophical classification schemes.

As we have seen above, Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s commentary on those passa-
ges of the ISarat in which Ibn Sina alludes to the exclusion of the Categories con-
stantly draws on the first chapter of the Magilat of the Sifa’. Conversely, Nasir
ad-Din at-Tasi’s pupil al-‘Allama al-Hilli (d. 726 AH / 1325 AD) copied into his
commentary on Magqilat 1,1 — contained in his K. Kasf al-hafa’ min K. as-Sifa’,
which is preserved in the unicum MS Dublin Chester Beatty 5151 — the respec-
tive passages of his teacher’s commentary on the Isarat."” Having given some
brief explanations on Ibn Sina’s critique, al-Hilli remarks that “the Most Excel-
lent of the Verifying Scholars Nasir Allah wa-d-Din at-Tasi,” to whom he refers
as his Sayh, “defended the First Teacher for the fact that he had brought up the
ten categories [in logic] and that he had opened his teaching with them.”""’ On a
general note, both al-Hilli and his teacher at-Tusi certainly share Ibn Sina’s view
on the subject-matter of logic. Thus, al-Hilli leaves no doubt that — rather than
studying “specified matters” (mawadd mu‘ayyana) — a logician should investi-
gate “universal things (umir kulliyya).""' However, just like his teacher, he
nonetheless emphasizes the beneficial effect which a study of the Categories
within logic may have. This attitude becomes clear both in his commentary on
the Magulat of the Sifa’ and in his commentary on Nasir ad-Din at-Tusi’s Tagrid
al-mantiq. In the latter work, we see him justify the inclusion of the Categories
as being conducive to the “attainment of genera and differentiae” (tahsil al-agnas
wa-Il-fusul)”; as a result, the student will be helped in “discovering (istinbat) that
which is to be defined and that which is to be inferred.”*'® To be sure, neither
at-Tusi nor al-Hilli deem the Categories to be a “part” (§uz’) of logic — in the
sense of pertaining to its “subject-matter” (mawdu‘) which they both identify as
the “secondary intelligibles” (al-ma‘qulat at-taniya). However, in contrast to Ibn

108 At-Tusl, Asas al-igtibas, ed. Rezavi, p. 34, 1. 15.

109 Cf. below, text 1.B.b.

110 Al-‘Allama al-Hilli, K. Kasf al-hafa’ min K. as-Sifa’, MS Dublin Chester Beatty 5151, fol.
5b,1. 6 [= § 1 (1.B.b)].

111 Al-‘Allama al-Hilli, K. Kasf al-hafa’ min K. as-Sifa’, MS Dublin Chester Beatty 5151, fol.
5b, 11. 24-25 [= § 6 (1LB.b)].

112 Al-‘Allama al-Hilli, al-Gawhar an-nadid fi sarh Mantiq at-tagrid, ed. Mohsen Bidarfar
(Qom: Entesarat-e Bidar, 1983 [1404 AH / 1362 SH]), p. 23, 1l. 7-8. Cf. Tony Street, “Ara-
bic and Islamic Philosophy of Language and Logic,” section 2.2.1 (“Logic as a Formal Sci-
ence”). For the corresponding passage in at-Tusi’s work, see Tagrid al-Mantiq, anony-
mous editor (Beirut: Man§urat mu’assasat al-a‘lami li-l-matbu‘at, 1988 [1408 AH]), p. 13ff.
(al-fasl at-tani fi I-maqulat).
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Sina and in contrast to Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi who adopts Ibn Sina’s harsh critique
of the preceding philosophical tradition, they both are willing to accept the in-
clusion of the Categories in the logic curriculum — not merely as a historical
remnant of the Aristotelian tradition but rather as the result of a pedagogically
sound anticipation of issues whose proper verification can only be undertaken in
metaphysics.
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a. Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,1
[ed. Madkar, pp. 3-8]

The Scope of the Categories

[(I.A) al-Hilli (fol. 2, 1l. 1-3): “The Second Treatise: The Ten Categories (al-maqulat al-
‘asr); in It Are Several Sections (fusil); the First [Section]: The Scope of the Categories
(garad al-maqulat); in It Are Several Issues (matalib); the First [Issue]: Whatever Is
Connected to the Ten Categories — and That They Are Outside of This Science
(huraguha ‘an hada I-<ilm); in It Are Several Investigations (mabahif)”]""

[(I.A.1) al-Hilli (fol. fol. 2, 1. 3): “The First [Investigation]: The Utility of the Five
Expressions for Logic (fa’idat al-alfaz al-hamsa fi I-mantiq)”]

[ed. Madkar, p. 3, L. 8]

[§ 1] In what preceded [i.e., in the Isagoge] you have already come to know
what the compound expression is (ma’iyyat al-lafz al-murakkab) and what the
simple expression is (ma’iyyat al-lafz al-mufrad). You have come to know that
the compound expression is composed (yata’allifu) of the simple expression.
And you have come to know that the simple expressions, inasmuch as they are
universal (kulliyya) and particular (guz’iyya), essential (datiyya) and accidental
(‘aradiyya), are divided into five divisions.

[§ 2] Now it is necessary [a] that you come to know that the knowledge of
these five states of simple expressions is conducive to the knowledge of the
compound expressions, inasmuch as you intend to know them;"* and [b] that
you come to the conviction that other states of simple expressions are not need-
ed for the sake of knowing compound expressions; thus, not all states of simple
expressions need to be utilized for the sake of knowing the states of expressions
which are compounded in the manner of composition intended in logic (at-
tarkib al-magqsud fi I-mantiq), whereas these [states] belong to the things whose

113 In reading the K. al-Magqilat of the Sifa’I found the manner in which al-Hilli’s commen-
tary divides Ibn Sina’s intricate text into several “issues” (matalib) and “investigations”
(mabahit) quite helpful. In my translation I added the headings and sub-headings of al-
Hilli’s commentary throughout. I would like to express my gratitude to Reza Pourjavady
for having made a copy of MS Dublin Chester Beatty 5151 — the only known manuscript
containing al-Hilli's Kasf al-hafa’ min K. as-Sifa’ - available to me. For the complete list
of MSS I have consulted in reading the K. al-Magqulat of the Sifa’, see Appendix 2.

114 Al-Hilli reads min haytu tuqsadu l-mufradu biha (“inasmuch as the simple [expression]
is intended through them”) instead of min haytu taqsidu I-ma‘rifata biha. All MSS I have
consulted confirm the reading ma‘ifa (but it should be noted that in MS N ma‘rifa looks
very similar to mufrad so that the two could quite easily be confused).
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attainment is useful for the discipline of logic; and [c] that the reason why the
compound expressions are compounded according to [the rules provided by] the
discipline of logic (bi-hasab sina‘at al-mantiq) is precisely to attain a means
which can be used for acknowledging the truth and for conceptualization (fi
ifadat at-tasdiq wa-t-tasawwur); this is accomplished by syllogisms (giyasat),
definitions (hudid) and descriptions (rusim).

[ed. Madkar, p. 4, 1. 4]

[§ 3] The syllogisms, as you will come to know, are composed of premises
whose subjects need to be universal in order to pertain to the sciences. Also,
their subjects and predicates need to stand in one of those relations of essentiali-
ty and accidentality which had been outlined [in the Isagoge] in order to pertain
to demonstration (burhan).

[§ 4] Division (qisma) [i.e., dihairesis] is also one of the methods leading to
the acquisition of knowledge of the unknown. The differentiating division (al-
qisma al-fasila) is that [kind of division] which divides the genera through the
differentiae into the species, whereas the [vertical] ordering [of the arbor por-
phyriana] is preserved so that there is no leap from one level to a level that does
not immediately follow it. It [i.e., a division] may also be carried out by propria
(hawass) and accidents (a‘rad).

[§ 5] Knowing these five simple [expressions] (al-mufradat al-hamsa) [i.e.,
the predicables] is useful for syllogisms."” But their utility for definitions and
descriptions is even more obvious. For the definitions are [composed] of genera
and differentiae; and the descriptions are [composed] of genera, propria and
accidents — and they mostly''® pertain to species. The fact that the study of these
states which attach to the simple expressions is placed prior to the onset of com-
ing to know the compounds is either necessary or quasi-necessary.

[(I.A.2) al-Hill1 (fol. 3a, 1l. 22-23): “The Second Investigation (baht): Knowledge of

the Ten Categories Is Not Needed (gayru muhtag ilayha) in This Discipline
(sina‘a)’]

[ed. Madkar, p. 4, 1. 15]
[§ 6] The simple expressions also have other states [besides the five predi-

cables]; these concern the fact that they signify things which exist in one of the
two ways of existence that we had explained when we had made known the

115 [4.10] MS LG4m: fa-ma‘rifatu hadihi I-mufradati min haytu tanqasimu ila hadihi I-hamsa
(instead of fa-ma‘rifatu hadihi I-mufradati I-hamsa): “knowing these simple [expres-
sions], inasmuch as they are divided into these five.”

116 [4.12] MSS LG4 and TD3 (as well as SA, M, H in app.) have asahh instead of aktar; EC
has aktar; this is attested by MS B (used for EC) and MS LB3; LG4i and TD3m correct
asahh to aktar.
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subject-matter of logic [i.e., existence in re and in intellectu]. There is no necessi-
ty whatsoever — not even a quasi-necessity — to know these for the sake of stud-
ying logic:

[1] neither with regard to the state of their signifying particular individuals
(min gihati hali dalalatiha ‘ala l-ashasi -guz’iyya); for this is something which
cannot be utilized in any of the sciences, let alone in logic;

[2] nor with regard to the state of their signifying the species; for this is
something which does not help anyone (lam yu‘an bihi ahadun) in the discipline
of logic, as the discipline of logic is completed without it;

(3] nor with regard to the state of their signifying the high genera for which
it became customary to be called ‘categories’ (magqilat) and to dedicate to their
treatment a separate book at the beginning of logic which is called The Catego-
ries (qatiguriyas).

[ed. Madkar, p. 5, 1. 1]

[§ 7] Once the student of logic has come to know what we had taught about
the states of the simple expressions and once he has come to know the name
(ism) and the verb (kalima), he is able to proceed to the study of propositions
(qadaya) and their [various] divisions, of syllogisms (giyasat), definitions
(tahdidat) and their [various] types (asnaf), and [to the study] of the material
contents (mawadd) of syllogisms, the demonstrative and non-demonstrative
definitions and their genera and species — even if it never crossed his mind that
there are ten categories and that through the simple terms one signifies either
these [categories] themselves or something falling under them.

[§ 8] No noteworthy shortcoming arises from neglecting this [i.e., the con-
tent of the Categories]. And no weakness intrudes into logic if someone is of the
opinion that these categories are more or less in number. Knowing whether
these things are to be characterized as genera (tisafu bi-I-ginsiyya) is not more
necessary for him [i.e., the logician] than knowing whether other things are
characterized as species (tiusafu bi-n-naw‘iyya). Rather, [a] knowing these
[states] with regard to how they exist (kayfiyyat al-wugid) pertains to first phi-
losophy (al-falsafa al-ula); [b] knowing these [states] with regard to the fact that
the soul conceptualizes them (tasawwur an-nafs laha) pertains to a fringe area'"
of natural philosophy which is close to first philosophy [i.e., psychology];
[c] and knowing that they demand expressions which are applied to them per-
tains to the discipline of the lexicographers.

117 [5.10] EC has hadd; this reading is confirmed by MS B (used for EC) and MS LB3; MSS
LG4 and TD3m (as well as D, AE, N, Y in app.) have the lectio facilior guz’.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

44 1. The Scope of the Categories

[ed. Madkar, p. 5, 1. 12]

[§ 9] Knowing that the simple expressions apply to one of these things
without specifying the expressions which apply to them is just like knowing that
the existing things (al-umir al-mawguda) have simple expressions which are
posited for them in actu or in potentia. It is not more suitable for the logician,
inasmuch as he is a logician, to know this about these [things, i.e., about the
highest genera] than to know this about other things. Inasmuch as he is a logi-
cian he need not burden himself with knowing that the simple expressions are
posited for a certain type of things, namely the general universals (al-kulliyyat
al-‘amma) [i.e., the summa genera], while he does not know this with regard to
another type of things, namely the specific universals (al-kulliyyat al-hassa) [i.e.,
the species].

[§ 10] There is, indeed, one single thing [which might justify the inclusion
of the Categories in logic]: The student may in a certain regard derive a benefit
from this instruction; for [by studying the Categories] he acquires some kind of
comprehensive understanding of [existing] things (ihatatun ma bi-l-umir) and
becomes able to adduce [various] examples (amtila).

[ed. Madkar, p. 6, L. 1]

[§ 11] Whenever there is a discrepancy (ihtilaf) in the definitions (hudid) on
account of a discrepancy which is due to the fact that the definienda are in dif-
ferent categories, just like, e.g., in the case of the state of a thing which belongs
to the category of the relatum (mudaf), then - for the sake of defining that thing
— certain states which do not apply to something belonging to the category of
substance may be needed; and it may be the case that — with regard to defining
[them] - certain properties are specific to the species of quantity but not to the
species of quality. As soon as these things are understood by themselves (‘ala
hiyaliha) [i.e., as soon as one studies metaphysics], it is easy to learn this — apart
from the fact that for this purpose there is no pressing need to dedicate a sepa-
rate unit to this instruction. For it is possible to learn the art of definition (sina‘at
at-tahdid) completely, without there being a need to treat this discipline (fann)
[i.e., the Categories] separately; and without saying: “If certain things belong to
the relatum, then their qualification (hukm) is such-and-such; and if they are
potencies and qualities, their qualification is such-and-such.” Therefore, it is
necessary for you not to exceed this degree in your quest for this discipline; and
to be convinced that it is something which intruded into the art of logic [from
outside] (dahilun fi sina‘at al-mantiq); and to know something else: Namely that
the author (wadi‘) of this book did not compose it for the sake of instruction but
for the sake of [keeping with] convention and tradition (al-wad* wa-t-taqlid); for
through the [kind of] elucidation (bayan) which is suitable for logic it is impos-
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sible for you to come to know what can be known of it [i.e., of the contents of
the Categories] by way of verification (tahqigq).

[ed. Madkar, p. 6, 1. 12]

[§ 12] It is necessary for you to know that everything by which they at-
tempted to establish the number of these ten [categories], [and by which they
attempted to establish] that there is nothing general™® for them [i.e., that they
cannot be subsumed under a higher genus so that their number could be re-
duced], that there is no overlap (tadahul) between them, that each of them has
such-and-such a characteristic property (hassiyya), that nine of them differ from
the first one on account of the fact that it [i.e., the first one] is a substance
whereas they [i.e., the nine] are accidents and so forth amounts to elucidations
(bayanat) which have been imported from other disciplines (sina‘at) and which
have been extremely shortened [so that they have become useless]. For there is
no other way to acquire knowledge of this than by means of a thorough exami-
nation (istigsa’). A thorough examination, however, only becomes possible after
one has arrived at the level of science which is called ‘first philosophy.’

[ed. Madkar, p. 6, 1. 17]

[§ 13] Thus, it is necessary for you to realize that it is the scope of this book
that — by way of taking this for granted — you become convinced that there are
ten things which are high genera comprising the existents and that it is these to
which the simple expressions apply; and that you come to know that one of
them is substance and that the remaining nine are accidents, without it being
demonstrated to you that the nine are accidents; rather, you simply have to
accept this. Presently, it is impossible for us to demonstrate to you that the qual-
ities and quantities are accidents without demonstrating to you the necessity of

118 [6.12] Read with MSS LB3, B, LG4, TD3 la ‘amm laha instead of la ilm laha; Tiana
Koutzarova, Das Transzendentale bei Ibn Sina, p. 46, follows the Cairo edition and hence
translates “dafl es keine [je eigene] Wissenschaft von den Kategorien gibt”; accordingly,
she concludes that for Ibn Sina the ten categories are “jene voneinander abgegrenzten
und aufeinander nicht zuriickfithrbaren ,obersten Gattungen’, die als erste Bestimmun-
gen das Seiende in einer je bestimmten Hinsicht explizieren, ohne jedoch als Subjekte eine
je eigene Wissenschaft zu begriinden” (Koutzarova, Das Transzendentale bei Ibn Sing,
p- 48; emphasis added). Whereas Koutzarova’s interpretation can be directly attributed
to the Cairo edition, Bick’s translation of the entire sentence is more perplexing: “You
need to know that all their attempts to establish a number for these ten [categories] fail,
and that he [Aristotle] did not take pains about it” (quoted in Paul Thom, “The Division
of the Categories According to Avicenna,” p. 34, note 9; emphasis added); the verb “to
fail” is Back’s addition; moreover, he apparently confused “I-m (i.e., ilm or ‘alam) with
>-I-m (i.e., alam) and then drew a connection between alam (“pain”) and the idiomatic
English expression “taking pains about something.”
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that number [i.e., of the number of the categories] but you simply have to accept
this; and without demonstrating to you that each of them is a genus in the prop-
er sense (bi-I-hagiga) — not in the sense of a modulated expression (lafz
musakkik) and not in such a manner that it would signify a non-constitutive
concomitant (lazim gayr mugawwim). Moreover, at the beginning of your stud-
ies it is impossible for you to come to know, for example, that quality applies to
the species which are below it in the manner of a genus — and that it is neither a
homonymous nor a modulated nor a synonymous name; rather, it is constitu-
tive'” for what is below it. The same is true for quantity. Whoever occupied
himself with that [issue] in this book burdened himself with something for
which his ability does not suffice (fa-qad takallafa ma la yafi wus‘uhi). The
same is true for the state of the characteristic properties (hawass) which were
mentioned; for these were simply mentioned [and not properly investigated].

[ed. Madkar, p. 7, 1. 8]

[§ 14] What indicates that what I say is true is the fact that these investiga-
tions had already been omitted in the book which is the source (al-asl). Moreo-
ver, the totality of validating logicians (kaffat al-mantigiyyin al-muhassilin)**°
shied away from the claim that this book is a study (nazar) of the natures of the
existents (taba‘i’ al-mawgudat); rather, they said: “It is a study of them inasmuch
as they are signified by simple expressions (min haytu hiya madlil ‘alayha bi-I-
alfaz al-mufrada).” However, the proofs (al-barahin) which confirm that these
nine are accidents do not differ from the proofs which point towards the states
of their existence. This cannot be proven of them inasmuch as they are signified
by simple expressions. And the same is true for those other investigations. But
as soon as the elucidation (bayan) of these states is connected to a study [of
them] inasmuch as they are existent, their conviction that one should shy away
from this [ontological reading of the Categories] becomes meaningless. Rather,
such a study of them would [primarily] be a study inasmuch as they are existent
and [only] subsequently inasmuch as they are signified by an expression. As a
consequence, two approaches of studying [them] would be combined in it [i.e.,
in this book]. Whenever one studies the states of a thing inasmuch as it is exist-
ent one is, in doing so, aware of its state inasmuch as it is signified [by an ex-
pression]; for every true nature (haqiqa) from the realm of existence (mina I-
wugid) has a correspondence (mutabaqa) from the realm of language (mina I-

lafz).

119 [7.5] MSS LB3, LG4 and TD3 (but not TD3m) read laysa mugawwiman. In EC the nega-
tion is omitted; this reading is supported, inter alia, by MS B (used for EC) and al-Hilli’s
commentary.

120 [7.9] MS LG4 reads al-muhlisina (“sincere”) instead of al-muhassilina (“validating”).
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[ed. Madkar, p. 7, 1. 18]

[§ 15] If, indeed, on account of the fact that things are signified [by expres-
sions] there were characteristic properties (hawass) which do not extend to the
[things’] transformation into existence [i.e., properties which a thing has only
inasmuch as it is signified not inasmuch as it exists], and if the investigation
undertaken in this book were restricted to these and directed towards these
[properties], then it would be appropriate to hold that whatever they stipulated
with regard to the scope of this book — to the effect that they turned it into a
purely logical study which is neither first philosophy nor natural philosophy -
is a hair-splitting issue (amr daqiq), a petty outcome (ihrag latif) and an obscure
distinction (fasl gamid)."*" And if they posited all these things by way of taking
them for granted (‘ala sabili t-taslim), and if they said that these are the totality
of things to which the simple expressions apply and from which the compound
expressions are composed — indeed, that they are those things whose intentions
in the soul (ma‘aniha fi n-nafs) are the matters of the parts of those intentions
which are compounded in the soul in such a manner that one is led to grasping
things unknown (idrak al-maghulat), even if there were not any linguistic ex-
pression at all —, then they would also say something [in defense of their posi-
tions]. However, their insistence that this is a logical investigation and that this
is connected to the fact that undoubtedly there are linguistic expressions (bi-
anna alfazan la mahalata)'™, is merely a forced effort (takallufun bahtun). This
is why they became stupid and confused!

121 Al-Hilli’s commentary suggests a different syntax (the syntactical differences are under-

lined; al-Hilli’s additions are placed between parentheses):
e Tyt S L 3 Condl oS0 szl B8l Jolis ¥ 2l Lo Yyhao L0 067 ) 6
o3 G S i ool e egize sl M 5l o AL oS c(aal)! 3 g 2 )
ol Juady il 2y 385l cad Gl Yy g dads Y e s
“If, indeed, on account of the fact that things are signified [by expressions] there were
characteristic properties which do not extend to the [things’] transformation into exist-
ence, then [la-kana instead of wa-kana] the investigation undertaken in this book would
be restricted to these (for this is something whose acquisition is useful); but [lakin in-
stead of la-kana] it is appropriate to hold that whatever they stipulated with regard to
the scope of this book - to the effect that they turned it into a purely logical study which
is neither first philosophy nor natural philosophy - is a hair-splitting issue, a petty out-
come and an obscure distinction.”
The MSS I consulted confirm the reading of EC.

122 [8.8] MSS LG4, H (in app.), Y (in app.) read bi-anna laha alfazan la mahalata (“undoub-
tedly they have linguistic expressions”); EC (following MSS B, SA) reads bi-anna alfazan
la mahalata; the marginal annotation in MS B (= BH) explains this reading as follows: ay
bi-anna hahuna bi-d-dararati alfazan la yustagna ‘anha (“that is, that there are by neces-
sity linguistic expressions which are indispensable”).
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[ed. Madkar, p. 8, 1. 10]

[§ 16] As for us, we say what we [just] said [i.e., we criticize these logicians’
approach]; but then, whether we like it or not,'® we follow the method and
customs of the [vast majority of] people. Thus, we say: This book — and the fact
that it is placed at the beginning, even though it is not of great use — may at the
outset [of the curriculum] be detrimental. How often did I see a person whose
soul was confused as a result of reading this book so that it made him fancy
things whose verification — according to what they really are (‘ala kunhiha) -
cannot be undertaken in this book! As a consequence, he becomes mixed up
with phantasies remote from the truth; and on these grounds he arrives at
[false] doctrines and opinions which stain his soul. Thus, onto the tablet of his
intellect (fi lawh ‘aqlihi) something is inscribed which subsequently will not be
deleted through inscribing onto it something else; and as soon as it mixes with
it, he becomes confused.

b. al-‘Allama al-Hilli’s Appendix to K. as-Sifa’,
al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,1
[MS Dublin Chester Beatty 5151, fol. 5b, 1l. 4-26]

The text between asterisks is a quote from Nasir ad-Din at-Tusl’s commentary on the second
isara of the second nahg of the ISarat; see Hall muskilat al-ISarat, in Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-
tanbihat, ed. S. Dunya, vol. 1, p. 190 (bottom), 1. 7 - p. 191 (bottom), 1. 21.

[I.A.3] The Third Investigation: A Ll laeela il Gl
The Defense by the Most Excellent um; Jb J 3 :
of the Verifying Scholars

[§ 1] Here you must know that our Sayh, the A s il st bsecd 41 el La
Most Excellent of the Verifying Scholars M ) :"w e (‘\L
Nasir Allah wa-d-Din at-Ttsi - may God rest M J-\J’&\ 49 ) st s #\ J-\Sb
his soul — defended the First Teacher for the P TR C Lk

fact that he had brought up the ten categories MLU CLJ\J Al Y gl "j; 3 J3J!
[in logic] and that he had opened his teach- \1/'
ing with them. .

[§ 2] Even if it does not pertain to the logical AR RIS N
investigations, the verdict passed by the Sayh S, o Tt ug e ©o

[i.e., by Ibn Sina in his ISarat], * namely that L} )Eij\ SE SE L@a )4*“ :;b : @-‘-“
— with regard to their being important or ;\ e 435@ 43\«»3\5 Mrl\ uﬂ\.aiﬁ\

unimportant for this science — an investiga-

123 [8.10] Read with MSS B, SA, LB3, LG4, TD3 $i’na am abayna instead of $i’na aw bayyana
(EC); no apparatus entry.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

B. Texts

tion of them is just like an investigation of
the intermediate and lower genera, is a de-
parture from a fair judgment (hurag ‘ani I-
insaf). For whenever the logician applies his
rules he certainly needs that [i.e., knowledge
of the categories] for the sake of hunting for
the definitions and attaining the premises.
For as long as he does not know under which
of the summa genera his definiendum and
each of the two terms of his quaesitum fall
with regard to the quiddity, it is impossible
for him to attain the sequentially arranged
differentiae and the other predicates from
which the terms are compounded. And he
gains from them the judgments with regard
to [what is true for] the most part, as had
been explained in the respective passages.

[§3] As for the intermediate and lowest
[genera] which are unlimited in number, on
account of the fact that the highest [genera],
which are limited in number, comprise them
he [i.e., the logician] can dispense with men-
tioning them.

[§ 4] This is similar to the following case: For
the sake of protecting health and removing
illness the physician, inasmuch as he is a
physician, need not consider anything but
the state of the human body, inasmuch as it is
healthy and ill. For if he, inasmuch as he is a
physician, considers the quiddities of random
things which he might or might not make use
of — ie., [considerations such as] whether
they pertain to minerals, plants or animals;
where their minerals are; when the times of
their realization are; what the conditions for
their preservation are; how many they are —,
[and if he does so] without having heard or
learned in which way his knowledge [of
these things] may be beneficial for his sci-
ence, as if that [i.e., the consideration of these
questions] were important and everything
else [which pertains to medicine] unim-
portant, this would clearly be a departure
from what is necessary. However, as soon as
he conceives of the possibility that he might
need these [considerations] for the sake of
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applying his [medical] rules, which aim at
preserving health and removing illness, he
adds the consideration of these [questions],
to the extent possible, to his science and even
renders it a part of his science.

[§ 5] This also applies to the representatives
of the other scientific disciplines. For they
add to their disciplines whatever they need
for the completion of their disciplines, even if
it is extrinsic to them, so that through this
[addition] they fully succeed in arriving at
their objective. *

[§ 6] There is something worth considering
here. For the logician does not investigate
specified matters; nor does he define a specif-
ic quiddity. Rather, the logician considers
universal things. What he employs for his
discipline renders these things compliant
with whatever he intends in his employment
[of these things] in it [i.e., logic].
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c. Ibn Sina, at-Taligat, no. 919-924
[ed. Masaviyan, p. 502, 1. 3 - p. 507,1. 9

= ed. Badawi (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-misriyya al-‘amma

li-I-kitab, 1973 [1392 AH]), p. 167, L. 14 — p. 169, 1. 8]

[919 (§ 1)]'* The subject-matter of logic are
the secondary intelligibles which are based
on the primary intelligibles inasmuch as
through them one proceeds from what is
known to [knowledge of] what is unknown.
The explanation of this is as follows: Any
given thing has primary intelligibles, such as
‘body,” ‘animal’ and the like, and secondary
intelligibles which are based on these, that is,
these things being universal, particular and
individual. A consideration of how to estab-
lish (itbat) [the existence of] these secondary
intelligibles pertains to metaphysics. They
are the subjects of logic not with regard to
their existence taken absolutely; for their
existence taken absolutely is established
there [i.e., in metaphysics] — namely the
question whether they have existence in
concrete things or in the soul; rather, [they
are the subjects of logic] under another con-
dition, namely that through them one pro-
ceeds from what is known to [knowledge of]
what is unknown. Establishing this condition
pertains to metaphysics, namely knowing
that the universal may be a genus, a differen-
tia, a species, a proprium and a general acci-
dent. If the [existence of the] generic univer-
sal and the [existence of the] specific univer-
sal [i.e., the existence of the universal which
is a genus and the existence of the universal
which is a species] are established in meta-
physics, the universal which meets this con-
dition is a subject of logic. All concomitants
and essential accidents which subsequently
occur to the universal are established in logic.

LY gaall ga glall T35 [919]
S oo Jo Y gaal) () il
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124 Al-LawkarT’s heading: “The subject-matter of logic.”
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[919 (§ 2)] The modes [of syllogisms] are also
conditions on account of which the second-
ary intelligibles are the subjects of logic,
namely knowing that the universal may be
necessary, absolute or possible. Thus, on
account of this, the universal is a subject of
logic. Defining these things and verifying
their quiddities pertains to logic, not to met-
aphysics. The same is true for defining the
subjects of the other sciences.

[919 (§3)] In physics an equivalent to the
secondary intelligibles [of logic] is the body:
For it [i.e., the existence of the body] is estab-
lished in first philosophy; and likewise, the
characteristic properties on account of which
the body becomes a subject of physics, name-
ly motion and change, are established in it.
However, one establishes the accidents which
concomitantly apply to it after motion and
change in physics. For the relation of the
body taken absolutely to physics is just like
the relation of the secondary intelligibles to
logic; and the relation of motion and change
to physics is just like the relation of the
modes, of being a genus, and of being a spe-
cies to logic. However, defining body and
motion and verifying their quiddities proper-
ly pertains to physics; for it is up to the rep-
resentative of a certain science to define the
principles and the characteristic properties
on account of which the principles are the
subjects of that science, if the subject of that
science is compounded. However, it is up to
another science to establish [the existence of]
the principles and characteristic properties
on account of which the principles are the
subjects of that science, in accordance with
what had been explained in the Burhan [of
the Sifa’.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia .

125 Oledly :ed. Badawi Olgadl,
126 éXa;—U : ed. Badawi da o))

Vsl e s Ll 2 Lol 0l
S ol s 3l Ml e g5 130
s LS e S Ly oS0 08 K
5 gl A Eyge K01

055 Lebale 3idy LaY) ol sy
adl s Lo o 3V gl o 3

.QLJ\ Sl Slogoge wad 3 JUE
ol o 3 a3 Y gaall Sl
(do¥) Bl 3 oK ] 3l
e e G 21 Sl ASS,
elly A (py el Jal ey
A pls G 2LV G s o S
el e Al o 3 oL el
Y gl Al Sl e ] il
lly A by sl e ) 43
Ky Sl S e ) e )
V“J,-\ 2 Ly L sladl fk; dl i),

3 o5 ol e clale 33y S,
S A Ll s 3 adall Lo

Qo b M ieyop ol L jom
Al i3 §9050 o o) ¢ dall b ol

e J Bl sl s W L3
B oS8 el o gge 5ol g
el Gl do T ke

Al use subject to https://wmw.ebsco. conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

B. Texts

[919 (§ 4)] While establishing [the existence
of] the modes [i.e., of being necessary, possi-
ble/contingent and absolute] pertains to
metaphysics, defining them pertains to logic.
In the same vein, while establishing [the
existence of] motion pertains to first philoso-
phy, defining it pertains to physics. The
characteristic properties of the body may be
established in physics and they may be estab-
lished in metaphysics. The affirmative and
the negative are established in metaphysics
in the chapter on ‘identity and diversity’; for
there it [i.e., the affirmative or the negative]
is treated as a universal and becomes a sub-
ject of logic. However, the question of which
premise contradicts which premise and other
such questions pertain to logic.

[919 (§ 5)] Thus, the secondary intelligibles,
i.e., the universals which are [a] genera and
species, [b] necessary and possible, are the
subject-matter of logic. [ad a] The former,
ie., being a genus, being a species, being a
differentia, being an accident, and being a
proprium, are useful for conceptualization
(taswawwur). [ad b] Being necessary, being
possible and other [such] things are useful
for acknowledging the truth (tasdig). These
universals — not taken absolutely but in this
specific manner, namely inasmuch as
through them one proceeds from what is
known to [knowledge of] what is unknown,
are the subject-matter of logic. If however,
something is taken absolutely, it is of no use
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128 Cf. Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (2), ed. Muhammad Yisuf Misa, Sulayman Dunya
and Sa‘id Zayid (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-‘amma li-$u’an al-matabi® al-amiriyya, 1960 [1380
AH]), VIL,1: “The concomitants of unity, namely identity (al-huwiyya) and its divisions;
and the concomitants of multiplicity, namely diversity (al-gayriyya) and difference
(hilaf) and the known types of opposition (tagabul).”
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for any science.

[919 (§ 6)] An example of this is the fact that
sound taken absolutely is of no use for the
science of music. Rather, the sound inasmuch
as it is disposed to being compounded is the
subject-matter of music. The secondary intel-
ligibles are of two kinds: Those which are
taken absolutely; and those which are con-
sidered under a certain condition - and on
account of this condition they become a
subject of logic.

[920 (§7)]'® As soon as the universal has
become a premise, it has become a subject;
and it is considered from the point of view of
logic, not universally.

[921 (§ 8)]"** Establishing the mode of exist-
ence of something amounts to elucidating
which [kind of] existence specifically per-
tains to it.

[922 (§ 9)]'” Elucidating the quiddity of the
universal, the particular, and the individual
and elucidating some concomitants of these
things, such as being a genus, being a differ-
entia, and being a species and their modes,
pertains to logic. And establishing their ex-
istence pertains to first philosophy.

[923 (§ 10)]"*° In every discipline the means of

teaching are whatever is investigated in that
discipline. In logic there are no means of
teaching about the existents inasmuch as
they are existent. Rather, this can only be
done in the universal science [i.e., meta-
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133 Al-LawkarT’s heading: “As soon as the universal has become a premise, it is a subject of

logic.”

134 Al-Lawkar’s heading: “Establishing the mode of existence of something.”

135 Al-Lawkari’s heading: “Elucidating the quiddity of the universal, the particular and the
individual pertains to logic; establishing their existence pertains to metaphysics.”

136 Al-Lawkari’s heading: “Confirmation of this account” (fi taqrir hada I-ma‘na).
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physics]. Genus, differentia, species, propri-
um, and accident [inasmuch as they are ex-
istent] are among those means of teaching
which pertain to the universal science, not to
logic.

[924 (§ 11)]"" The simple expressions have
states which occur to them inasmuch as they
are existent, just like the fact that they signi-
fy what they mean; for example, the expres-
sion ‘substance’ signifying whatever it signi-
fies and ‘quantity’ signifying whatever it
signifies."*' And they have states which occur
to them inasmuch as they are conceptualized,
just like the universal and the particular, the
essential and the accidental, and [further]
cases in which they occur to them [i.e., to the
expressions] inasmuch as they are intellected
and conceptualized, not inasmuch as they are
existents. For universality and particularity,
essentiality and accidentality do not occur to
man inasmuch as he is man; nor do they
occur to him inasmuch as he exists in con-
crete things; rather, they only occur to him
inasmuch as he exists as an intelligible; the
intellect assumes these considerations [i.e.,
universality and particularity, essentiality
and accidentality] with regard to it.

[924 (§12)] Such is the subject-matter of
logic.

139 (Ja}\ : ed. Badawi om.

55

gdly Jailly iy S0 Al &
139#\ f\Lﬂ ;,B‘f\ O Q‘J*S\j ““zu'\j
kel e Y ‘JKS\

oo W o gt ll LS o24]
Sy cade Jop Lo e gl Ladd Ys
o0 o T s e Js Lo e
Sy G54, qK]K‘BJ}au B
P S o Y Bygate Yy (P o
Y) d":"}\ YJ '*:KS\ 4 oo Y OL...S!
Syzsn 5B Cum o ¥y Ao all Wy &30))
odo ad Jaall 2y M gin de
Sy

ol e o glall gy S8

140 Al-Lawkari’s heading: “Confirmation of this account” (fi taqrir hada I-ma‘na).

141 Cf K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11 [= § 6 (1.B.a)]: “The simple expressions also
have other states [besides the five predicables]; these concern the fact that they signify
things which exist in one of the two ways of existence that we had explained when we
had made known the subject-matter of logic. There is no necessity whatsoever — not
even a quasi-necessity — to know these for the sake of studying logic.”
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2. Ibn Sina’s Reception of the Two Aristotelian
Criteria for Dividing “Beings” (0vta):
“Being Said of a Subject” and “Existing in a Subject”

A. STUDY

2.1. General Introductory Remarks
on the Aristotelian Background

2.1.1. Aristotle’s Fourfold Division of “Beings” in Cat. 2

On numerous occasions Aristotle’s methodological habit of classifying things in
the world by means of linguistic considerations and criteria have made modern
readers feel at unease. We would often like to draw a sharp line between use
and mention, logical and ontological attribution, language and reality — and then
find ourselves bewildered about the fact that Aristotle’s philosophical probings
in many instances take the liberty of transgressing these distinctions.'** While
this entanglement of linguistic and extralinguistic items may be said to be char-
acteristic of the Categories as a whole, it becomes particularly dense and puz-
zling in the second chapter of the treatise. At the beginning of Cat. 2 (1a16-19)
Aristotle presents a bipartition of “those which are said” (t&t Aeyopeva / allati
tugalu)'® into “those which are said in combination” (kat cupmAokiv Aéyetar /
ma yuqalu bi-ta’lifin), conventionally understood to refer to compound signify-
ing expressions, and “those which are said without combination” (&vev
ovpnhokfic / ma yuqalu bi-gayri ta’lifin), conventionally understood to refer to
simple signifying expressions, and thus paves the way for the subsequent intro-
duction of a tenfold division of those things which are signified by simple ex-

144  As John Ackrill observed with regard to Cat. 1, “Aristotle relies greatly on linguistic facts
and tests, but his aim is to discover truths about non-linguistic items”; Aristotle, Catego-
ries, tr. and comm. J. Ackrill (Oxford: Clarendon, 1963), p. 71. And, with regard to Cat. 2,
Wolfgang-Rainer Mann warns the reader that “Aristotle pays virtually no attention to
anything like the use/mention distinction”; W.-R. Mann, The Discovery of Things: Aristo-
tle’s Categories and Their Contexts (Princeton, NJ: University Press, 2000), p. 52.

145 Aristotle, an-nass al-kamil li-mantiq Aristii, al-Magqiilat, ed. Farid Gabr (Beirut: Dar al-
fikr al-lubnani, 1999), vol. 1, p. 27, L. 3.
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pressions, i.e., the list of ten summa genera expounded in Cat. 4. In the second
part of Cat. 2 (1a20-1b9), however, Aristotle shifts to a fourfold division of “be-
ings/existents” (t& 6vta / al-mawgidat) which he arrives at by combining two
criteria that both describe a relation in which any given thing may or may not
stand to a subject (i.e., depending on one’s reading, to the logical subject of a
predication or to an ontological substratum): Thus, with regard to the of relation
it may or may not be the case that something “is said of a certain subject” (xa®’
Omokelpévou Tvog Aéyeton / yugalu ‘ala mawdii‘in ma); and with regard to the in
relation it may or may not be the case that something “inheres in a subject” (¢v
vnokeévey éott / hiya fi mawdi‘in)."*® Even though in the context of Cat. 2,
Aristotle himself speaks neither of “universals” and “particulars” nor of “sub-
stances” and “accidents,” all of the extant ancient commentaries agree that -
against the background of the examples Aristotle provides in this passage — the
two criteria must be understood to aim at a “descriptive account” (Adyog
vroypagicoc™ or dmoypagn™®) of four types of beings: (1) a universal sub-
stance (i.e., said of a subject but not inhering in a subject; in the further course of
the treatise, this type will be referred to as “secondary substances”); (2) a par-
ticular substance (neither said of nor inhering in a subject; subsequently called
“primary substance”); (3) a universal accident (both said of and inhering in a
subject); (4) and a particular accident (inhering in a subject, but not said of a
subject).'* Whereas Aristotle picks up the distinction between “universals” (t&
ka6 ov / kulliyat) and “particulars” (t& xa®’ Exactov / guz’iyyat™®) in De In-
terpretatione, without however using in that context the terminological distinc-
tion between “of a subject” and “not of a subject,”"" the relation of “inhering in a

146 Mantiq Aristi, al-Magalat, ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p. 32,1. 1 - p. 33,1 1.

147 Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 72, 1l. 34-35.

148 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 45, 1. 21.

149 For a sketch of this fourfold scheme in the oldest extant commentary, see Porphyry, In
Categorias, p.71, 1.20-22: “t& Ovra ¥ ovoia kaBdhov ¥ obdoia éml pépouvg 7
oupPepnrdta kabodAov 1) ovpPefnrdta éni pépove.” English tr. by Strange, p. 53: “beings
are either universal substance or particular substance or universal accidents or particular
accidents.”

150 In other places the terms T koatd pépog and ashds are used for particular/individual
things.

151 Aristotle, De Int. 7, 17a39-40: “Aéyw 8¢ koBOAov pév O émi mAeldvwv mé@uke
kotnyopeioBat, ko’ Exactov 8¢ 6 pi.” English tr. by Ackrill, p. 47 (emphasis added): “I
call universal that which is by its nature predicated of a number of things, and particular
that which is not.” Arabic tr. in Mantiq Aristi, al-Magqalat, ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p- 118, 11. 4-6:
wa-a‘ni bi-qawli kulliyyan ma min Sa’nihi an yuhmala ‘ala aktara min wahidin wa-a‘ni
bi-qawli guz’iyyan ma laysa dalika min Sa’nihi. It should be noted, however, that in this
passage a universal is defined as being predicated of many things, not of a subject. If one
holds the view that the formula “being said of a subject” refers to an essential universal
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subject” — in the terminological sense in which it is introduced in Cat. 2 - does
not play a role in the remainder of his logical treatises."”

A prominent passage from which many of Aristotle’s ancient and most of
his Arabic readers could receive the impression that the systematic juxtaposition
of the two relations in which a predicate may stand to a subject is not restricted
to the Categories is a short remark from De Int. 3 in which Aristotle characterizes
the “verb” (pfjpa/kalima) as being “always a sign of what holds, that is, what
holds of a subject” (xai &ei TV OmapydVTOV oNUEldV é0TLV, olov TGOV Kb’
brokeypévov).””> Whereas this is the reading Ammonius reports of the Greek
text Porphyry had commented upon,”* Ammonius himself - and with him the
ensuing commentatorial tradition and transmission of the text — prefers a read-
ing he deems to be more congruent with what Aristotle had expounded in the
Categories: kol &el OV ko’ £Tépov Aeyopévwv onpueidv éoTiv, olov TdV Kb’

predicate and not just to any type of universal predicate, the wording “of a subject” is of
some importance. See below, pp. 87-92.

152 In the strict sense in which it is used in Cat. 2 the expression “in a subject” does not
reappear in Aristotle’s other extant works. Two passages which seem to be connected to
the terminological usage introduced in Cat. 2 can be found in the Topics: (1) IV,6, 127b1-
4: “Etu el év Omokeypéve @ €idel 10 dmodobev yévog Aéyeton, kabdmep TO Aevkov émi
TG X1Ovog, Gdote dfjdov dtL 0K Gv €in yévog ko’ okepévou yap Tod eidovg povov to
yévog Aéyetar.” English tr. by W. A. Pickard-Cambridge, in The Complete Works of Aris-
totle, ed. Jonathan Barnes (rev. Ox. tr., Princeton, NJ: University Press, 1984), vol. 1, p. 214
(emphasis added): “Moreover, see if the given genus is said to be in the species as sub-
ject, as white in the case of snow, thus showing clearly that it will not be the genus; for
the genus is only said of the species as subject.” Arabic tr. in Mantiq Aristi, al-Gadal, ed.
Gabr, vol. 2, p. 748, 1l. 3-5: wa-yunzaru aydan in kana l-ginsu I-mawsufu yuqalu fi I-
mawdii li-n-naw‘i, bi-manzilati l-abyadi fi t-talgi, fa-mina I-bayyini annahi laysa bi-
ginsin, wa-dalika anna l-ginsa innama yuqalu ‘ala n-naw‘i I-mawdi ‘i faqat la fi I-mawdi"
That is to say, ‘white’ is in ‘snow’; therefore, ‘white’ is only an accident of snow and
cannot be its genus. (2) V.4, 132b19-21: “Eneit’ dvaockevdlovta pév el 10 dokeipevov
1810V amodédwke ToD €v TG UVMOKEWEVE Aeyopévou- ov yop €oton i8tov TO Keipevov
idov.” English tr. by W. A. Pickard-Cambridge (rev. Ox. tr.), vol. 1, p. 223 (emphasis add-
ed): “Next, for destructive purposes, see if he has rendered a subject as a property of that
which is said to be in the subject; for then what has been stated to be a property will not
be a property.” Arabic tr. in Mantiq Aristii, al-Gadal, ed. Gabr, vol. 2, p. 767, 11. 16-17: wa-
ba‘da dalika fa-inna I-mubtila yanzuru in kana wasfu $-Say’i l-mawdi‘i hassatan li-lladi
yuqalu fi I-mawdu‘i wa-dalika annahu la yakunu hassatan ma wudi‘a annahu hassatun.
That is to say, whereas a predicate may function as a proprium in relation to the subject,
an argument can be refuted if it turns out that the subject has been stated to be the pro-
prium of “that which is said to be in the subject,” i.e., of one of its predicates (whereas it
is unclear if Aristotle intends to restrict this to accidental predicates).

153 Aristotle, De Int. 3, 16b10-11.

154 Ammonius, In Aristotelis De Interpretatione Commentarius, ed. Adolf Busse (Berlin: Reimer,
1897), p. 50, 1. 9-14.
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UToKELEVOD T) €V DTTOKEEV, i.e., a verb is “always a sign of what holds, that is,
what holds [as something which is said] of a subject or [as something which
inheres] in a subject.”"” Even though - for the purpose of establishing a more
authentic Greek text — this variant can be easily dismissed as the result of the
subsequent systematization effort on the part of a scholiast,”® it does remain the
decisive reading in the context of studying the Arabic reception of Aristotle’s
Organon. For in Ishaq b. Hunayn’s translation, as preserved in MS Paris ar.
2346,"" the passage is rendered as follows: “the verb is always a sign [— mar-
ginal annotation on ‘sign’: ‘i.e., it always signifies something which exists in
something else’] of that which is said of something else, just like you say ‘that
which is said of the subject’ [— interlinear gloss on ‘of the subject’: ‘i.e., essen-
tially’] or ‘that which is said in the subject’ [— interlinear gloss on ‘in the sub-
ject’: ‘ie., accidentally’].”158 Thus, al-Hasan b. Suwar’s ‘annotated edition’ of the
Arabic Organon not only corroborates — via the text it had received from the
Ammonian tradition - the view that whenever something holds of something, it
is either something which is “said of a subject” or something which “inheres in a
subject,” but furthermore - through the glosses which are intended to explain
the meaning of the expressions “of a subject” and “in a subject” — subscribes to
the standard Neoplatonic interpretation of these two criteria: The formulae “be-
ing said of a subject” and “inhering in a subject” are not only understood to dis-
tinguish between universals and particulars, on the one hand, and accidents and
substances, on the other hand, but rather between essential predications (i.e., “of

155 Ammonius, In De Interpretatione, p. 47, 11. 1011, and p. 49, 1I. 22-30. While this is also the
reading one finds in Immanuel Bekker’s edition, Lorenzo Minio-Paluello - on the basis
of Ammonius’ report of Porphyry’s text— chose to omit j év Omokeyéve.

156 Cf. Weidemann’s remarks in Aristotle, Peri Hermeneias, tr. and comm. Hermann Weide-
mann (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2002, 2" ed.), pp. 175-176.

157 Cf. Richard Walzer, “New Light on the Arabic Translations of Aristotle,” Oriens 6 (1953):
p- 92; Henri Hugonnard-Roche, “Remarques sur la tradition arabe de I’Organon d’aprés le
manuscrit Paris, Bibliothéque nationale, ar. 2346,” in Glosses and Commentaries on Aristo-
telian Logical Texts: The Syriac, Arabic and Medieval Latin Traditions, ed. Charles Burnett
(London: Warburg Institute, 1993), pp. 19-28; and Joep Lameer, “The Organon of Aristo-
tle in the Medieval Oriental and Occidental Traditions,” Journal of the American Oriental
Society 116 (1996): pp. 90-98.

158 wa-Il-kalimatu da’iman dalilun [— marginal annotation on dalilun: ay annaha abadan
tadullu ‘ala amrin mawgudin fi gayrihi] ma yuqalu ‘ala gayrihi ka-annaka qulta ma
yuqalu ‘ala l-mawdii [— interlinear gloss on ‘ala I-mawdi‘i: ay datiyyan] aw ma
yuqalu fi I-mawdiii [— interlinear gloss on fi l-mawdii‘i: ay ‘aradiyyan] (ed. Gabr, vol. 1,
p. 110, 1.9 — p. 111, 1. 1, with notes 10, 11, 12; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 180a, 1l. 6-8). Cf. Fritz
Zimmermann, Al-Farabi’s Commentary and Short Treatise on Aristotle’s De Interpreta-
tione (Oxford: University Press, 1981), p. xxiv ff.
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a subject”) and accidental predications (i.e., “in a subject”). This is the dominant
view which will be forcefully attacked by Ibn Sina.

2.1.2. The Predicative Scheme of Cat. 2 vs
the Hylemorphic Approach of Met. Z-H

As Aristotle’s characterization of primary substance at the beginning of Cat. 5
suggests, the predicative scheme of Cat. 2 might primarily have been intended to
serve as a toolkit for a hierarchization of types of beings,'” that is to say, only
particular substances, which are neither by means of the of relation nor by
means of the in relation dependent on something which underlies (be it a word,
concept or concrete thing), have a well-founded claim to ontological priority.
However, if one pursues such a line of interpretation, one will need to deal with
the problem that the ontology expounded in the Categories — with its clear pref-
erence of individual things and its twofold negative description of primary sub-
stance — does not only stand in remarkable tension with the Platonic primacy of
forms but to a certain degree, depending on one’s interpretation of the various
lines of reasoning explored in Met. Z and H, with some of Aristotle’s later reflec-
tions on the issue as well. There are several indications that in these two treatis-
es Aristotle considers a thing’s form (ei8og), which in a number of places
(whether as the result of subsequent additions or not) is identified with its es-
sence (1o ti fv eivan),’ to be a plausible candidate for ovoia in the primary

159 Aristotle, Cat. 5, 2a10-13: “ovoia 8¢ 0TV 1) KUPLOTATA Te KAl TPOTWG Kb PAALGTOL
Aeyopévn, 1) prte ko’ Drokelévou TIVOG Aéyeton prjte év Lokelpéve Twvi éotv.” Eng-
lish tr. by Ackrill, p. 5: “A substance — that which is called a substance most strictly, pri-
marily, and most of all - is that which is neither said of a subject nor in a subject.” Ara-
bic tr. in Mantiq Aristii, al-Magalat, ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p. 40, 1. 3-4: fa-amma l-gawharu I-
mawsifu bi-annahu awwall bi-t-tahqiqi wa-t-taqdimi wa-t-tafdili fa-huwa lladi la yugala
‘ala mawdiu‘in ma wa-la huwa fi mawdi‘in ma.

160 The clearest expression of the equation “form” = “essence” = “primary substance,” which
can be found in an aside in Met. Z 7, might well have been a subsequent addition. The
passage reads: “amo téyvng 8¢ yiyveton 8cwv O €ldog &v tf) Yuxh (e180g 8¢ Aéyw o Ti
v elvan £kdoTov kal TV TpodTNY ovciov)” (1032a32-b2). English tr. by David Bostock,
Metaphysics: Books Z and H (Oxford: University Press, 1994, reprint 2003), p. 10: “[t]he
things produced by skill are those whose form is in the soul of the producer (and by the
form I mean what being is for each thing and its primary substance)”; see also Bostock’s
commentary on this passage, p. 119 and p. 125. Interestingly, in the lemmata of Ibn
Rusd’s Commentary on the Metaphysics this phrase is contained in a passage which is not
introduced by gala Aristatalis but which is marked as a quote taken from “Nicolaus’
book.” See Ibn Rusd, Tafsir Ma ba‘d at-Tabi‘a, ed. Maurice Bouyges SJ (Beirut dar al-
masriq, 1938-1952), vol. 2, p. 844: tumma nagidu fi kitabi Niqulawus (?) yatlu hada I-
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sense.'®! Starting from the assumption that substance must be “a principle and
some sort of cause,”'® Met. Z 17 makes the effort of exploring what substance is
by means of investigating what we seek when ask for a thing’s cause; when we
ask, for example, why bricks and stones are a house, we seek “logically speaking,
the thing’s essence.”’®® Thus, in sharp contrast to the description of primary
substance offered in Cat. 2 and 5, oboia — being identified with a thing’s form
and essence — is now primarily treated as “the substance of something.”
Whereas the ontological scheme of Cat. 2 had been construed solely on the
basis of two different subject-predicate relations, Aristotle’s discussion of prima-
ry substance in Met. Z and H now draws on the hylemorphic conception he had
previously developed in Physics:'** Within the context of analyzing the princi-

qawla ma hada nassuhi; “thereupon in Nicolaus’ book we find this account to be fol-
lowed by something which has the following wording.” The subsequent phrase reads:
wa-l-aSya’u l-ka@’inatu ‘ani s-sina‘ati llati suratuha wa-mahiyyatuha mawgiudatun fi n-
nafsi a‘ni fi I-gawhari l-awwal; “the things generated by art are those whose form and
essence are existent in the soul, i.e., in the primary substance.” This deviates from the
Greek text as we know it in two important regards: (1) The term &idog/s@ira is not ex-
plained by equating it with o i v elvan / mahiyya and npdtn odoia / al-Fawhar al-
awwal; rather, £i8oc/siira and 1o ti §v elvow / mahiyya are treated as a hendiadyoin;
(2) “form” and “essence” are not equated with “first substance”; rather, the soul is identi-
fied with “first substance.”

161 There has been a long scholarly debate on whether or not Aristotle in the course of Met.
Z arrives at any definite conclusion on what he regards to be a substance in the primary
sense (and whether or not such a search can really be regarded to be the main objective
of that treatise). For a concise overview of the various modern interpretations of this old
question, see the subsection “Die Theorie der ousia in Metaphysik VII-VIII” (pp. 337-341)
in Christof Rapp, “Substanz,” in Aristoteles-Handbuch, ed. idem and Klaus Corcilius
(Stuttgart/Weimar: Metzler, 2011), pp. 335-342. For a fundamental critique of an ap-
proach that understands Met. Z primarily as an attempt at testing which candidates
might meet the criteria for qualifying as a primary substance, see Stephen Menn, “On
Myles Burnyeat’s Map of Metaphysics Zeta,” Ancient Philosophy 31 (2011): pp. 161-202.

162 Aristotle, Met. Z 17, 1041a9-10: “1} ovoia apyn) kol aitia Tig éotiv.” Arabic tr. in Ibn
Rusd, Tafsir Ma ba‘d at-Tabi‘a, ed. Bouyges, vol. 2, p. 1006, 1l. 4-5: wa-id al-§awharu
ibtida’un wa-‘illatun ma.

163 Aristotle, Met. Z 17, 1041a28: “t0 ti Qv elvou, ©¢ einelv Aoykdg.” Arabic tr. in in Ibn
Rusd, Tafsir Ma ba‘d at-Tabi‘a, ed. Bouyges, vol. 2, p. 1007, 1. 5: mahiyyatu l-bayti mitla
lladi kana bi-naw‘i I-mantigq.

164 In his Epitome of Aristotle’s Metaphysics Ibn Rusd accuses Ibn Sina of having failed to
understand that it is physics which establishes that every natural being is a form-matter
compound: “As for Ibn Sina, he erred in this [question] completely, for he thought that
he who practises natural sciences cannot show that bodies are composed of matter and
form and that it lies in the responsibility of the metaphysician to show this”; see Ibn
Rusd, On Aristotle’s ‘Metaphysics’: An Annotated Translation of the so-called Epitome’, tr.
Ridiger Arnzen (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2010), p. 59; cf. Arnzen’s commentary, pp. 229-230.
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ples and causes of “those which are by nature” (t& @boeL 6vta / al-asya’ at-
tabi‘iyya),'” ie., of natural beings, Aristotle had argued in Phys. A 7 that “every-
thing comes to be out of the underlying thing and the form” (6t yiyveton mév €x
Te Tob Umokelévov kai TG pop@ng / anna andsira kulli kawnin hiya I-mawdii‘u
wa-s-siira)."®® While “that which underlies” (brroxeipevov/mawdi) may be iden-
tified with a thing’s “matter” (DAn), its “shape” (nop@n}) may be equated with its
e1d0g in the sense of its “form” (but not necessarily in the sense of its species). In
Physics Aristotle leaves the ontological question which of the two elements of a
form-matter compound primarily deserves to be called ovcioe unresolved:
“Whether the form or what underlies is the substance is not yet clear.”'"’

In Met. Z 3 Aristotle resumes this open question and makes it indubitably
clear that a thing’s Omokeipevov, identified as a thing’s OAn, ought to be excluded
from the list of candidates since it fails to fulfill two decisive criteria, namely
“being separable” and “being a certain this”;'®® the claim that matter in itself is
neither a particular nor a separate being is in line with Aristotle’s theory that

Even though, as Arnzen remarks, Ibn Rusd’s criticism is quite exaggerated, it correctly
alludes to the fact that for Ibn Sina the principles of hylemorphism must be proven in
the discipline of metaphysics; thus, in V1,1 of the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa’Ibn Sina establish-
es form (sura) and matter (hayula) as causes which are “included in a thing’s subsistence
and part of its existence” (dahilan fi giwamihi wa-guz’an min wugudihi), that is to say, as
intrinsic causes in relation to a form-matter compound (murakkab); while the “formal
cause” (al-‘illa as-suriyya) is that “through which the thing is what it is in actu” (yakunu
$-Say’u biha huwa ma huwa bi-l-fil), the “elemental/material cause” (al-lla al-
‘unsuriyya) is that “through which the thing is what it is in potentia and in which the po-
tentiality of its existence resides” (yakuinu biha $-Say’u huwa ma huwa bi-l-quwwati wa-
tastaqirru fiha quwwatu wugudihi); see Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (2), V1,1,
pp- 257-259. As we shall see, in K. a$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqalat 1,3, Ibn Sina’s revision
of the fourfold division of Cat. 2 aims, inter alia, at an integration of these two intrinsic
causes, that is to say, at an integration of the hylemorphic conception of individual be-
ings into Aristotle’s scheme of attributive relations.

165 Aristotle, Phys. A 7, 190b17-18 (my tr.). Arabic tr. in at-Tabi‘a, ed. “Abd ar-Rahman
Badawi (Cairo: ad-Dar al-qawmiyya li-t-tiba‘a wa-n-nasr (1964-1965 [1384-1385 AH)),
vol. 1, p. 62, L. 5.

166 Aristotle, Phys. A 7, 190b19-20. English tr. by William Charlton, Physics: Books I and II
(Oxford: University Press, 1970, reprint 2006), p. 17. Arabic tr. in at-Tabi‘a, ed. Badawi,
vol. 1, p. 62, 1. 8.

167 Aristotle, Phys. A 7, 191a19-20: “mdtepov 8¢ oboia 10 £idog fj O Umokeipevov, obmw
dfAov.” English tr. by R. P. Hardie and R. K. Gaye (rev. Ox. tr.), vol. 1, p. 326. Arabic tr. in
at-Tabi‘a, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 64, 1. 14-16: amma ma‘rifatu ma ida kanat as-suratu aw
al-mawdii‘u huwa l-gawharu fa-amrun la yazalu gamidan.

168 Aristotle, Met. Z 3, 1029a27-28: “10 ywploTOv kol T T08e 1L drhpyerv.” Arabic tr. in Ibn
Rusd, Tafsir Ma ba‘d at-Tabi‘a, ed. Bouyges, vol. 2, p. 772, 1. 7-8: anna l-mufarigata wa-
llati tadullu “ala anniyyatin bi-qawli hada $-Say’.
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matter alone is pure potency. In the same chapter, however, Aristotle also dis-
cards the possibility that the form-matter compositum, i.e., a concrete individual
thing which according to the classification expounded in the Categories would
enjoy the highest rank among substances, may properly be regarded to be a
substance in the primary sense: “However, the substance compounded from
both, I mean from both matter and shape, we may disregard; for it is posterior
and clear. [...] But we must investigate the third kind of substance, i.e., form, for
this is the most puzzling.”'”” Thus, even though a particular substance fulfills
three decisive criteria of being a substance — for it is not only a “certain this,”
but, besides that it can exist separately and, rather than being predicated of an-
other thing, it functions as the subject of which other things may be predicated
— the simple fact that a compound is always posterior in relation to the elements
it is made up of hampers its claim to primacy. Therefore form - in the sense of a
thing’s essence — seems to be the only remaining contender. And there are good
reasons to assume that at least temporarily Aristotle must have preferred the
ontological primacy of the species-form which, in contrast to a superordinate
genus, may be said to signify a “certain this.” If Met. Z in the transmitted shape
in which we have it today — and in which all known ancient and medieval com-
mentators read it — is indeed to be regarded as a unified entity, there are, at the
same time, clear indications that in this treatise Aristotle also wanted to argue
for the view that no type of universal fulfills the criteria of being an ovoia in the
primary sense: Whereas a substance should “not belong to another thing” (1 oty
Omapyer 6ANw / laysa huwa li-Say’in ahara), a universal is always “common”
(kowov/mustarak) to many things; moreover — in drawing on the “of a subject”
criterion from Cat. 2 — Aristotle makes it clear that a substance, that is to say, a
primary substance — in contrast to a universal —, is “that which is not [predicat-
ed] of a subject” (t0 pr) xab’ dmoxewévov / alladi laysa ‘ala mawdi‘in); and final-
ly, “none of those which are predicated as being common [to many things] sig-
nifies a certain this” (008¢v onpaivel TV Koy katnyopovpévwv tode T / laysa
Say’un mina llati tuhmalu bi-naw‘in mustarakin yadullu ‘ala hada s-Say’) but
only “a such-as-this” (to16v8e / mitla hddd).170 If, nonetheless, it is taken for

169 Aristotle, Met. Z 3, 1029a30—33: “trjv pév toivuv €€ dueoiv odoiav, Aéyw 8¢ v £k te TAg
VANG kol TG pop@ijc, apetéov, Lotépa yap kal SHAn- [...] mepi 8¢ tiig tpitng okentéov,
abt yop amopwtarn.” English tr. by Bostock, p. 4. Arabic tr. in Ibn Rusd, Tafsir Ma ba‘d
at-Tabi‘a, ed. Bouyges, vol. 2, p. 778, 1l. 2—4: la-nada‘u hinana hada dikra l-gawhari lladi
min kullayhima, a‘ni mina I-hayula wa-I-mital, li-annahiui §awharun ahirun wa-bayyinun
aydan [...] fa-la-nafhasu ‘ani t-taliti fa-inna fihi tahayyuran katiran.

170 Aristotle, Met. Z 13, 1038b8—12; 1038b15-16; 1038b34 — 1039a2. Arabic tr. in Ibn Rusd,
Tafsir Ma ba‘d at-Tabi‘a, ed. Bouyges, vol. 2, p. 961, 1. 9-13; p. 962, L. 2, and p. 964, L. 4;
p. 968, 1. 1-3. Cf. Christof Rapp, “Allgemeines konkret: Ein Beitrag zum Verstédndnis der
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granted that in the course of Aristotle’s quest for the mpotn ovoia the eidog
ultimately wins the day, one will unavoidably be faced with the challenge of
construing the €idog in such a way that it manages to meet all of these criteria,
i.e,, that it can be conceived as being non-universal, and yet does not become
fully identical with a concrete material being, that is to say, with a compounded
being.

However, regardless of the contested question what an €i8og would have to
be like in order to qualify as a primary substance, Aristotle’s subsequent remarks
in Met. H 1 suggest that at least in a certain facon de parler he was willing to
grant a substantial status to all three basic notions of his hylemorphic concep-
tion of individual things, even though none of them might ultimately manage to
meet all of his criteria:

What underlies is a substance, and in one way this is the matter (by which I mean
that which is not a this in actuality, but is a this potentially), though in another way
it is the formula and the shape (which is a this and is separable in formula), and in a
third way it is what is compounded from these (and this alone can come to be and
cease to be, and is separable without qualification — for of those substances which
are given by a formula some are separable and some are not)."”*

What some commentators, both ancient and modern, have deemed to be particu-
larly problematic is not only the fact that Aristotle’s form-matter analysis is
completely absent from the fourfold division introduced in Cat. 2 but that at

Aristotelischen Substanzlehre,” Philosophisches Jahrbuch der Gorres-Gesellschaft, vol. 102
(1995): pp. 83-100.

171 Aristotle, Met. H 1, 1042a26-31: “6ot1 8’ ool 10 Omoxkeipevov, GAAwg pév 1) VAN (OAnv
8¢ Myo 1 pn 168e T odoa évepyeig Suvvapel doti T68e T1), EAAwg & 6 Adyog Kol 1)
pop@t, & T68e TL &V TH AOYw YWwPLETOV EoTiv: Tpitov 8¢ 1O ¢k ToVTWV, 00 Yéveoig povou
Kol @BOp& €0TL, Kol XWPLOTOV AMADG: TGV Yap kAT TOV AOYov oboldv al pév ai & 0b.”
English tr. by Bostock, p. 32. Arabic tr. in Ibn Rusd, Tafsir Ma ba‘d at-Tabi‘a, ed. Bouyges,
vol. 2, p. 1027, 1. 11 — p. 1028, L. 2: wa-l-gawharu huwa I-mawdiu‘u, wa-amma bi-naw‘in
ahara fa-huwa I-‘unsuru wa-aqulu I-‘unsura lladi lamma lam yakun hada $-say’u bi-l-fi‘li
huwa hada s-Say’u bi-l-quwwati, wa-bi-naw‘in ahara huwa l-kalimatu wa-s-sinhu lladi
huwa hada $-Say’u wa-huwa bi-l-kalimati mufariqun, wa-t-talitu lladi min hadihi lladi I-
kawnu wa-l-fasadu lahti wahdahti wa-huwa mufariqun bi-naw‘in mabsitin fa-inna I-
Sawahira llati hiya gawahirun bi-l-kalimati ba‘duha na‘m wa-ba‘duha la (according to
the GALex database there are only three instances in which poper is translated by the
rather rare expression sinh, namely — besides the present case — at 1043a31 and 1055b14).
Cf. Bostock’s remark (in the context of commenting on Met. Z 13), p. 186: “One might say
that there is an awareness that the criteria for being a substance cannot be jointly satis-
fied, but Aristotle’s reaction to this seems to be that we must therefore admit as sub-
stances each of the three candidates, matter, form, and the compound of the two, one be-
cause it satisfies one criterion and another because it satisfies another. This, at any rate,
seems to be the moral of H 1, 42%26-31.”
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least in two regards the hylemorphic conception might stand in remarkable
tension to the ontological hierarchy which may be inferred from the predicative
criteria: (1) Firstly, if every individual substance is conceived as a form-matter
compound, an individual substance may be taken to be posterior in relation to
form and matter; (2) and secondly, since Aristotle in certain contexts identifies
“that which underlies” (Omokeipevov) with a thing’s “matter” (5An),"”* not only
an accident but a thing’s “form” (popen or €idoc) as well may be characterized
as “inhering in a subject”; an additional indication for the concurrence of “the
accident in a subject” in the sense of the Categories with “the form in a subject”
in the sense of Metaphysics has been drawn from the assumption that - as
Porphyry, among others, maintains'”> - they both seem to share in the same
descriptive account; for neither of them is a part of what it inheres in nor can
either of them be separated from what it inheres in."’*

As will be discussed later on, Ibn Sina inherits some basic exegetical as-
sumptions on the scheme expounded in Cat. 2 from the commentary tradition,
especially the idea that Aristotle makes use of predicative relations in order to
classify both logico-lingustic and ontological phenomena, namely “accidents”
and “substances” and “universals” and “particulars.” He does, however, voice

172 See, inter alia, Aristotle, Phys. A 7.

173 Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 78, 11. 6-9: “{E.} IToiov o0V T00TwV T@V évvéa Aapféveton év
16 Omokeyéve &v tvy {A} To og &v tf) DA 10 eidoc. {E.} Ak ti; {A.} Ot pova tox £18n
@OV DAGV axodplotd éotwv.” English tr. by Strange, p. 61: “Q. To which of these nine
senses does being in something as a subject belong? — A. To the sense in which the form
is in the matter. Q. Why? A. Because it is only forms that are inseparable from their mat-
ter.”

174 For Ammonius’ report and refutation of this view, see Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 27,
.30 — p. 28, 1. 7: “méhv @aoi ‘10 €ldog év TR UAN éoTi kad ovk EoTL pépog Thg DANg kal
adovatov ywplg elvar g DANG: obkodv katd TOV mpoelpnpuévov Adyov kol to £1dog
oupfefnkodg éotl’. @apiv odv 8Tl TpdTOV pEv TO £1d0g £l kol pry EoTt pépog thg VAN,
AN 00V 10D cuvopu@oTépov (0DTw YXp kol THV Yeipd @apev o ToD AoLTOD GOUATOG
pépog etvaut, BANX T0D TavTdg), Emelta 8¢ 1O pev £180g CUUTANPWTIKOV é0TL THG EKAGTOL
ovoiog kol tovtov @Bapévrog @Oeipetar tO UVmokeipevov, TO 8¢ ouvpPePnrog ovte
oupAnpol trv ovoiov Tod Omokewpévov kol @Bapévtog abdtod ovdév ERAGPN TO
Omokeipevoy. kol TadTa HEV TTPOG TOUG AEYOVTOG TOV OPLOROV EQUPHOLELY Kal ETépolg.”
English tr. by Cohen/Matthews, p. 37: “Again it is said, ‘Form is in matter and is not part
of matter and cannot exist apart from matter. Therefore according to the aforesaid defi-
nition form, too, is an accident’. We reply that, in the first place, the form, even if it is
not part of the matter, is yet part of the composite (for in this way we also say that the
hand is not part of the rest of the body but rather of the whole body), and, in the second
place, the form is constitutive of the substance of each thing and when it is destroyed
the subject is destroyed. But the accident does not constitute the substance of the subject
and when it is destroyed the subject is not damaged. These comments are directed to-
wards those who say that the definition fits other things as well.”
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some serious doubts — not only with regard to the soundness and utility of the
scheme itself but especially with regard to some scholars’ inability to draw a
proper distinction between the logico-linguistic and the ontological aspects it
combines. But before focusing on Ibn Sina’s critical reassessment of Cat. 2 and of
the commentatorial efforts generated by the fourfold scheme, it is worthwhile to
take a look at an alternative strategy of getting a grip on the differing ontologi-
cal hierarchization efforts Aristotle undertakes in Cat. 2 and throughout Met. Z.

2.2. Excursus on Ibn Rusd’s Approach in His
Talhis Ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a: Reading the Ontological Order
Established in the Categories into the Metaphysics

Given the intricacy of Aristotle’s different attempts at inquiring which thing
may be rightfully called a mpotn oboia, it is quite remarkable that for Aba I-
Walid b. Rusd (d. 595 AH / 1198 AD) — who sees himself in the role of defending
Peripatetic philosophy proper against rivaling philosophical and theological
strands of thinking, most importantly against Ibn Sina’s comprehensive revision
of the Aristotelian tradition — the answer to this question appears to be indubi-
tably clear. As one might already expect from the genre of this work, in his
Talhis Ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a, i.e., the Epitome on the Metaphysics, he deems it neces-
sary to present a concise and unambiguous account of Aristotle’s hierarchization
of the various kinds of substances. In order to do so he resorts to reading the
ontological order established in the Categories into the Metaphysics, that is to
say, the straightforward differentiation between primary and secondary sub-
stances — with its clear ontological preference of particular things — is treated as
Aristotle’s authoritative doctrine, whereas one of the crucial questions of the
explorations undertaken in Met. Z, namely whether and in which way essences
may be regarded to be substances in the primary sense, is downgraded to re-
flecting merely a derivative “relational” usage of the term “substance”:

[1] ‘Substance’ is said primarily and in a manner most commonly accepted of ‘that
which can be pointed to’ (al-musar ilayhi) which is not in a subject (laysa fi
mawdi‘in) and which is not in any way [said] of a subject (wa-la ‘ala mawdu‘in
aslan).

[2] Secondly, it is said of every universal predicate which makes known the quiddi-
ty of the ‘that which can be pointed to,” namely genus, species, or differentia.

[3] Thirdly, it is said of everything signified by definitions (‘ala kullin ma dalla
‘alayhi I-hudud), that is, either of everything which makes known the quiddity of a
substance, or of that which makes known the quiddity of any given thing, regard-
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less of which of the ten categories it belongs to. This is called substance only in a
relational, not in an absolute manner.'”

Even though in the Metaphysics Aristotle refrains from drawing on the relation
of inherence in his search for the mpd>tn ovoia, in Ibn Rusd’s account both at-
tributive relations expounded in Cat. 2 - i.e., “inhering in a subject” and “being
said of a subject” — remain operative as the overriding criteria for providing an
ontological hierarchization. As a result, [1] the position of primary substance is
assigned to “something which can be pointed to,” i.e., the Aristotelian 168¢ T,
now understood as an individual thing in external reality; [2] reflecting the
claim Aristotle makes in Cat. 5, namely that “the species in which the things
primarily called substances are, are called secondary substances, as also are the
genera of these species,””’® Ibn Ru$d regards an essential predicate of such a
T6d¢ T to be a substance in a secondary sense; [3] and finally, the essence of any
given thing (including the essential account of an accident) is not granted a
claim to substantiality in its own right but is admitted to be a substance in a
subordinate way, namely in relation to the thing for which it functions as an
essence. Interestingly, Aristotle’s extensive reflections on the ontological grada-
tions between the substantiality of form and the substantiality of matter are
completely absent from this account. Rather, only in passing the hylemorphic
conception is presented as one out of various views held by the heterogeneous
group labeled as “philosophasters (mutafalsifin),” that is to say, all those schol-
ars who — according to Ibn Rusd - deviate from Aristotle’s established doctrine:

After it had been established that the most commonly accepted meaning of sub-
stance is ‘something which can be pointed to’ — for that this is a substance [of some

175 Ibn Rusd, Talhis Ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a, ed. ‘Utman Amin (Cairo: Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi,
1958), p. 11, 1. 9-13 (my tr.). Cf. the German tr. by Simon van den Bergh, Die Epitome der
Metaphysik des Averroes (reprint, Leiden: Brill, 1970), pp. 9-10; and the English tr. by
Arnzen, p. 30. I follow Arnzen in incorporating the variant given by Amin in note 8 into
the text; the omission can safely be attributed to a saut du méme au meme (and it is un-
clear why Amin repeats this scribal error); thus, the Arabic text should read as follows
(the addition to Amin’s text is highlighted):

bt Jly Slol gyope o Yy gy20n 3 52 ol il ) Sall Jo s sl V5T Jla agh

gl ade 3 Lo 087 e Wb Jlay . Jad Sl 55 51 der 0 o) el dale e K702 6 e

(b Y LYl o g ) Liny bt Lol o5 350d 1 5) oy ho Sl .l

176 Aristotle, Cat. 5, 2a14-16: “8e0tepan 8¢ ovota Myovtay, ¢v oig eldeowv ai mpdTwg odotan

Aeydpevar vrdpyovoy, TodTE Te Kol T& TdOV eld@dV tovTwv yévn.” English tr. by Ackrill,

pp. 5-6. Arabic tr. in Mantiq Aristii, al-Magqiilat, ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p. 40, 1l. 5-7: fa-amma I-

mawsifatu bi-annaha gawahirun tawanin fa-hiya l-anwa‘u llati fiha tagadu lI-gawahiru I-
mawsifatu bi-annaha uwalun wa-ma‘a hadihi agnasu hadihi l-anwa‘i aydan.
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sort] had [even] been acknowledged among the totality of philosophasters —, they
[i.e., the philosophasters] held that it is more appropriate to call that which makes
known the quiddity of ‘this thing which can be pointed to’ [by the name] ‘sub-
stance.’

Therefore, whoever holds that the universals of ‘the thing which can be pointed to’
are the ones which make known its quiddity, holds that it has the highest claim to
the name ‘substance.’ [...]

Likewise, whoever holds that the ‘thing itself which can be pointed to’ (ad-dat al-
musar ilayhi) is composed of indivisible parts (agza’ la tatagazza’u), calls these [in-
divisible parts] [by the name] ‘substance,’ just like we hear the contemporary theo-
logians call the indivisible part [by the name] ‘individual substance.’

Likewise, whoever holds that ‘that which can be pointed to’ is, in fact, composed of
matter and form, holds that form and matter have the highest claim to the name
‘substance’; and this is also relative to the view one holds about the matter of each
single thing and about its [i.e., the matter’s] respective form."”

As can be seen, in this brief outline the Neoplatonic prioritization of universals,
the atomism of the mutakallimun, and the hylemorphic reflections of how and
to which degree form and matter may be said to be substances, as expounded by
Aristotle himself in Met. Z, are all grouped under the common aspect of posing a
challenge to the doctrine of the ontological priority of ‘that which can be point-
ed to’ in the sense of a concrete individual being.

By highlighting the fact that Ibn Rusd excludes any hylemorphic considera-
tions from the exposition of — what he deems to be — Aristotle’s established
hierarchization of substances I do not intend to imply that he refrains from

177 Ibn Rusd, Talhis Ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a, ed. Amin, p. 11, 1. 14 - p. 12, 1. 8 (my tr.). Cf. the Ger-
man tr. by van den Bergh, p. 10; and the English tr. by Arnzen, pp. 30-31. I do not think
that Arnzen’s emendation (i.e., his proposed reading wa-in kana hada ... instead of id
kana hada ...) is necessary to make sense of this sentence. Rather, if one understands
ashar to mean “most commonly accepted,” the insertion beginning with id can be taken
to offer the reason for why this is the “most commonly accepted” meaning; after all, the
“philosophasters” are only said to agree upon the view that a ‘certain this’ is “a sub-
stance” (annahi gawharun), not upon the view that it is the primary substance; and hav-
ing conceded that an individual body may be called “a substance,” they still deemed it
necessary to state which other thing in their view has yet a higher claim to be called
“substance,” namely the quiddity of a ‘certain this.” Thus I retain the following reading:

f Al 2 a8 pyzpe e Yy gpoge 3 Y g sl ) sl pa ab Glae eal oS
Do g ol gt pass ) el ol U 2ol S e o7 a1 i) o e
IS L] agd! ool 5T L ) seale g 1 () Ll e el SUE G S o il
ey Jal o oSl g S g ol s ¥ syl e Gl L) sl S 1 S
5y 53l o e ) ) el 5T (sl e S o g T Y Gl b gt

Loy st e oty 53k 3l Lo st Lt i3y o ool 5ol oo 3115 5 5.0
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treating the form-matter analysis of individual beings within metaphysics alto-
gether; quite the contrary is the case, as is well attested by the material present-
ed in the second magqala of his Talhis ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a. Rather, what I would like
to stress is that when it comes to giving a concise outline of how to determine
the ontological rank of the various types of beings which, in one way or another,
have been called “substance,” Ibn Rusd in his Talhis ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a chooses to
neglect Aristotle’s hylemorphic considerations and instead solely makes use of
the two predicative criteria of Cat. 2; this allows him to arrive at the unambigu-
ous result that it is individual things which ought to be treated as substances in
the primary sense. Since he regards this as one of the essential teachings of Aris-
totle’s Metaphysics, it is only consequential that in his Epitome on the Categories
(Talhis K. al-Magqulat), in turn, he does not sense any need to reconcile the ac-
count given in the Categories with the account given in the Metaphysics; thus, it
is not surprising that the form-matter analysis is completely absent from his
Talhis K. al-Magalat."”®

In sharp contrast to such an approach, it is all the more interesting to see
that for Ibn Sina, both in his condensed treatise on the Categories contained in
the Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq and in his extensive K. al-Maqulat of the K. as-
Sifa’, one of the most pressing issues appears to be an integration of Aristotle’s
form-matter analysis into the ontological account of the Categories.

2.3. Ibn Sina’s Ranking of Substances in
K. asv—Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 111,1-2

For Ibn Sina the question of whether and how one can arrive at an ontological
hierarchization of various types of substances is inextricably linked to his well-
known differentiation between essence and existence. Thus, in chapter II,1 of
the Magalat of the Sifa’ he argues for the view that the account of what it means
to be a substance - i.e., the essence of substantiality, namely “being not in a
subject” (whereas “being” must not be understood to claim existence in actu)'”” -
is univocally predicated of all types of substances, without there being any gra-
dation in the sense of an equivocal predication per prius et posterius. The back-
ground of this discussion is Ibn Sina’s refutation of the following claim: “Sub-
stance” may not be regarded to be a genus which is common to matter, to form,
to a form-matter compositum (al-murakkab) and to a substantial being detached

178  See especially his outline of Cat. 2 and Cat. 5. Ibn Rusd, Talhis K. al-Magqulat, ed. Maurice
Bouyges SJ (Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1932), pp. 7-10 and pp. 15-36.

179 Ibn Sina, K. as'—Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, IIL,1, p. 92, 1. 4 — p. 93, 1. 3 [= § 3 (4.B.d)]. For a
full translation of K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, II1,1-2, see below, pp. 261-277.
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from body (al-mufariq) since allegedly matter and form are — in relation to the
concept of substantiality (ma‘na I-gawhariyya) — prior (agdam) to the other two
types of substances.”® Whoever takes such a position fails, according to Ibn
Sina, to properly distinguish between priority in essence and priority in exist-
ence:

You have come to know the true nature (hagiga) of ‘being a substance’ (kawn al-
ZSawhar) on account of the attribute (sifa) of ‘being not in a subject’ (mawgudun la fi
mawdiin). And you have come to know that ‘being a substance’ on account of this
attribute is something in which there is neither priority (taqaddum) nor posteriority
(ta’ahhur) — even if the attainment of existence (husul al-wugud), which this aspect
[of considering the quiddity, namely the quiddity qua quiddity] becomes related to
[so as to attain one of the two modes of existence] (alladi hada Il-i‘tibar maqis
ilayhi),"®" should occur per prius et posterius (in kana ... wagi‘an bi-taqaddumin wa-
ta’ahhurin) —, just like in the concept on account of which ‘rational’ is said of man
there is neither priority nor posteriority and neither a higher nor a lower intensity.
[...] That which indicates that in the true nature of substantiality, which we have
expounded, there is neither priority nor posteriority is the fact that it is not possible
for you to say: ‘The fact that form is per se a quiddity which is such that — whenev-
er it exists in concrete things (ida wugida fi l-a“yan) - it is not in need of a subject
and doelzznot exist in a subject is prior to the fact that the same is true for the com-
pound’.

That means, with regard to the quiddity one cannot say that not being in need of
a subject and not existing in a subject is an essential account that applies primar-
ily to form and only secondarily to the form-matter compositum. Rather, with

180 For an outline of the position he intends to refute, see Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-
Magulat, L1, p. 91, 11. 7-15 [= § 1 (4.B.d)].

181 Cf. Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 1,2, p. 15, 1l. 1-5: wa-mahiyyatu l-asya’i qad
takinu fi a‘yani l-aSya’i wa-qad takinu fi t-tasawwuri fa-yakiuinu laha i‘tibaratun
talatatun: i‘tibaru I-mahiyyati bi-ma hiya tilka I-mahiyyatu gayru mudafatin ila ahadi I-
wugudayni [...], wa-itibarun laha min haytu hiya fi l-a‘yani [...], wa-itibarun laha min
haytu hiya fi t-tasawwur [...]. Cf. Marmura’s tr. in his “Quiddity and Universality in Avi-
cenna,” in Neoplatonism and Islamic Thought, ed. Parviz Morewedge (Albany, NY: SUNY
Press, 1992), p. 84: “The quiddities of things may exist in the real instances of things or in
conception. They will thus have three aspects: (a) a consideration of the quiddity inas-
much as it is that quiddity, without being related to either of the two [kinds] of existence
[...]; (b) a consideration thereof inasmuch as it is in external reality [...]; and (c) a con-
sideration thereof inasmuch as it is in conception [...].” Against this background, it is
safe to assume that hada l-i‘tibar in al-Magqulat, p. 93, 1. 12 must refer to (a) the quiddity
qua quiddity before having become related to “existence,” i.e., either to (b) external ex-
istence or to (c) mental existence (in the present context, mudaf ila and maqis ila can be
taken to have the same meaning).

182 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§iﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Magulat, 11,1, p. 93, 11. 10-18 [= §§ 5-6 (4.B.d)].
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regard to the quiddity all of the following things are equally said to be sub-
stances:

Substance is either [1] simple (basif) or [2] compounded (murakkab), i.e., of the
things which substance is compounded of, i.e., matter (madda) and form (sira).

[1.1] The simple [substance] either does not partake intrinsically (gayr dahil) in con-
stituting the compound (taqwim al-murakkab), but is pure and detached (bari’un
mufariqun) [i.e., incorporeal].

[1.2.1] Or it does partake intrinsically in constituting it. And that which partakes in-
trinsically in constituting it does so either in the manner in which wood partakes
intrinsically in the existence of the chair; and this is called matter.

[1.2.2] Or it does so in the manner in which the shape (Sakl) of the chair partakes in-
trinsically in the chair; and this is called form.

[ad 1.2.1] Matter is that by which - if considered on its own — the compound does
not have existence in actu but only in potentia.

[ad 1.2.2] Form is that through whose attainment the compound becomes that what
it is in actu.

And all of this (gami* dalika) exists either as a universal or it exists as a particular.'®’

Thus, Ibn Sina’s classification yields the following four types of substances:
[1.1] incorporeal substances, which later in the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa’ will be fur-
ther subdivided into soul and intellect;"®* [1.2.1] matter, which exists only in
potency; [1.2.2] form, which - by being the formal cause of the compound -
grants actual existence to matter; and [2] the form-matter compound, i.e., an
individual body, which in terms of the essence of substantiality is on the same
level as the other types of substances. As far as the quiddity is concerned, it is

183 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Svifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 111, p. 94, 1. 4-11 [= § 7 (4.B.d)].

184 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (1), p. 60, 1. 9-14: fa-inna kulla gawharin fa-imma an
yakuna gisman wa-imma an yakuna gayra gismin. fa-in kana gayra gismin fa-imma an
yakiuna guz’a gismin wa-imma an la yakina guz’a gismin bal yakunu mufarigan li-I-
agsami bi-I-gumlati. fa-in kana guz’a gismin fa-imma an yakuna suratahii wa-imma an
yakiuna maddatahu. wa-in kana mufarigan laysa guz’a gismin fa-imma an takina lahi
‘alagatun bi-darbin [instead of t-s-r-f] ma fi l-agsami bi-t-tahriki wa-yusamma nafsan, aw
yakunu mutabarri’an ‘ani l-mawaddi min kulli gihatin wa-yusamma ‘aqlan. “Every sub-
stance is either [1 = species A] a body or [2] not a body. [ad 2] If it is not a body, it is ei-
ther [2.1] a part of a body or [2.2] not a part of a body but rather something which can
be separated from the bodies altogether. [ad 2.1] If it is a part of a body, it is either [2.1.1
= species B] its form or [2.1.2 = species C] its matter. [ad 2.2] If it can be separated and is
not a part of a body, it either [2.2.1 = species D] has a connection to a certain type [of
thing] in the bodies due to the fact that it causes [their] motion, and this is called ‘soul,’
or [2.2.2 = species E] it is free from any kind of matter in every regard, and this is called
‘intellect’.” For the reading bi-darbin, see the list of variants given in the Italian tr. by

Amos Bertolacci, Libro della guarigione: le cose divine (Turin: UTET Libreria, 2008),

p. 116.
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neither necessary nor appropriate to inquire whether universal substances or
particular substances are primary.

In light of these results, it may at first appear surprising that in al-Magilat
III,2 Ibn Sina nonetheless adopts the well-known Aristotelian distinction be-
tween primary substances, i.e., individual substances, and secondary substances,
i.e., the species of individual substances, and adds the further specification that
the genera above substantial species are to be regarded as tertiary substances.
However, in doing so he merely acknowledges the fact that — besides the univo-
cal predication of the quiddity of substantiality — there are numerous other con-
siderations which may justify a ranking between various types of substances.
Whereas “individual substances” (al-gawahir as-Sahsiyya) are not primary with
regard to the true nature of substantiality,' they may, inter alia with regard to
their priority and independence in existence," be said to be “worthier of sub-
stantiality” (awla bi-I-gawhariyya)."®" After having discussed a total of four as-
pects under which things may be thought to be “worthier of substantiality” as
well as several possible objections, Ibn Sina ultimately concludes that the high-
est claim appertains neither to “corporeal singulars” (al-mufradat al-
gismaniyya), which now are ranked only second, nor to various gradations of
“intellective universals” (al-kulliyat al-‘aqliyya) and “sensible universals” (al-
kulliyyat al-hissiyya),”®® but rather to those kinds of “intellective beings” (al-
‘aqliyyat) which are “self-subsisting singulars that are not connected to a subject
which they are said of or which they inhere in” (mufradatun qa’imatun fi datiha

185 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,2, p. 96, 11. 1-2 [= § 2 (4.B.d)].

186 This is the aspect Ibn Sina discusses most extensively; see K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-
Magalat, 1IL,2, p. 96, 1. 5 [= § 3 (4.B.d)]; and p. 96, 1. 8 — p. 97, 1. 19 [= §§ 4-10 (4.B.d)]. The
other three aspects are: [2] “the fact that the property on whose account the substance is
a substance is [already] established, namely the realization in concrete things as not in a
subject”; [3] “perfection and excellence,” which is especially true of immaterial beings;
and [4] “the fact that they take precedence [over secondary substances] in being named”
(as-sabq ila t-tasmiya), i.e., individual substances are the first things of which it is known
that they are not in a substance and hence they are the first things to receive the name
‘substance.” For a discussion of the gradation between form and matter, with regard to
existence, see Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (1), IL4 (fi taqdimi s-siirati ‘ala l-maddati fi
martabati l-wugid).

187 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§if&’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,2, p. 96, 1. 5 [= § 3 (4.B.d)].

188 Ibn Sina refers to the latter as “natural sensible universals” (al-kulliyyat al-hissiyya at-
tabi‘iyya), without providing an example in this context; see Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-
Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,2, p. 100, 1. 15 [= § 19 (4.B.d)]. Al-Hilli in his commentary on this
passage calls them “the universals of natural sensible beings” (kulliyyat al-hissiyyat at-
tabi‘iyya) and provides the example of “body, insofar as it is body” (al-gism min haytu
huwa gism); see al-‘Allama al-Hilli, K. Kasf al-hafa’ min K. as-Sifa’, MS Dublin Chester
Beatty 5151, fol. 57a, 1. 12.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

74 2. Ibn Sina’s Reception of the Two Aristotelian Criteria for Dividing “Beings”

la tata‘allaqu bi-mawdii‘in tugalu ‘alayhi aw fihi);"” al-Hilli in his commentary
on this passage identifies these highest types of substances with the ten celestial
intellects (al-<uqil al-asara)."”® Thus, with regard to existential considerations
Ibn Sina presents us with an ontological hierarchization in which the individual
form-matter compositum takes priority over universal species and genera, but in
which, at the same time, the combination of the two criteria of immateriality
and particularity trumps all other considerations.

To sum up, I would like to stress the fact that out of the attributive relations
outlined by Aristotle in Cat. 2 and treated by Ibn Rusd as two exclusive and
equally important criteria for determining a thing’s substantiality, Ibn Sina ac-
cepts only the relation of inherence as providing us with a valid ontological
distinction, namely the basic divide between what it means to be an accident and
what it means to be a substance. The other relation, in contrast, does not yield
any knowledge of a thing’s essence but merely concerns the question of whether
something exists as an individual instance or as a universal concept that can be
predicated of others. As we have seen, Ibn Sina does not lend ontological prefer-
ence to universals but rather — on account of their immateriality and singularity
- to intellective individuals.

2.4. Ibn Sina’s Treatment of Cat. 2 in K. a$-Sifa’, al-Mantig,
al-Magqulat, 1,3: An Attempt at Integrating Form
and Matter into a Scheme of Attributive Relations

2.4.1. Tbn Sina’s Reading of Cat. 2: From the Muhtasar to the Sifa’

Already in his rather early al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq Ibn Sina appears to
be particularly troubled by the problems which arise if one assesses the ontolog-
ical classification presented in Cat. 2 in light of the hylemorphic analysis of sub-
stances Aristotle undertakes in Physics and Metaphysics. Since the Muhtasar may
generally be characterized as following the treatises of the Organon more closely
than Ibn Sind’s subsequent efforts of reformulating the Aristotelian tradition, it

189 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,2, p. 100, L. 12 [= § 19 (4.B.d)]. The related
claim that “everything is more excellent than matter (hayula)” had already been made
before in the context of discussing the aspects of “perfection” and “excellence” by which
some beings may be said to be worthier of substantiality than other beings; cf. Ibn Sina,
K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magilat, TI1,2, p. 98, 1. 7-8 [= § 11 (4.B.d)].

190 Al-‘Allama al-Hilli, K. Kasf al-hafa’ min K. as-Sifa’, MS Dublin Chester Beatty 5151, fol.
57a,1. 7.
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is all the more remarkable that in the exposition of Cat. 2 offered in this work
Ibn Sina opts for a different point of departure: Instead of starting from Aristo-
tle’s attempt at classifying beings by means of the two predicative criteria of
“being said of a subject” and “inhering in a subject,” Ibn Sina first of all outlines
two relations (nisba) in which any given subject (mawdi‘) may be characterized
(yésafu) by any given predicate (mahmiil), namely (1) either in the manner of
being it (bi-annahii huwa), (2) or in the manner of having it (bi-annahi du huwa).
Whereas in the first case the subject is the predicate both in name and meaning
(isman wa-ma‘nan), just like when one predicates “animal” (hayawan) of “man”
(insan), in the second case the subject possesses the predicate in meaning and in
most cases will be called by a name which is derived from the predicate, such as
saying of a man who has “courage” (§aga‘a) that he is “courageous” (suga9."”"
Thus, whereas Simplicius in his Commentary on the Categories had, on the one
hand, identified “being said of a subject” with “synonymous predication,” and,
on the other hand, “inhering in a subject” with “homonymous predication,”"*
Ibn Sina stresses the connection between the having mode of attribution and
“paronymous predication.”’** Only subsequently does Ibn Sina introduce Aristo-

191 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqulat, in A. Kalbarczyk, “The Kitab al-
Magqalat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq,” § 11, p. 328, 11. 6-11.

192 Cf. Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 19, 1. 11-14: “xal yap Epeddev épeiv dtL T pév v
UTOKELHEVE OPWVOHWG Kkatnyopeital, e 8¢ ko’ OTOKEWEVOL GLVOVOHWG, Kol OTL
TOPWVOHKOG AITO TAG TTOLOTNTOG AEYETAL TX TTOLX KOl G0 THG T066TNTOG Tt Tocd.” Eng-
lish tr. by Chase, p. 34 (modified; emphasis added): “After all, he intended later to state
that what is in a subject is predicated homonymously, whereas what [is said] of a subject
is predicated synonymously. He also intended to state that qualified things are so called
paronymously from quality, and quantified things likewise from quantity.”

193 A marginal annotation by al-Hasan b. Suwar on Cat. 3 (in Mantiq Aristi, ed. Gabr, vol. 1,
p- 36) shows that among the Baghdad Peripatetics both connections (i.e., relating ‘inher-
ence in a subject’ to homonymous predication and to paronymous predication) must
have been known: “There are two kinds of the ‘predication of that which is in a subject’:
[2a] Either by means of ‘participation in the name’ [i.e., homonymy], such as our saying
‘the man moves / is set in motion’ (al-insanu yataharraku); [2b] or by means of par-
onymous names (al-mustaqqa asma’uha), just like we say ‘the man is a grammarian’ (al-
insanu nahwi).” In this passage, al-Hasan b. Suwar might draw on Alexander’s lost
Commentary on the Categories. This is suggested by a remark we can find in Alexander’s
extant Commentary on the Topics; see Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum
Libros Octo Commentaria, ed. Maximilian Wallies (Berlin: Reimer, 1891), p. 136, 1l. 19-26:
“am’ 008evOg yop YEVOUG TTOPMOVLHOG T) KarTryopia: Td Yap Yévi) GLVOVORWG TOV eld&V
KOTryopeital. év yap toig ovpPePnkodct map®vupog 1 katnyopio HOVOLS, ®G €V Taig
Kotnyoptaig £8eix0n: v yop év vmokepéve tvi dvtwv (tadta 8¢ v T cupPepnrora)
TAL HEV TAPWVOHKG T 8¢ OpOVOHKG £deiyxOn kartnyopolpeva: Aéyeton yop 1) Emipavelo
AehevkdoOol kol 1O oodpa kiveicOal kol 6 &VOPWTOg YPOUUATIKOG eivon &md ThG
ypoppotikis.” “For among none of the genera the predication is paronymous; for genera
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tle’s criteria of “being said of a subject” and “inhering in a subject”: (1) Firstly,
whenever a predicate of the being mode of attribution is universal, that is to say,
under the proviso that unnatural predication is excluded, it is called “that which
is predicated of a subject”; in fact, every universal can be said to be “that which
is predicated of a subject”; as we will shortly see with regard to Ibn Sina’s treat-
ment of the same issue in the Magqulat of the Sif@’, this brief remark is not as
trivial as it might at first seem to be. (2) Secondly, whenever a predicate belongs
to the having mode of attribution, an additional distinction needs to be made,
namely between “an accident in a subject” and “form in matter”:

As for that which is predicated in the second mode, there are two aspects:

[1] Either its subject is per se realized in existence (mutahaqqiq al-wugud bi-datihi)
- and only afterwards™* it becomes a cause for the existence of the predicate in it so
that for the sake of its subsistence (giwam) it [i.e., the subject] is not in need of the
predicate, neither [in need of] this one nor of another one in its place. This relation
is called ‘existence in the subject’ (wugud fi I-mawdu); and the predicate is called
‘accident’ (‘arad).

[2] Or the bearer (al-hamil) does not have actual existence per se but only through
that predicate or through another one which is in its place afterwards or before-
hand. This relation is called ‘existence in matter’ (wugud fi I-hayula); and the predi-
cate is called ‘form’ (sira).

are predicated synonymously of the species. Only among accidents predication is par-
onymous, as has been shown in the Categories. For it has been shown that of those
which are in a certain subject (these were the accidents) some are predicated parony-
mously, while others are predicated homonymously. For one says ‘the surface is whit-
ened’ and ‘the body is set in motion’; and one says ‘the man is a grammarian,” [which is
derived] from ‘grammar’” (my tr.). Among “modern commentators,” the relation be-
tween ‘inherence in a subject’ and ‘paronymous predication’ has been stressed by James
Duerlinger in “Predication and Inherence in Aristotle’s Categories,” Phronesis 15 (1970):
p. 190. With regard to a view Ibn Sina will later argue for in the Magalat of the Sifa’,
namely that even in the case of accidental predications the definition of the predicate is,
in a certain manner, nonetheless predicated of the subject, it is important to keep in
mind that according to Ammonius ‘paronymous predication’ (to which Ibn Sina relates
accidental predications) is closer to synonymous predication than to homonymous pred-
ication; see Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 24, 1. 2—4: “eidévou 8¢ 8el dtL akpPdG péca ovk
EO0TL TO TTOPOVUHA, GAAG PEAAOV TTANGLELEL TOIG CLVWVOHOLG: KOLVOVEL Yap aDTOIG Kol
KOTQ TNV Kowwviayv 1o ovopartog kot tod mpdypatog.” English tr. by Cohen/Matthews,
p- 33: “One should be aware, however, that paronyms are not exactly in the middle, but
come closer to synonyms. For they share with them commonality in the name and in the
thing.”

194 My edition of the Magqulat of the Muhtasar erroneously has ta>mim instead of ta-mim
(= tumma).
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In this book — and in whatever proceeds in the same manner among the introducto-
ry works — this issue is not thoroughly investigated but accident and form are treat-
ed in one and the same manner."”

It seems that, by and large, in the Muhtasar Ibn Sina is still willing to tolerate the
troublesome congruence between the description of accident and the description
of form as an inaccuracy owed to the introductory character of the Categories
and thus refrains from a more pronounced criticism. Subsequently, however, in
the much more extensive K. al-Magqiilat of the Sifa’, the terminological and con-
ceptual confusions which, according to Ibn Sinad’s analysis, have resulted from
the fourfold scheme of Cat. 2 will give rise to the conviction that a departure
from the transmitted scheme is unavoidable."”

2.4.2. An Outline of K. asv-Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3

In chapter L3 of the Magqalat of the Sifa’, which is a chapter that largely corre-
sponds to the issues treated in Cat. 2, Ibn Sina voices grave doubts about the
soundness and the utility of the fourfold scheme — and appears to be particularly
critical of the subsequent commentatorial efforts generated by it. While a pre-
dicative scheme ought to provide us with a clear-cut distinction between wheth-
er a predicate is included in a thing’s essence or not, the scheme of Cat. 2, in Ibn
Sina’s reading, combines the question of whether something can be predicated
or not with the question of whether, at an ontological level, something is an
accident or a substance. Against the background of his purely ontological read-
ing of the relation of inherence one element of Cat. 2, namely the negative crite-
rion “being not in a subject,” was to play an important role in Ibn Sina’s reshuf-
fle of Aristotelian ontology — and subsequently was to gain even greater promi-
nence in virtually all post-Avicennian philosophical accounts on how to classify
beings; for “being not in a subject” is precisely the formula which Ibn Sina in
numerous instances refers to as the notion commonly shared by all five species
of substances."”” However, within the context of logic Ibn Sina deems the criteria
of the scheme of Cat. 2 to be misleading.

195 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqulat, §§ 13-14, p. 328, 1l. 15-21.

196 Cf. Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 18, 1. 4-6 [= § 1 (2.B.b)].

197 In addition to the abundant references to this formula in the context of the Magqulat and
the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa’, see, inter alia, the following passages:
— ‘Uyun al-hikma, ed. ‘Abd ar-Rahman Badawi (Cairo: Mansurat al-ma‘had al-‘ilmi al-
faransi li-l-atar as-Sarqiyya, 1954), p. 48, 1. 5-6 and 1l. 11-12: “Everything which is not in
a subject — regardless of whether it is in hyle and matter (fi hayula wa-madda) or
whether it is not in hyle and matter — is said to be a substance. [...] Thus the substances

are four: [1] quiddity without matter (mahiyya bi-la madda); [2] matter without form
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One difficulty in reading chapter 1,3 of the Magulat lies in the multiplicity
of purposes it is intended to serve, and, in connection to this, its puzzling struc-
ture. Rather than providing the reader, first of all, with a short outline of Cat. 2
or of the issues that need to be discussed in relation to it, Ibn Sina defers a con-
cise summary of the fourfold scheme to the very end of the chapter.”® Instead,
he starts out with a general disclaimer in which he warns his reader that the
thorough investigation of a transmitted theory may at times result in the neces-
sity to digress from that which is “commonly known” (al-mashur), that is to say,
from endoxic knowledge; however, as Ibn Sina tells us, “a rational person” (al-
‘aqil) only departs from such commonly accepted doctrines, if it is inescapable to
do s0."” Thereupon, without providing any further explanation, Ibn Sina turns,
rather abruptly, to expounding a scheme of five types of attributes (sifat al-
umiir).*” Having outlined a few exemplary cases for each of the five types of the

(mahiyya bi-la sura); [3] form in matter (sira fi madda); [4] a compound of matter and
form (murakkab min madda wa-sura).”
- al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi l-mantiq, § 33, p. 332, 1l. 1-2: “The adequate description of [any
kind of] substance is ‘it is that whose existence is not in a subject’; the universal of it
[i.e., the universal substance] and the particular of it [i.e., the particular substance]
commonly share this description.”
- an-Nagat, al-Mantiq, al-Burhan, ed. Danespazih, p. 153, 1. 11 — p. 154, 1. 1: “As for these
ten genera, one of them is substance; and this is everything whose essence exists not in a
subject, i.e., in a proximate substrate (mahall garib); it subsists by itself in actu, without
it [i.e., a substrate] and without being brought into subsistence by it (la bi-taqwimihi).”
- al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, namat 1V,25, ed. az-Zariq, p. 273, L. 12 — p. 274, 1. 6: “Maybe
someone could be of the [false] opinion (rubbama zunna) that the meaning of ‘that
which exists not in a subject’ (ma‘na al-mawgud la fi | mawdi‘in) comprises the First
[i.e., God] and other things in the manner of the commonality of the genus (‘umam al-
gins) so that He [i.e., the First One] would fall under the genus of ‘substance.” However,
this is erroneous [i.e., God cannot be subsumed under the category of substance]. For the
meaning of ‘that which exists not in a subject’ — which is like the description of sub-
stance (alladi ka-r-rasmi li-I-§awhar) — is not at all ‘that which exists in actu in such a
way that it is not in a subject’ so that as soon as someone would know that Zayd is per se
(fi nafsihi) a substance he would also know that he exists in actu, not to mention the
mode of this existence (fadlan ‘an kayfiyyati dalika I-wugud). Rather, the meaning of that
which is predicated of substance as its description [i.e., the meaning of ‘existing not in a
subject’] and which is [also] commonly shared by the species-substances (al-gawahir an-
naw‘yya) in potency (‘inda I-quwwa), just as they [i.e., the species] commonly share
their genus, is that it [i.e., substance] is a quiddity and a true nature whose existence on-
ly comes about as being not in a subject (innahui mahiyyatun wa-haqiqatun innama
yakunu wuguduha la fi mawdu‘in).”

198 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magiilat, 1,3, p. 27, 1. 11-21 [= § 49 (2.B.b)].

199 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 18, 11. 4-6 [= § 1 (2.B.b)].

200 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqilat, 1,3, p. 18, 11. 6-13 [= §§ 2-6 (2.B.b)].
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new scheme,”' Ibn Sina inserts a short clarification of the very general sense in
which the term mawdi‘ needs to be understood in the context of Cat. 2, if one
wants to make sense of Aristotle’s scheme.””” The transition to a discussion of
the two criteria on which the fourfold classification rests is marked by a brief list
of the terminological and conceptual advantages (fawa’id) offered by the new
scheme, resulting in the warning that soon the student will come to realize
“which shortcoming ensues from neglecting this principle which we have given
you,” that is to say, which problems arise if instead of subscribing to Ibn Sina’s
revised scheme the old Aristotelian scheme, with all its internal difficulties and
its heavy exegetical baggage, is to be retained.*” The gist of the subsequent
discussion of the two Aristotelian criteria,”** which is interrupted by an excursus
on unnatural predication,205 can be summarized as follows: Whereas the criteri-
on of “being said of a subject” can at best be taken to be redundant — for it is
simply a newly coined term for the more common expression “universal” (kulli)
in the sense of “that which is said of many” (al-maqil ‘ala katirina),”*® the crite-
rion of “inhering in a subject” may indeed be regarded to yield an additional
benefit. For it is not just another name for the more common expression “acci-
dent” (‘arad) but provides us with an “explanatory account” of what it means to
be an accident (qawlun yasrahu ismahﬁ),207 and, ex negativo, of what it means to
be a substance. However, judging from Ibn Sind’s subsequent discussion of the
problems that resulted from Aristotle’s scheme, we will be better off discarding
the superfluous criterion of “being said of a subject” altogether — and need to
keep in mind that, even though the distinction between “being in a subject” and
“being not in a subject” might have its merits, it is a valuable criterion which had
been introduced in the wrong place. The cautiously critical assessment of Aristo-
tle’s criteria is followed by a forceful polemical attack on several erroneous
views which some unnamed predecessors have held in the context of interpret-
ing Cat. 2; this is, at the same time, the most extensive part of the whole chap-
ter’ - and will be resumed throughout the following three chapters (ie.,
Magqulat 14 - L6). Ibn Sina’s copious complaints about all the “idle effort”
(takalluf) undertaken by these neglectful scholars correspond to his previous

201 Tbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqiilat, 1,3, p. 18, 1. 14 - p. 19, 1. 18 [= §§ 7-11 (2.B.b)].

202 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,3, p. 19, 1. 18 — p. 20, 1. 3 [= § 12 (2.B.b)].

203 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 20, 1. 4-8 [= § 13 (2.B.b)].

204 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 20,1. 9 - p. 23, 1. 3 [= §§ 14-26 (2.B.b)].

205 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3, p. 21, 1. 2-15 [= § 18 (2.B.b)].

206 Tbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqiilat, 1,3, p.22, 1.7 [= § 21 (2Bb)]; 1. 18 [= § 24
(2.B.b)].

207 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifé’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,3, p. 22, 1. 17 [= § 23 (2B.b)].

208 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§iﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 23,1. 4 - p. 27, 1. 11 [= §§ 27-48 (2.B.b)].
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warning of the grave deficiencies which arise from a predicative scheme that
lacks the principled criteriology and terminological scrutiny of his own scheme.

2.4.3. Ibn Sina’s Critique of Previous Interpretations of Cat. 2

2.4.3.1. The Equivocity of mawdu*

To Ibn Sinad’s mind, one of the crucial problems of the fourfold classification is
the equivocity of the expression “subject” (mawdu), especially if Aristotle’s
form-matter analysis is to be integrated into the scheme. Ibn Sina attempts to
attain a meaning in which “subject” can be understood with regard to both pre-
dicative relations, i.e., “being said of a subject” and “inhering in a subject”; the
result is simply a rather general delineation ex negativo: Whenever an attribute
(sifa) is not such that it is both extrinsic (harig) and constitutive (mugawwim) in
relation to the thing to which it is attributed, that which is characterized by the
attribute (mawsiyf) may be called a “subject” (mawdi‘), that is to say, both in the
case in which an attribute is intrinsic and constitutive and in the case in which
the attribute is extrinsic and non-constitutive.””” However, as Ibn Sina further
expounds in Magqilat 1,6, apart from this comprehensive meaning of mawdu‘
which suits both the of and in relation, or apart from the sense in which mawdi*
refers to the “logical subject” proper (in contrast to mahmiul, i.e., the “logical
predicate”), previous scholars have assumed at least three further meanings of
mawdu‘ in the context of Cat. 2 and 3: (1) Mawdi has been taken to refer to the
material substrate; or (2) to any kind of “bearer” (hamil) in the most general
sense, i.e., in a sense which encompasses both the material substrate and the
subject of the of and in relation; (3) and even in the sense of mubtada’, that is, a
“grammatical subject” (in contrast to habar, ie., “a grammatical predicate”).*"
Especially the first two senses are of importance for Ibn Sina’s terminological
clarification which aims at excluding the matter to which form is attributed from
the meaning of “subject” (mawdu‘); for “form inhering in matter” is the only case
in which the attribute is both extrinsic and constitutive (that is to say, form is
not a part of matter but brings it into subsistence).

Since already in the case of the distinction between the of and in relation
the term mawdi‘ may lead to several misunderstandings, and since, as soon as
one intends to design a classification scheme which includes the relation by
which form inheres in matter, it becomes utterly impossible to delineate even a
vague shared meaning of mawdi, Ibn Sind’s revised scheme completely aban-

209 Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 19, 1. 18 — p. 20, 1. 3 [= § 12 (2.B.b)].
210 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,6, p. 45, 11. 12-14.
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dons any reference to mawdiu‘. Rather, his new scheme investigates the relation
in which any given attribute (sifa) may stand to anything that is characterized
by an attribute (mawsiif), which not only allows for an avoidance of the prob-
lematic expression mawdu‘ but which, at the same time, also marks a departure
from Aristotle’s approach of dividing beings by means of predicative relations.

2.4.3.2. An Anonymous Predecessor, the Neoplatonic Commentators
and al-Farabi on “Being Said of a Subject”

Moreover, Ibn Sina frowns on any attempts at blurring the distinction between
ontological criteria and predicative criteria stricto sensu. Since, as had already
been mentioned, in his reading the formulae “being in a subject” and “being not
in a subject” exclusively serve to delineate what it means to be an “accident per
se” and a “substance per se,” only the criterion of “being said of a subject” ad-
dresses a question which may be of importance in a predicative context, namely
whether or not an expression is such that, whenever it functions as the predi-
cate, one can devise a true statement of the form “the subject is the predicate,”
regardless of whether the predicate pertains to the essence of the subject. It is
important to keep in mind that Ibn Sina understands “that which is predicated of
the subject” (al-mahmul ‘ala I-mawdui) in the general sense of “that which is
predicated of something” (al-mahmaul ‘ala $-Say’), that is to say, a universal ex-
pression whose meaning may apply to any given thing from any given category.
But since this may apply to extrinsic attributes as well, the criterion of “being
said of a subject” may, in turn, not be taken to refer to essential predication, or
rather, what it means to be “universal” may not be restricted to “that which is
said in the manner of what a thing is.” In the context of reviewing previous in-
terpretations of Cat. 2, Ibn Sina disapprovingly quotes an “account of one of
their forerunners” (lafz ba‘d mugaddimihim),”" that is to say, the teaching of an
earlier scholar who identified universality with essentiality:

He said: “The reason why I said that the universal is that which is said of its par-
ticulars in respect of what the thing is (inna I-kulli huwa lladi yuhmalu ‘ala
Suz’iyyatihi ‘an tariq ma $-Say’) — and this is that which is said of a subject — lies
precisely in the fact that things might also be predicated of the subject in a different
manner (‘ala gayri hadihi I-giha). An example of this [other manner of predication]
is our predicating ‘he walks’ (yamsi) of Zayd. Thus we say: “Zayd walks.” The mean-
ing of ‘he walks,” however, is not predicated of Zayd in the manner as if it [i.e., ‘he
walks’] were a universal (amr kulli) and Zayd its particular (§uz’uhu), for ‘he walks’
is not predicated of Zayd in reply to the question ‘what is he?’ (‘inda I-mas’alati
‘anh@i ma huwa). For if someone were to ask ‘what is Zayd?’ and if the person asked
were to reply ‘he walks,” his reply would be erroneous and false (hata’an wa-

211 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magilat, 1,3, p. 23,1. 10 [= § 29 (2.B.b)].
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kidban); for the meaning of ‘he walks’ does not signify Zayd’s quiddity; rather, it is
one of his acts (fil min af‘alihi).”*"

I have not been able to spot the quote in any of the extant commentaries or
scholia on the Categories (or on closely related passages from the Isagoge, De
Interpretatione and the Topics). But we can draw a line between the view heavily
criticized by Ibn Sina and a short remark from Porphyry’s Commentary on the
Categories in Question-Answer Form. Here, we find Porphyry paving the way for
an interpretation which was to become a standard view in the Neoplatonic exe-
getical tradition:

He [i.e., Aristotle] says that something is predicated of something as of a subject
when it is stated as belonging to the ‘what it is’ (¢v 1 ti éoTL Katnyopritaw). For
example, ‘to walk’ (to meputatelv) is predicated of Socrates. But if we were to give
[an account of] ‘what Socrates is,” we would not say that he is ‘to walk’ (to
nepinatelv), because ‘to walk’ is not predicated of Socrates as of a subject. [...] So
what is predicated of a subject must be more universal than the subject, and its
name and account must both apply to the subject, that is, they must be capable of
being synonymously predicated of the subject.””

In the context of explaining what it means to predicate something as of a sub-
ject, Porphyry equates “being said of a subject” with “essential predication” and
“synonymous predication.” Besides that, he makes the uncontentious remark
that the predicate ought to be more universal than the subject. Already at the
beginning of his discussion of Aristotle’s criteria he had clarified that “if some-
thing is universal, it is said of a subject.”***

Subsequently, a rather straightforward account of the equation “universal”
= “predicated synonymously of many things” = “predicated of a subject” = “predi-
cated essentially” will be provided by Simplicius: “[...] universals are those which
are predicated synonymously of many things, which is exactly that which Aristo-
tle calls ‘of a subject’; for that which is predicated in this manner is predicated of

212 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3, p. 23, 1. 11-17 [= § 30 (2.B.b)].

213 Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 80, 1l. 4-8 and 1l. 20-23: “Ka®’ Omokeyévov @noiv ékeivo
xatnyopeicOal tivog, dtav &v td Ti éoTL kaTnyophjton ékeivo <> durodidotar. olov to
TEPLUTALTELV KATNYOPELTOL KATX TWKPATOUG: AN €0v dmodiddpev Ti 0Ty TwKpATNg,
o0k v elmopev adTOV TO TEpLately, (dote oL ko’ Vmokeyévou Katnyopeiton Tod
Jwkphtovg TO mepuratelv. [...] Gote tO kab’  Omokewévov katnyopeital, O
KkoBoAk®dTEPOV OV TOD DITOKEPUEVOL EQPHOLEY adTd SOvaTor kol katd ToLVOpa Kol
Kot TOV Adyov, To0T’ E0TL GUVOVOHKG AéyeaBot SVvaton katd tod Lrokeévov.” Eng-
lish tr. by Strange, pp. 63-64 (modified; emphasis added).

214 Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 73, 1l. 30-31: “e1 ti éotL xaBOlov, éxeivo kab’ Vmokeyévou
Aéyetan.” English tr. by Strange, p. 56 (emphasis added).
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the subject essentially.”*" Thus, if a predicate which signifies a meaning that

does not pertain to the essence of the subject, such as ‘he walks’ in relation to
Socrates or Zayd, per definitionem cannot be predicated as of a subject, and if, at
the same time, being predicated of something as of a subject is taken to be the
criterion for whether an expression or concept is universal, accidental predicates
may not be considered to be universal in relation to their subjects.*"

Among the Baghdad Peripatetics, a clear-cut recourse to this line of inter-
pretation, can, inter alia, be detected in Yahya b. ‘Adi’s (d. 974 AD) annotations
on Alexander of Aphrodisias’ Treatise on the Difference between Genus and Mat-
ter (Maqgala fi l-farq bayna I-gins wa-l-madda; also transmitted under the title
That Matter is not the Genus / fi anna l-hayila gayr al-gins):*"

Thereupon he [i.e., Alexander of Aphrodisias] said: «I say» — ie., T mean’ — «that
it» — i.e, the genus — «is a universal general» (‘amm kulli) - i.e., even before it has
been conceptualized by differentiae it is one single universal general (wahid ‘amm
kulli). To his saying «general/comprehensive (‘Gmm)» he [i.e., Alexander of Aphro-
disias] added his saying «universal (kulli)» in order to distinguish between the gen-

215 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 45, 1. 3-5: “kaB0Aov 8¢ €oTLv T& TAEWOVOV KOTNYOPOVHEVX
OUVOVOUWG, Omep kaB Omokeyévov kalel (tO0 yop katnyopolpevov obtwg Tod
0001wdGG LITokeévoL katnyopeitar)” (my tr.).

216 Apart from the manner in which Aristotle discusses his two criteria in the Categories
where all the examples he provides for “those which are said of a subject” are indeed in-
stances of essential predication, the definition he gives for “holding universally” in An.
Post. A 4, 73b26-28 may be regarded to be an important factor for the success of this line
of interpretation: “ka@6hov 8¢ Aéyw & &v katd mavtog te vhpyy kod ko’ adTod Kol )
avTd. Pavepov dpo 6T Goa kabdAov, €€ avaykng vapxel toig tpaypaoty.” English tr.
by Jonathan Barnes, Posterior Analytics (Oxford: Clarendon, 1992, 2nd ed.), p. 8: “T call
universal what holds of every case and in itself and as such. It is clear, then, that what-
ever is universal holds of its objects from necessity.” Arabic tr. in Mantiq Aristi, al-
Burhan, ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p. 444, 1. 10-13: wa-amma l-kulliyyu fa-a‘ni bihi l-amra I-
mawgiida li-I-kulli wa-bi-datihi wa-bi-ma huwa mawgidun fa-mina l-bayyinin idan anna
gami‘a llati hiya kulliyyatun hiya mawgudatun li-l-umuri mina l-idtirar. As a matter of
fact, Simplicius’ account of what it means to be universal may be seen as a combination
of the two definitions Aristotle gives in De Int. 3 and the An. Post. A 4: Whereas Sim-
plicius’ “t& mAewdOvwv katnyopobpeve” picks up Aristotle’s “0 émi mAewdvov mépuke
kotnyopeloBot,” Simplicius’ reference to the fact that the predicate needs to hold of the
subject “essentially” (00o1w8@®g) corresponds to Aristotle’s “kaf’ adto xod 1 0t6.”

217 This is an Arabic version of the quaestio ‘Ot pr) 1) UAn yévog (“that matter is not genus”)
from Alexander’s Amopion kai Adoelg; for the Greek text, see Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Praeter commentaria scripta minora, Quaestiones, ed. Ivo Bruns (Berlin: Reimer, 1892),
pp- 77-79. English tr. by Robert Sharples, Quaestiones 2.16-3.15 (London: Bloomsbury,
2013), quaestio 2.28, pp. 36-38. For the Arabic version of the treatise, see Surith ‘ala
Aristu mafquda fi l-yunaniyya wa-rasa’il uhra /| Commentaires sur Aristote perdus en grec
et autres épitres, ed. “Abd ar-Rahman Badawi (Beirut: Dar al-Masriq, 1971), pp. 52-55
(= number 10 of the rasa’il).
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erality/comprehensiveness of the genus (wumum al-gins) and the generali-
ty/comprehensiveness of the general accidents (‘umum al-a‘rad al-‘ammiyya); for
the latter are not universal in relation to those things which they comprise (fa-
innaha laysat kulliyyatan li-l-asya’i llati ta‘ummuha).”"®

Thus, according to Yahya b. ‘Adi’s understanding, an accidental predicate may —
at the extensional level — be said to be “general” (‘amm) in relation to the nu-
merous subjects to which it applies, but since, in contrast to the genus, it does
not signify the quiddity of the things of which it is said, it may — at the inten-
sional level — not be taken to be “a universal” (kulli).

Such an understanding of what it means for an expression or a concept to
be “universal” stands in remarkable tension to the view expounded by Yahya b.
‘Adr’s alleged teacher Abu Nasr al-Farabi. With clear recourse to De Int. 7
(17239-40) he defines “universal meanings/concepts” — and likewise expressions
which signify such meanings — in his K. al-Alfaz al-musta‘mala fi l-mantiq as
follows:

Among the meanings which one understands from the names (al-ma‘ani I-mafhima
‘ani l-asma’) some are such that they are predicated of more than one subject (an
tuhmalu ‘ala aktara min mawdi‘in wahidin); this is like the meaning which is un-
derstood from our saying ‘the man’ (al-insan) — for it is possible to predicate it of
Zayd, of “Amr and of others; for Zayd is (huwa) a man, and ‘Amr is a man, and Soc-
rates is a man. And likewise it is possible to predicate ‘the white’ (al-abyad) of more
than one. [...] Thus, the meanings which are such that they are predicated of more
than one are called ‘the universal meanings’ (al-ma‘ani l-kulliyya), ‘the general
meanings’ (al-ma‘ani l-‘amma wa-Il-‘ammiyya) and ‘the meanings which are predi-
cated of many’ (al-ma‘ani I-mahmila ‘ald katirina).”"”
To al-Farabi’s mind, various universal expressions, which - from the point of
view of predicable semantics — may fulfill quite different functions in relation to
the subject, can all be predicated of a subject, that is to say, expressions such as
“animal” (i.e., a universal expression signifying a genus), “the man” (i.e., a uni-
versal expression signifying a species), “the sentient” (i.e., a universal expression
signifying a differentia), and “the white” (i.e., a universal expression signifying a
common accident) “are all universals which may commonly share in being pred-
icated of Zayd and “‘Amr; for Zayd is a ‘man’ and he is an ‘animal’ and he is ‘sen-

218 Yahya b. ‘Adi, “Sarh ma‘ani Magqalat al-Iskandar al-Afradisi fi I-farq bayna l-gins wa-I-
madda” [= no. 2.41 in Gerhard Endref8, The Works of Yahya b. ‘Adi: An Analytical Inven-
tory (Wiesbaden: Reichert, 1977)], in Maqalat Yahya b. ‘Adi al-falsafiyya, ed. Sahban
Halifat (Amman: Mansirat al-Gami‘a al-Urdunniyya, 1988), p. 282, 11. 7-11.

219 Al-Farabi, K. al-Alfaz al-musta‘mala fi I-mantig, ed. Muhsin Mahdi (Beirut: Dar al-
masriq, 1968), p. 58, 1l. 12-16, and p. 59, 1l. 14-16. Cf. Cornelia Schock, Koranexegese,
Grammatik und Logik: Zum Verhdltnis von arabischer und aristotelischer Urteils-, Konse-
quenz- und Schluf3lehre (Leiden: Brill, 2006), p. 289.
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sitive’ and he is (huwa) ‘white’ (abyad).”*® In this regard, Ibn Sina appears to

argue for a view which al-Farabi, among others, has already held before him,
namely that the universality and predicability of any given expression or con-
cept do not depend on whether or not the subject shares in a common nature
with it.

However, if one turns to al-Farabi’s treatment of the fourfold scheme of
Cat. 2, which admittedly is difficult to assess since his Long Commentary on the
Categories is — apart from a few Hebrew fragments — not extant,””! it becomes
clear that his understanding of the two criteria “in a subject” and “of a subject”
significantly differs from the interpretation put forward by Ibn Sina. As we have
seen, Ibn Sina insists that the distinction between “being an accident per se” and
“being predicated accidentally of something else,” on the one hand, and between
“being a substance per se” and “being predicated essentially of something else,”
on the other hand, must not be conflated. Al-Farabi, in turn, establishes in his
Short Treatise on the Categories (i.e., the so-called K. Qataguriyas ay al-Maqulat)
a strong link between these two modes of consideration: Whenever something is
a substance, i.e., whenever something is not in a subject, and is, at the same
time, predicated of a subject, it is predicated essentially. And whenever some-
thing is an accident, i.e., whenever something is in a subject, and is, at the same
time, predicated of a subject, it may be predicated either accidentally or essen-
tially, that is to say, it will be predicated essentially only in relation to an acci-

220 Al-Farabi, K. al-Alfaz al-musta‘mala fi I-mantiq, p. 60, 1. 6-8. Cf. Schock, Koranexegese,
Grammatik und Logik, p. 266.

221 In Zonta’s edition and translation of the Hebrew fragments of al-Farabi’s Long Commen-
tary on the Categories, al-Farabi appears to equate “being said of a subject” with “essen-
tial predication”: “In fact, with ‘are said of a subject’ Aristotle means what is predicated
of a subject in order to let us know its essence and its quiddity”; see Mauro Zonta, “Al-
Farabi’s Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Categoriae in Hebrew and Arabic: A Critical
Edition and English Translation of the Newly-found Extant Fragments,” in Studies in Ar-
abic and Islamic Culture, vol. 2, ed. Binyamin Abrahamov (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan Universi-
ty Press, 2006), English tr. p. 215, Hebrew text p. 244, 1l. 9-10. However, I am not con-
vinced that this particular fragment can safely be attributed to al-Farabi. While almost
all other fragments are introduced by the formula “said Aba Nasr,” this is the only frag-
ment which, as Zonta himself acknowledges, is introduced by the formula “said the
commentator Ibn Rusd” (amar ha-mefares Ben Rusd). Given the great amount of lost
works, the fact that this quote “does not correspond to any passage by Averroes, neither
in his Middle Commentary nor in any other work” (Zonta, p. 193, note 38) does not in
any way rule out the possibility that Judah ben Isaac ben Moses Cohen might have
drawn this exegesis of Cat. 2 from a source which is not available to us any more. There-
fore, I would be hesitant to dismiss the reference to Ibn Rusd as a mere scribal error, as
Zonta does. Cf. below, p. 226, note 533.
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dent in whose essence it is included.?*® Thus, al-Farabi reads Cat. 2 as introduc-
ing a distinction between two kinds of universals:

There are two kinds (darban) of universals (kulliyyat): [1] One kind makes known of
all of its subjects their essences (yu‘arrifu min mawdu‘atiha kulliha dawataha) and
does not in any way make known of a subject anything which is outside of its es-
sence; this is ‘the universal of the substance’ (huwa kulliyyu I-§awhar). [2] Another
kind makes known of some of its subjects their essences and [makes known] of
some other of its subjects something which is outside of their essences; this is ‘the
universal of the accident’ (huwa kulliyyu I-‘arad).”**

Even though al-Farabi does not provide us with an explicit distinction between
ontological accidents and logical accidents and between ontological substances
and logical substances, the fact that for him something may be an accident and
yet may be predicated essentially suggests that he was at least aware of the need
to discriminate between “accident per se” and “accident in relation to something
else.” However, this insight did not lead him to completely dissociate the onto-
logical level from the predicative level, as Ibn Sina is eager to do. Nor could we
expect him to approve of an attempt at reading the fourfold scheme introduced
in Cat. 2 in a manner which systematically separates a criterion by which some-
thing may by itself be determined to be a substance or an accident from a crite-
rion by which something may by itself be determined to be any kind of universal
- and not either a universal which is predicated of a substance or a universal
which is predicated of an accident. In al-Farabi’s reading, the “universal” by
itself is “that which is said of many,” regardless of whether it is predicated es-
sentially or accidentally. But since, unlike Ibn Sina’s opponent (and unlike Ibn
Sina himself, for that matter), he does not simply equate “being a universal” with
“being said of a subject,” he can at the same time hold the view that everything
which is said of a subject is predicated essentially. As his sketchy remarks on
Cat. 2 in his Short Treatise on the Categories suggest, he took the formula “said of
a subject” to be restricted to those universal predicates which are applied to
subjects that fall under the same ontological division as the predicate, i.e., either
under the one summum genus “substance” or under one of the nine summa gene-
ra of “accident” — and such predications will, indeed, always be essential predi-
cations, even though this is not due to the fact that the predicate is a universal
expression. Thus, he takes the middle ground between the two opposed radical
readings: on the one side Ibn Sind’s opponent who must have held that “being
said of a subject” is identical with “being a universal” and that, in addition to

222 Al-Farabi, K. Qataguriyas ay al-Magqalat, in al-Mantiqiyyat li-I-Farabi, ed. Mohammad
Taqi Danespazith (Qom: Mansiirat maktabat Ayat Allah al-‘Uzma al-Maragi an-Nagafi,
1988-1990 [1408-1410 AH]), vol. 1, p. 41, 1. 2— p. 42, L. 8.

223 Al-Farabi, K. Qataguriyas ay al-Magqulat, ed. Danespazuh, p. 41, 1. 2-5.
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that, “being said of a subject” always amounts to “signifying the quiddity,” and
that therefore “universal” can be identified with “essential”; and on other side
Ibn Sina himself who argues that “being said of a subject” refers to every univer-
sal expression whose meaning can be truly predicated of any given subject, re-
gardless of whether the relation between predicate and subject is essential or
not.

2.4.3.3. Ibn Sina’s Refutation of the Identification of
“Being Said of a Subject” with Essential Predication

In an attempt to refute the anonymous predecessor who equated “being said of a
subject” not only with “being universal” but also with “being predicated essen-
tially,” Ibn Sina mocks “this logician” (hada l-mantiqi) for having committed a
blatant petitio principii: He attempted to establish the claim ‘every universal is
something which is predicated of its particulars by means of an essential predi-
cation (that is, something which signifies a thing’s quiddity)’ on the basis of the
premise ‘everything which is not predicated by means of an essential predica-
tion (that is, everything which does not signify a thing’s quiddity) is not a uni-
versal’ — but the latter amounts to nothing else than the contrapositive of the
quaesitum.”** The contraposition takes the following form: First of all, by means
of obversion, from the original claim ‘every universal is something which signi-
fies a thing’s quiddity’ one can immediately infer that ‘no universal is something
which does not signify a thing’s quiddity’; secondly, this can be converted to
‘nothing which does not signify a thing’s quiddity is a universal’; finally, once
again by means of obversion, one can infer from this that ‘everything which
does not signify a thing’s quiddity is a non-universal.’ Subsequently,”” this
proposition is used as the major premise in the following syllogism:

i ‘Everything which does not signify a thing’s quiddity’ [B] is ‘non-universal’ [A]

[AaB]
ii ‘He walks’ [C] is ‘something which does not signify a thing’s quiddity’ [B]

[BaC]
iii ‘He walks’ [C] is ‘non-universal’ [A] [AaC]

If one applies Ibn Sind’s terminological and conceptual distinctions to this ex-
ample, yamsi, that is “he walks,” must be taken to refer to something which is an
accident per se — and thus “inhering in a subject” — and an accidental/extrinsic
attribute in relation to any given man, e.g., Zayd (which, in the context of giving
examples, is the Arabic proper name commonly used in place of the Greek “Soc-
rates”). Whenever we ascribe “he walks,” that is, an extrinsic attribute which is

224 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 23, 11. 17-20 [=§ 31 (2.B.b)].
225 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 24, 11. 1-5 [= § 32 (2.B.b)].
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suitable to be applied to more than only one subject, to Zayd, it becomes - re-
gardless of its ontological status — “something which is said of a subject.” At the
same time, as Ibn Sina argues, it would be absurd to deny that the definition of
“he walks,” namely “it is something which moves from one place to another
place by setting forward one foot and by leaning against the other one,” applies
to Zayd as well,”* even though the meaning of an extrinsic attribute is not pred-
icated of a subject as that what the subject is (kama huwa), but rather as some-
thing which is in it (fihi) or which it possesses (di).”*’

Whoever rejects the claim that, whenever something is predicated — regard-
less of whether it is intrinsic or extrinsic to the essence —, the subject can be
characterized by the definition of the predicate as well and thus shares in its
definition, would have to hold that “sharing in a definition (al-musaraka fi I-
hadd) means that the definition is not merely predicated, but that it is also a
definition.” That is to say, if Zayd is walking and “walking” is said of Zayd, the
definition of “walking” would have to function as the definition of Zayd as well.
The unpleasant result of such a view would be that “the species would not share
in the definitions of the natural genera but would only share the names with
them; for the definitions of the genera are not definitions for the species.” Even
if the opponents were to attempt to refute this objection by saying “sharing in a
definition means that that which is a definition for one of the two is either a
definition for the other one or a part of the definition of the other one,” and thus
might succeed in including genera, they would still be faced with the problem
that not only the genus but also the proprium is predicated univocally of that
which is below it, that is to say, it is predicated both in name and in definition.
As a matter of fact, Ibn Sina advocates the view that in the case of all five predi-
cables, that is, in the case of all types of universal expressions, the definitions of
the predicates apply to the subjects as well, even though these do not always
fulfill the function of defining that of which they are predicated.”*®

Since Zayd “is only said of one single thing (la yuqalu illa ‘ala wahidin)
and since yamsi can be said both of Zayd and of other things, Zayd is a particu-
lar and yamst a universal. In a nutshell: “Every general concept which is said of
more than one thing (kullu ma‘nan ‘ammin yuqalu ‘ala aktara min wahidin),
whichever way it might be said (kayfa gila), is a universal (kulli); and [every]
specific concept (al-ma‘na I-hass) is a particular (§uz’).”**° Any additional condi-
tion for universality or particularity can be denounced as being excessive:

»229

226 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5iﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3, p. 26, 1. 11-16 [= § 44 (2.B.b)].

227 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magilat, 1,3, p. 20, 11. 12-18 [= § 15 (2B.b)].

228 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magiilat, 1,3, p. 26, 1. 18 — p. 27, 1. 9 [= §§ 45-47 (2.B.b)].
229 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 25, 1. 10 [= § 38 (2.B.b)].

230 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqilat, 1,3, p. 27, 11. 12-13 [= § 49 (2.B.b)].
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As for the assumption that the general predicate (al-mahmaul al-‘amm) which is said
both of Zayd and of something else must be something which is predicated of him
with regard to his essence (amran yuhmalu ‘alayhi fi datihi), this is an additional
condition which, in relation to Zayd, exceeds the condition for particularity and, in
relation to the attribute, exceeds the condition for universality (Sartun za’idun li-
Zaydin “ala l-guz’iyyati wa-li-s-sifati ‘ala l-kulliyya).””'
Thus, Ibn Sina, first of all, reproaches some of his predecessors for having held
that “that which is said of a subject” must be taken to refer to “something essen-
tial which is constitutive for the quiddity” (datiyyan mugawwiman li-l-mahiyya)
and, as a consequence, for having confused universality with essentiality.”” And
in addition to that, he accuses them of having made the erroneous stipulation
that the formula “existing in a subject” — i.e., the criterion for whether some-
thing is an accident or a substance — comprises both the ontological account of
what it means to be an accident (‘arad) and the predicative account of what it
means to apply to a subject accidentally (‘aradi): “[...] with regard to ‘that which
exists in a subject’ [they stipulated] that it be ‘accidental’ (‘aradi); for in their
view ‘accident’ (‘arad) and ‘accidental’ (‘aradi) are one and the same thing, even
though they differ in many respects. But in this place, the multitude of the dif-
ferences between these two did not cross their minds.”** As a result of this con-
fusion over the scope of Aristotle’s criteria, some of his predecessors, as Ibn Sina
remarks in Magqulat 1,6, ultimately “lost their minds and held that one and the
same thing may be a substance and an accident” (fa-tahawwasat tabgatun wa-
zannat anna Say’an wahidan yaktuinu gawharan wa-‘amdan).234

231 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 25, 1. 13-14 [= § 38 (2.B.b)].

232 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 23, 1. 4 [= § 27 (2.B.b)].

233 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,3, p. 23, 1. 4-6 [= § 27 (2.B.b)] . For a discus-
sion of several passages from the Corpus Aristotelicurn which may be taken to imply that
Aristotle himself had already drawn at least a vague distinction between ‘logical acci-
dent’ and ‘ontological accident,” see Lambertus de Rijk, The Place of the Categories of Be-
ing in Aristotle’s Philosophy (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1952), pp. 44—52.

234 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 16, p. 46, 1. 7. It still would need to be deter-
mined whether Ibn Sina simply exaggerates or whether there were really scholars who
held the view quoted by Ibn Sina. Porphyry, as quoted by Simplicius, as quoted in al-
Hasan b. Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 89,
1. 15-17; ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p. 31, note 6 (continued), 1l. 10-12; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159a,
11. 6-7, held the following view: “An example of this is whiteness (al-bayad): [a] For if it
inheres in wool, it belongs to that which is ‘in a subject’ since it is not constitutive for
the essence of wool. [b] If, however, it inheres in snow, it belongs to that which is not ‘in
a subject’ since it is constitutive for the substance [i.e., the essence] of snow and, along
with the substance, part of the subject (wa-guz’u mawdu‘in ma‘a I-gawhar).” However,
Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqalat, 16, p. 46, 11. 47, polemicizes against the fol-
lowing view (which is related to but not identical with Porphyry’s view): “[They said]:
Whiteness (al-bayad) is also a part of ‘the white [thing]’ (al-abyad); for ‘the white
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As the Marginal Annotations on the Categories by the Baghdad Peripatetic
al-Hasan b. Suwar attest, both Ibn Sina’s discontent about those scholars who
held that “matter” is one of the meanings that could be subsumed under “sub-
ject,” and about those who claimed that something may be a substance and an
accident if considered in two different regards or in relation to two different
things, can be traced back to some passages from Simplicius’ Commentary on the
Categories, which al-Hasan b. Suwar quotes extensively in Arabic translation. To
be exact, al-Hasan b. Suwar only tells us that he quotes “that which one of the
commentators had reported of Porphyry (ma hakahu ba‘du I-mufassirina ‘an
Furfuriyiis)”*® - but it is not too difficult to identify all of these quotes as pas-
sages from Simplicius’ commentary.

Porphyry, as quoted by al-Hasan b. Suwar via Simplicius, drew a distinction
between subject in the first sense, namely “unqualified matter” (al-hayula llati
hiya gayru mukayyafatin), which is only “in potentia” (bi-l-quwwa), and subject
in the second sense, namely “the qualified body which exists in actu (al-gism al-
mukayyaf al-mawgud bi-l-fi‘l) and which can be pointed to,” i.e., which is a 163e
.. Even though Porphyry, at first, claims that “subject” in Cat. 2 refers only to
individual substances (which, as one might add, Ibn Sina deems to be much too
narrow in this context), he nonetheless applies the distinction between “of a
subject” and “in a subject” — in the sense of signifying two different modes of
predication — both to primary substance as a subject and to prime matter as a
subject:

Aristotle intends by his saying ‘subject’ (mawdu) the second subject, namely the

substance which is an individual (al-gawhar alladi huwa Sahs) — and this is what he

referred to by his saying ‘neither of a subject nor in a subject’ (la ‘ala mawdu‘in wa-
la fi mawdii‘in).

[a] Thus, everything which is predicated of this substance and which is said of it

not in such a manner that it is substantial in relation to it (la ‘ala annahu gawhari

[thing]’ is ‘a combination of substance and whiteness’ (magmu‘u gawharin wa-bayadin);
thus, ‘whiteness’ exists in ‘the white [thing],” which is a substance, in the manner in
which the part exists [in something] (wugida I-§uz’) — and thus it does not exist in it in
the manner in which the accident exists in something (nahwa wugudi l-‘aradi fi $-Say’);
thus, it [i.e., whiteness] is a substance in it [i.e., in the white thing]. And exactly the
same [whiteness] (huwa bi-‘aynihi) is an accident in its subject; for it is in it not as a part
of it, etc. (wa-sa’ir dalika). Thus, a group [of these scholars] lost their minds and held
that one and the same thing may be a substance and an accident.” The argument cited by
Ibn Sina is a bit different since it claims that ‘whiteness’ exists in a ‘white thing’ as a
part — and therefore not as an accident — because it exists in it as a part of the compound
of ‘substance and whiteness’ (and not, as Porphyry and Simplicius claim as part of the
essence of a certain white thing, such as snow).

235 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 89, 1l. 5-6; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, p- 30, note 6 (continued), 1l. 25-26; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159a, 1. 2.
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laha), but as the accident (ka-I-‘arad), belongs to that which is said to be ‘in a sub-
ject,” just like heat inhering in iron.

[b] And everything which is predicated of it in such a manner that it is constitutive
for its essence (mugawwim li-datihi), just like heat inhering in fire, is in relation to
fire a part (guz’) [of its essence], but in relation to prime matter (al-hayula l-ula) it
belongs to that which is ‘in a subject’ and [which is] an accident.”

However, “if [...] ‘that which is in a subject’ does not indicate all qualities but
only those which are ‘brought in from outside’ (dahila)**” (in contrast to those
qualities which are a part of the substance, in the sense of a thing’s essence), one
might raise the objection that, as a result, the fourfold scheme would fail to
comprise all genera. To escape this difficulty, Simplicius, as quoted by al-Hasan
b. Suwar, offers the following solution:

The reply to this is that the qualities which do not enter the substance from outside
(allati laysat dahilatan “ala I-gawhar), but which are constitutive for the substance
of the thing (bal hiya mugawwimatun li-gawhari §-Say’), because they are a part of it
(guz’un minhu), are substances; for Aristotle had clarified that the parts of sub-
stances are substances.””®

236 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 89, 1. 19-24;
ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p- 31, note 6 (continued), 1l. 15-20; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159a, 1l. 8-10.
For the Greek text, see the quote in Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 48, 1. 26-33 (= a part of
fragment 55 in Porphyrii Philosophi Fragmenta, ed. Andrew Smith (Stuttgart/Leipzig:
Teubner, 1993), pp. 45-46): “0 toivuv ApiototéAng 10 Sevtepov pnbiv Lmokeipevov
évtadbo AaPdv TO Kotk TO oOvBeToV Kl TV GTopov oboiav, Omep prite €V DITOKEWHEVER
elval enow prite ko’ vmokeévou Tvog AéyecBau, elcdtwg TEvV TO pr) ovoLWdGG
a0ToD Aeyopevov, dAAX katd 1O cvpfefnrévon, dv Omokeyéve ToOTE eival @nowy,
Gomep Ty OeppodTnTa €V ¢ o1dNPR: TG 8¢ CUPTANPOTIKA GG TIV TOD TUPOG BeppoTnTa
TOD pév mupdg péPog v eimol, v vokelpéve S¢ T amoie UAy.” English tr. by Chase,
pp- 62-63 (modified; emphasis added): “Now Aristotle here having taken up the second
above-mentioned subject — that which is in accordance with the composite and with in-
dividual substance, which, he says, neither is in a subject nor is said of any subject —
rightly says that everything which is not said of it essentially, but as an accident, is in
this as its subject, like heat in iron. Those things, however, which are completers, like
the heat of fire, he would say are a part of the fire, and in qualityless matter as their sub-
ject.”

237 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 90, 1. 3—4; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, p. 31, note 6 (continued), . 27; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159, 1. 13. Note that
dahil renders émeicaktog, which Chase translates as “adventitious” (cf. Yahya b. al-
Bitriq’s translation of émeicaktog at De Generatione Animalium 724b33,
http://telota.bbaw.de/glossga/glossary.php?id=108433).

238 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 90, 1. 5-7; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, p- 32, note 6 (continued), 1. 2—4 (at L. 3, Gabr omits li-annahu before guz’
minhil); MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159a, 1. 13-14. For the Greek text, see Simplicius, In Cate-
gorias, p. 49, 1. 5-8: “fj xpr) Aéyew 811 ol pny émeloakTol motdtnTeG, QAAY CUPTAN POTLKAL
g ovolag, pépn ThAg ovolog oboo, kol abvtod oot eioiv kol T ovoiq
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Thus, we get the following picture: Whereas in relation to “iron” “heat” would
have to be classified as an accident, for it inheres in iron, not as a part of it, in
relation to “fire,” being a part of its essence, it would have to be classified as a
substance. Even though Ibn Sina, in his usual habit, does not mention any
names, we can safely assume that it is this line of interpretation which he tar-
gets in making the following clarification:

Just like substantiality is not due to the fact that, in relation to a certain thing,
something is not in a subject, but rather because per se it like this, accidentality is
not due to the fact that, in relation to a specific thing, it is in a subject or not in a
subject, but rather because per se it is in need of a certain subject, in whichever way
this may be and whichever thing this may be.””’

Ibn Sina complains that, as a result of some of his predecessors’ failure to
properly distinguish between ‘arad and gawhar as ontological terms, on the one
hand, and ‘aradi and gawhari or dati as predicative terms, on the other hand,
these scholars tacitly assumed six rather than four principles of division in their
reading of the scheme of Cat. 2.*

2.4.4. A Syllogism in the “of a Subject” Mode of Predication

2.4.4.1. Ibn Sina’s Contemporaries and
Andronicus of Rhodes on Cat. 3, 1b10-15

After having introduced the distinction between “being said of a subject” and
“being in a subject” and having sketched some examples of the four types of
pairings that can be obtained from these two relations, Aristotle at the begin-

oupmepthopfavovtat: T yop pépn Tig odoiag ovoion katd tov ApiototéAn.” English tr.
by Chase, p. 63 (modified): “Or one needs to say that those qualities which are not ad-
ventitious, but rather are completers of substance, being parts of substance, are them-
selves also substances and are included together with substance; for according to Aristo-
tle, the parts of substance are themselves substances.”

239 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqilat, 16, p. 49, 11. 13-16.

240 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqilat, 1,3, p. 26, 1. 3-8 [= § 41 (2.B.b)]. For the dis-
tinction between ‘arad and ‘aradi, see also K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantig, al-Gadal, 1,7, ed. Ahmad
Fu’ad al-Ahwani (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-‘amma li-Su’un al-matabi al-amiriyya, 1965 [1385
AH]), p. 70, 1L. 3-6: “As for substance, it may be predicated of something in such a man-
ner that it applies accidentally to it (hamlan ‘ala sabilin annahu ‘aridun lahu), just like
‘animal’ is predicated of ‘the moving inasmuch it is moving’ (al-mutaharrik min haytu
huwa mutaharrik); for its relationship (nisba) to ‘the moving’ is no other relationship
than that of the accident, that is to say, the accident which is one of the five [predica-
bles] which is the accidental (al-‘aradi), not the other accident [i.e., the ontological acci-
dent].”
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ning of Cat. 3 (1b10-15) very briefly discusses a syllogism in which both premis-
es and the conclusion are in the “of a subject” mode of predication:

Whenever one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, all things said of what

is predicated will be said of the subject also. For example, [ii (minor)] ‘man’ [B] is

predicated of ‘the individual man’ [C] [BaC], [i (major)] and ‘animal’ [A] of ‘man’

[B] [AaB]; [iii (conclusion)] so ‘animal’ [A] will be predicated of ‘the individual

man’ [C] also [AaC] - for the individual man is both a man and an animal.**'
Taking this as further evidence for the assumption that “being said of a subject”
means “being predicated synonymously and as belonging to the ‘what it is’ (0
SLVOVOHWG Kol €V T Ti éoTv katnyopeioBat) and that, therefore, a predication
in the of mode amounts to giving a “definitional account” (tov Adyov TOV
oploTikdv) of the subject,”” Simplicius in his Commentary on the Categories
paraphrases this syllogism as follows: “When, therefore, something is predicated
as of a subject, just like [i] ‘man’ [is predicated] of Socrates, and when some
other thing is predicated of the predicate as well, not just at random, but as of a
subject and synonymously, just like [ii] ‘animal’ [is predicated] of ‘man,” [iii]
‘animal’ will be predicated of Socrates t0o.”**’ According to Simplicius’ reading,
all propositions in the of mode of predication do not only make universal claims
about any given subject but always reveal something about the essence of the
subject.

A brief survey of three extant Arabic commentaries on Cat. 3, 1b10-15,
which have been composed before or during Ibn Sina’s lifetime in the intellectu-
al milieu of the Baghdad Peripatetics, shows that — prior to Ibn Sina’s critical
reassessment of the Aristotelian tradition — this understanding of the “of a sub-
ject” mode of predication, which Simplicius himself had inherited from the pre-

241 “Otav Etepov kad étépov xatnyopiitar &g kab’ Omokepévov, doo katd TOD
KT yopoupévov Aéyetal, mhvto kal kot Tod bmokeyévou pnbrjcetan olov dvBpwiog
Kotd ToD Tvog avBpdmov katnyopeitat, to 8¢ {Hov katd Tod avBpdmov: obkodV Kol
Kot tod Twog avBpomov to {Hov katnyopndricetor 0 yap Tig GvOpwmog kol
avBpwmndg éott kai {Hov.” English tr. by Ackrill, p. 4 (modified; emphasis added). Arabic
tr. in Mantiq Aristi, al-Maqulat, ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p-35, 11 - p.36, L. 4 mata humila
Say’un ‘ala Say’in hamla I-mahmali ‘ala I-mawdi‘i qila kullu ma yuqalu ‘ala I-mahmili
‘ala I-mawdu‘i aydan, mitalu dalika inna l-insana yuhmalu ‘ala insanin ma wa-yuhmalu
‘ala l-insani I-hayawanu, fa-yagibu an yakuna I-hayawanu ‘ala insanin ma aydan
mahmilan, fa-inna insanan ma huwa insanun wa-huwa hayawanun.

242 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 51,1. 30 — p. 52, L. 3.

243 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 52, 1l. 3-7: “6tov odv ©g ko’ Orokeévov kartnyophital,
olov 6 &vBpwmog oD SwkpdTovg, kKol ToD KaTnyopoupévou EAAo TL kaTnyopRiTal kod
adtd p ©g Etvxev, AN ©g ko Omokeyévoyv ko cuvevipweg, olov TO {Hov Tod
avBpamov, kai tod Twkpdtovg 10 {Hov katnyopndnioetal.” English tr. by Chase, p. 66
(significantly modified).

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

94 2. Ibn Sina’s Reception of the Two Aristotelian Criteria for Dividing “Beings”

ceding Neoplatonic commentary tradition, remained the uncontested standard
among Arabic readers of the Categories. In drawing on the connection between
the “of a subject” mode of predication and synonymous predication, and in as-
suming that predicates are said univocally of different subjects when these sub-
jects fall under the same category, al-Hasan b. Suwar in his Marginal Annota-
tions on the Categories makes the following remark on Cat. 3, 1b10-15:
The ‘predication of that which is [said] of a subject’ is the predication which comes
about univocally (bi-t-tawatu’). This is the case with those which belong to one and
the same nature (al-asya’ allati min tabi‘a wahida), i.e., those things which ascend to
one and the same category (allati tartaqi ila maqulatin wahidatin), such as ‘man’
(al-insan), ‘animal’ (al-hayawan) and ‘animate’ (al-mutanaffas). For all these ascend

to one and the same category, namely substance. The highest one among them is
predicated of those which are below it by means of an of predication.”*

Since in a proposition in the “of a subject” mode of predication the subject al-
ways shares in the nature of the predicate, the predicate, according to Ibn
Suwar, “gives its name and its definition to that of which it is predicated” (yat:
ismahii wa-haddahii li-ma yuhmalu ‘alayhi).*®

The same line of interpretation can be detected in the Tafsir ma‘ani
Aristutalis fi K. al-Magalat. This paraphrastic commentary by a certain Aba
Muhammad ‘Abdallah b. Muhammad al-Wahibi is in all probability based upon
the Categories part of the lost Safw as-sarh li-Isagugi wa-Qatiguriyas by Abu 1-
Qasim al-Katib,**® i.e., one of Aba l-Hasan al-‘Amiri’s (d. 381 AH / 992 AD) disci-
ples who has been identified with a scholar heavily criticized by Ibn Sina for his
deficiencies in the field of logic, namely with Abu 1-Qasim al-Kirmani (late

244 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 92, 11. 3-7; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, p. 36, note 1 (continued), 1. 5.-9; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159b (right-hand
margin), 11. 7-8.

245 Ibn Suwar, <Marginal Annotations on the Categories>, ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 92, 1. 9; ed.
Gabr, vol. 1, p- 36, note 1 (continued), 1. 12; MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159b (right-hand mar-
gin), L. 9.

246 For the assumption that the Tafsir ma‘ani Aristutalis fi K. al-Magqulat may very likely be
a paraphrase of the Safw as-sarh li-Isagugi wa-Qatigiriyas, see Everett Rowson, A Mus-
lim Philosopher on the Soul and its Fate: Al-‘Amiri’s Kitab al-Amad ‘ala l-abad (New Ha-
ven, CT: American Oriental Society, 1988), pp. 13—14. On the Tafsir ma‘ani Aristutalis fi
K. al-Magqulat see also Gerhard Endrefl, “Die Bagdader Aristoteliker,” in Grundriss der
Geschichte der Philosophie, begriindet von Friedrich Ueberweg, Philosophie in der islami-
schen Welt, vol. 1: 8.-10. Jahrhundert, ed. Ulrich Rudolph (Basel: Schwabe, 2012), p. 298.
For a (not very satisfactory) edition of selected quotes from the Tafsir ma‘ani Aristutalis
fi K. al-Magqiilat, see Mubahat Tiirker, “El-‘Amiri ve Katagoriler’in sehleriyle ilgili par-
calar,” Arastirma Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Felsefe Boliimii Der-
gisi 3 (1965): pp. 87-122. Cf. below, p. 159, note 352.
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410 - early 5"/11™ centuries).*” Al-Wahibi (most likely via Abu 1-Qasim’s
vorlage) equates predicates in the of mode with “essential” (datiyya) attributes,
that is to say, a predicate in the of mode “makes known” (yu‘arrifu) and “consti-
tutes” (yugawwimu) the essence of the subject.**® Therefore, according to al-
Wahibi, “whenever something is predicated of something by means of a logical
predication and by an ‘of [predication],” the nature of the subject belongs to the
nature of the predicate (ida humila Say’un ‘ala Say’in hamlan mantiqiyyan wa-bi-
‘ala kanat tabi‘atu l-mawdi‘i min tabi‘ati I-mahmal).”** Hence, al-Wahibi not
only equates the “of a subject mode” of predication with essential predication
but, furthermore, identifies essential attributes with constitutive attributes. To
Ibn Sina’s mind such a view amounts to an untenable simplification of what it
means to be predicated essentially.”’

Not surprisingly, in his commentary on Cat. 3, 1b10-15, Aba I-Farag b. at-
Tayyib, a student of al-Hasan b. Suwar and an eminent representative of the
Baghdad Peripatetics in Ibn Sina’s days, characterizes the “of a subject” mode of
predication in quite a similar vein:

247 For the rather tentative suggestion that al-“‘Amiri’s (d. 381 AH / 992 AD) young gulam
Abu 1-Qasim al-Katib might be identical with the more mature scholar Aba 1-Qasim al-
Kirmani, see Jean [Yahya] Michot, “Une nouvelle oeuvre du jeune Avicenne: Note com-
plémentaire a propos du ms. Hiiseyin Celebi 1194 de Brousse,” Bulletin de philosophie mé-
diévale 34 (1992): pp. 147-150. For a substantial corroboration of this assumption, see Da-
vid Reisman, The Making of the Avicennan Tradition: The Transmission, Contents, and
Structure of Ibn Sina’s al-Mubahatat (The Discussions) (Leiden: Brill, 2002), pp. 166-170
and 172-185; having presented several strong indications, Reisman, p. 185, nonetheless
formulates his conclusion a bit cautiously: “In conclusion, it is quite possible that the
Abu 1-Qasim al-Kirmani who played a role in the Mubahatat texts can be identified with
the ‘apprentice’ of al-‘Amiri, later the chancellery secretary in the Biiyid bureau at Rayy,
who would compose a commentary on the Eisagoge and Categories in his early years as a
scholar [...]. Ibn Sina’s poor relations with Aba 1-Qasim may also have become a part of
his refutations of the Bagdadi scholars, since it is likely that Aba 1-Qasim, in addition to
his studies with al-‘Amiri and relations with Miskawayh, may have also linked himself
with the Bagdadi school of philosophy (as Ibn Sina says he does in his Letter to the
Scholars of Bagdad).” Moreover, Reisman, p. 175, estimates that — if indeed we take the
identification of Abu I-Qasim al-Katib with Aba 1-Qasim al-Kirmani for granted — at the
time of his first dispute with Ibn Sina, which took place in Hamadan in 405/1015, Abd 1-
Qasim would have been “in his early to mid-sixties,” while Ibn Sinad would have been “in
his mid-thirties.”

248 Al-Wahibi, Tafsir ma‘ani Aristatalis fi K. al-Maqulat, MS Istanbul Ayasofya 2483, fol. 90b,
1. 11-14. T would like to express my deep gratitude to Gerhard Endref} for having made
this MS accessible to me.

249 Al-Wahibi, Tafsir ma‘ani Aristatalis fi K. al-Maqulat, MS Istanbul Ayasofya 2483, fol. 90b,
1L. 19-20.

250 Cf. above, pp. 87-92, and below, pp. 104-107.
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Thus, whenever the predication pertains to the essence [of the subject] itself (fa-
mata ‘ada l-hamlu ila nafsi d-dat) so that the predicate and the subject are one and
the same in their essence (hatta yakina I-mahmilu wa-l-mawdi‘u datuhuma wahi-
datan), whereas there is [only] a difference with regard to specificity and generality
(wa-l-farq fi l-husus wa-I-‘umam), the predicate is substantial (gawhari) and its
predication is called an ‘of predication’ (haml “ala).””'

In summing up the line of interpretation pursued in the three commentaries we
get the following picture: In a syllogism in the of mode of predication in each of
the three propositions the subject and the predicate will share in a common
essence, i.e., they will fall under the same category, the only difference between
subject and predicate being that the predicate will be more general than the
subject, that is to say, while the predicate will be a higher-order universal the
subject will be either a low-order universal or an individual; therefore, the defi-
nition of the predicate will possess definitional force in relation to the subject; in
a nutshell, the predicate will be essential in relation to the subject.

The Arabic sources, as far as I can tell, do not even hint at any possibility of
an alternative interpretation of the “of a subject” mode of predication or of a
syllogism consisting of three propositions in the “of a subject” mode of predica-
tion. As a matter of fact, if throughout the Aristotelian tradition we are in search
of a significantly different reading, we need to go back as far as to the first gen-
erations of Peripatetic philosophers, namely to an interpretation of Cat. 3, 1b10—
15, which Simplicius attributes to Andronicus of Rhodes (1" century BC). By the
time Simplicius composed his commentary Andronicus’ Paraphrase of the Cate-
gories had in all likelihood already been lost; but through the material that had
been preserved in Porphyry’s now lost Long Commentary on the Categories to
Gedalius he did have access to some notable doctrines upheld by Andronicus®;
at any rate, he concludes his own commentary on Cat. 3, 1b10-15, by reporting
the following dissenting opinion:

We should note, however, that Andronicus and some others say that not only those
things which are predicated as belonging to the ‘what it is’ (t& év 1® Ti éoTwv
katnyopovpeve) are said to be predicated as of a subject (xaB’ Umoxepévov
kotnyopeioBai), but other things as well, just like ‘the musical’ (td povoikov) [is
predicated] of (kotd) Aristoxenus, and ‘the Athenian’ (td6 ABnvaioc) [is predicated]
of (kat&) Socrates, and likewise those things which, when we predicate them of
something, we say that it [i.e., the subject] is (eivow) that very thing which we predi-
cate. For when we say that Socrates is walking, we do not say that Socrates is ‘to
walk’ (o0 Aéyopev Badilev eivar Tov Swkpdrn), but we do say he is ‘Athenian’ and
‘a philosopher’ (ABnvaiov 8¢ eivan Aéyopev kai @ldco@ov). Whatever is predicated
of these, moreover, when we say the former are the latter, will also be said of the

251 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 78 (Arabic), 1l. 9-12.
252 P. Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen, vol. 1, p. 97.
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subject. For if Socrates is a philosopher and philosophers are knowledgeable, then
Socrates will also be knowledgeable.””

Thus, according to the view which Simplicius reports of Andronicus, whenever
the subject can be said to be the predicate, regardless of whether the predicate
pertains to the essence of the subject or not, the predicate applies to the subject
in the “of a subject” mode of predication.

On the basis of Simplicius’ report, Paul Moraux interprets Andronicus’ posi-
tion as an attempt at including not only essential predicates but also “mit dem
individuellen Subjekt sehr eng verbundene Eigenschaften” (i.e., properties close-
ly connected to the individual subject) under those predicates which are said of
something as “of a subject.”*** Thus, the two subjects mentioned in the examples,
i.e., Aristoxenus and Socrates, seem to have led Moraux to the assumption that
Andronicus’ extension of “of a subject” predications remains limited to particu-
lar subjects which can be characterized by certain “per se accidents,” i.e., the
ovpPepnrota kad’ adtd which Aristotle refers to in other works (but not in the
Categories).” By tacitly committing himself to an interpretation which — as Ibn
Sina would complain — burdens the “of a subject” criterion with the task of de-
lineating essential attributes and which, furthermore, appears to equate essential
attributes with secondary substances, Moraux spots the following problem in
the view ascribed to Andronicus: If the predication in the “of a subject” did not
remain restricted to predicates which are “secondary substances,” the distinction
between substance and quality (or, as one might add, possibly another accidental
category) would be seriously blurred.”® However, this problem would not arise

253 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 54, 1l. 8-16: “Iotéov 8¢ 811 kol Avdpovikog ki EAlor 8¢
Twveg o0 povov ta év @ Ti €oTv Kartnyopolvpeva ko’ Omokewpévou katnyopeicOai
@aow, GA X kol &AAa olov TO povotkOv katd AploTofévou kol TO Abnvaiog kot
SKpATOUG. Koi lowg ékelva doa KaTtnyopodvTég Tvog Ekeivo elvar Aéyopev adtd Smep
xatnyopodpev (Badilewv pév yop Aéyovteg Tov Swkpdtn ob Aéyopev Badilewv elvan TOV
Twkpdrn, Abnvaiov 8¢ eivou Aéyopev kol @IAOGo@oV) kai doa St ToVTwY KaTnyopeiTal,
Aeydvtov Npedv tadta ékelva eival, kol kotd Tod bmokeyévou pnofoceton el yap 6
JwKpATNG @ULOc0Qog kol O @LAOcOo@Qog 8¢ EmMoTApwY, €o0Tor Kai O ZwKPATNG
emotripwv.” English tr. by Chase, p. 68 (significantly modified).

254 P. Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen, vol. 1, p. 104: “Andronikos war jedoch
der Meinung, dafy nicht nur essentielle Pradikate, sondern auch andere, mit dem indivi-
duellen Subjekt sehr eng verbundene Eigenschaften von diesem wie von einem Substrat
pradiziert werden und daher der oben angegeben Pradikationsregel unterworden sind.”

255 P. Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen, vol. 1, p. 105.

256 P. Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen, vol. 1, p. 104: “So unwichtig die Bemer-
kung des Andronikos auf den ersten Blick auch erscheinen mag, sie enthilt einen
schwerwiegenden Einwand gegen den in der kommentierten Schrift angegeben Unter-
schied zwischen der Substanz und den tibrigen Kategorien: Wenn das Pradiziertwerden
vom Individuum &g ko’ Omokepévov nicht mehr ausschliefSlich bei den zweiten Sub-
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at all if — in breaking with the dominant exegetical tradition and in pursuing a
line of interpretation which resembles Ibn Sina’s understanding of Cat. 2-3 -
solely the criterion of “being not in a subject” and “being in a subject” were tak-
en to provide us with a distinction between substances and accidents, regardless
of whether they are particular or universal.

As we have seen above, in his early K. al-Magqilat of the Muhtasar al-awsat
fi I-mantiq Ibn Sina subordinates the distinction between “being said of a sub-
ject” and “being in a subject” to two more general attributive relations in which
a subject (mawdii) may stand to a predicate (mahmaul): (1) being the predicate
and (2) having the predicate. Whereas the being mode of attribution encom-
passes not only the “of a subject” mode of attribution, in which the predicate is
always universal, but also statements of unnatural predication, in which a par-
ticular predicate is attributed to an numerically identical individual, the having
mode includes both the relation between accident and subject and between form
and matter. In Ibn Sinad’s discussion of the of and in relation in chapter 1,3 of the
Magalat of the Sifa’ the notions of being the predicate and having the predicate
still remain operative,”’ even if there Ibn Sina does not — at least not to the
same degree as in the Muhtasar — make use of them as distinctions which sys-
tematically precede the “of a subject” and “in a subject” modes of predication. In
any case, we can draw a conceptual line from the doctrine attributed to An-
dronicus to Ibn Sind’s systematization efforts both in the Muhtasar and in the
Sifa* Just like Andronicus identifies the “of a subject” mode of predication with
predicates which allow us to say that “the subject is the predicate,” regardless of
whether the predicate pertains to the essence of the subject or not, Ibn Sina
holds that every universal predicate in the being mode of attribution is some-
thing which is said of the subject. It might not be too far-fetched to assume that
Ibn Sina - whether through Porphyry’s Long Commentary on the Categories to
Gedalius, Simplicius’ Commentary on the Categories or another indirect source —
was aware of the fact that earlier exegetes had understood Aristotle’s “of a sub-
ject” criterion in a much more straightforward manner: An expression can be
predicated of a subject if the subject can be said to be the predicate, e.g., since
Socrates can be said to be ‘white,” the paronymous expression ‘white,” which can
be taken to signify both a quality in a subject and the bearer of a quality, can be
predicated of Socrates; however, the non-paronymous abstract expression
‘whiteness,” which signifies a non-substantial essence, would need to be at-

stanzen, sondern auch bei solchen Eigenschaften begegnet wie Musiker (von Aristoxe-
nos), Athener, Philosoph (von Sokrates), dann verlieren die im 2. Kapitel dargelegten Un-
terscheidungsmerkmale ihre Giiltigkeit, und es wird bedeutend schwieriger, die Grenze
zwischen Substanz und Qualitat zu erkennen.”

257 See Ibn Sina, K. asv—Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magalat, 1,3, p. 20, 11. 9-18 [= §§ 14-15 (2.B.b)].
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tributed to Socrates in a different manner, e.g., by saying “‘whiteness’ is in Soc-
rates” or “Socrates has ‘whiteness’.”

Such an interpretation is in line with a more general rule we can derive
from Aristotle’s refutation of a presumable counterexample to Celarent NXN
discussed in An. Pr. A 34: Whereas, as Aristotle tells us, the alleged difficulty
only arises if one were to allow for a premise in which “illness” (vécog/al-
marad), i.e., an expression signifying a non-substantial essence, is predicated of
“man” (GvBpwmog/insan), i.e., an expression signifying a substance, the counter-
example would not hold if “illness” were replaced by the paronymous expres-
sion “ill” (16 vooodv / al-marid), which may be taken to signify both a quality in
a subject and the bearer of a quality.”® Aristotle concludes the discussion by
providing us with the following rule: “Thus it is clear that in such premises one
should always replace [the expression signifying] the state by [the expression
signifying] ‘that which is according to the state’ [i.e., ‘that which has the state’]
and take it [i.e., the expression signifying ‘that which has the state’] as a
term.”™ As Marko Malink argues with recourse to Alexander of Aphrodisias’
Commentary on the Prior Analytics, the rationale behind this rule “seems to be
that non-substance essence terms like ‘illness’ cannot be truly a,-predicated of
substance terms like ‘man’.” Rather, such a predication is only possible if the
predicate is “a non-essence term like ‘ill’,”**” which Aristotle would classify as a
paronymous expression. As will become clearer shortly, Ibn Sina in his distinc-
tion between the manner in which a non-paronymous expression signifying
something that falls under a different category than the subject, on the one

258 Aristotle, An. Pr. A 34, 47b40 — 48a12. My reading of An. Pr. A 34 draws on the ground-
breaking analysis undertaken by Marko Malink, Aristotle’s Modal Syllogistic (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), pp. 152-156. The counterexample has the following
form: The supposedly true premises (i) ‘health [A] necessarily holds of no illness [B]’
[AenB] and (ii) ‘illness [B] holds of every man [C]’ [BaxC] yield the false conclusion (iii)
‘health [A] necessarily holds of no man [C]’ [AenC]. In this syllogism, in the minor
premise (ii) an abstract expression which signifies a non-substantial essence (i.e., ‘ill-
ness’) is predicated of an expression signifying a substance (i.e., ‘man’). Aristotle appears
to take issue with this and demands that ‘illness’ and ‘health’ be replaced by the
paronymous expressions ‘i’ and ‘healthy’; in this way, it becomes clear that the major
premise (i) is false: ‘that which is healthy [A] necessarily holds of nothing which is ill’;
that is to say, the revised major premise is false if one understands it in the sense that
‘someone who is healthy can never be ill.’

259 Aristotle, An. Pr. A 34, 48a26-28: “Sfjlov odv 811 katd Tag ToldTAG TPOTAOELS del TO
kot v €Ewv avti Tig €€ewg petainmtéov kol Oetéov dpov” (my tr.). Arabic tr. in
Mantiq Aristi, al-Qiyas, ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p. 301, 1. 10-11: fa-huwa bayyinun anna fi mitli
hadihi I-muqaddimati yanbagi an yu’ahada du I-hali badala I-hali wa-yasiru haddan.

260 Marko Malink, Aristotle’s Modal Syllogistic, p. 155.
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hand, and the corresponding paronymous expression, on the other hand, can
function as a predicate draws on a closely related intuition.

2.4.4.2. Ibn Sina’s Reassessment of Aristotle’s Syllogism in the “of'a Subject”
Mode of Predication (K. asv—gifd), al-Mantiq, al-Magalat, 1,5):
Predicating Non-Essential Paronymous Expressions of the Subject

Against the background of Ibn Sina’s warning not to equate the formula “being
said of something as of a subject” with essential predication, which - as we have
seen — he voices quite forcefully in the course of Magilat 1,3, one might be sur-
prised to see that at the beginning of Maqulat 1,5 (i.e., in the chapter which is
chiefly concerned with Cat. 3, 1b10-15, and the commentatorial tradition con-
nected to this passage) Ibn Sina at first sight seems to reproduce the Aristotelian
example, along with its exegetical baggage, quite faithfully:

Whenever a thing [A] is predicated of [another] thing [B] as something which is
said of a subject, and when thereupon that [second] thing [B] is predicated of [yet
another] thing [C] as something which is said of a subject, so that there are two ex-
treme terms [A and C] and one middle term [B], then that [thing] which had been
said as that which is said of the subject [i.e., A] is said of that [thing] of which the
first ‘said thing’” had been predicated [i.e., C (for B is the first thing of which some-
thing had been said — and B had been predicated of C)]; for example, [i (major)]
whenever ‘animal’ [A] is predicated of ‘man’ [B] as something which is said of a
subject, and [ii (minor)] whenever ‘man’ [B] is said of Zayd and ‘Amr in the same
manner of predication, then [iii (conclusion)] ‘animal’ [A] is said of Zayd [C] in the
same manner of predication as well; for Zayd is an animal; and he shares with ‘an-
imal’ in its definition (wa-yastariku ma‘a l-hayawani fi haddihi), that is to say, the
definition of ‘animal’ is predicated of him [i.e., Zayd] because ‘animal’ is said of ‘the
nature of man’; thus, of everything of which ‘man’ is said, ‘animal’ is said as well;
and ‘man’ is said of Zayd.*'
Here Ibn Sina appears to stress the fact that there is an essential relation both
between the major term ‘animal’ (functioning as the predicate of the first prem-
ise) and the middle term ‘man’ (functioning as the subject of the first premise),
on the one hand, and between the major term ‘animal’ (functioning as the predi-
cate of the conclusion) and the minor term Zayd (functioning as the subject of
the conclusion), on the other hand. Yet, upon closer inspection it becomes clear
that highlighting this essential relation is important not because it would prove
the claim that all “of a subject” predications are essential predications but rather
because — in the context of discussing the present syllogism — the fact that ‘ani-
mal’ is not just predicated of ‘a certain man under certain circumstances’ but of
‘the nature of man’ provides us with the warrant that the major premise is both

261 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Svifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,5, p. 38, 11. 10-16.
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universal and unconditionally true. In the course of the subsequent discussion
Ibn Sina stresses the fact that the syllogism that had been provided by way of
example — with the major term being the genus ‘animal,’ the minor term ‘the
individual man’ and the middle term the species ‘man’ - could very well be re-
placed by a syllogism in which the relation between the major term and the
middle term would be non-essential and yet the major term could still be predi-
cated of that of which the middle term is predicated:

If it were to happen that instead of the genus there would be another thing (wa-law
ittafaqa an kana badala I-ginsi Say’un aharu) which - in terms of applying generally
[to that of which it is said] — would correspond to the judgment and characteristic
of the genus (huwa ‘ala hukmi I-ginsi wa-sifatihi min haytu I-‘umum), and if it were
predicated of every middle term, then the fact that it is not essential (kawnuhu gay-
ra dati) would not prevent that it is predicated of whatever falls under the middle
term (an yuhmala ‘ala ma tahta l-wasita).**

Eventually, Ibn Sina supplements Aristotle’s example by a syllogism which pur-
posefully avoids giving the impression that propositions in the “of a subject”
mode of predication always amount to statements about the essence of the sub-
ject; at the same time, in all three propositions of this syllogism the predicates
happen to be paronymous expressions:

You must know: [i (major)] Whenever the major term (at-taraf al-akbar) [A] is said
of the middle term (al-awsat) [B] [AaB]; [ii (minor)] and the middle term (al-awsat)
[B] is said of the minor term [C] [BaC] — whereas in none of these two cases ‘being
said of something’ means that it is said essentially (wa-lam yakun al-qawl ‘ala Say’in
minhuma ‘ala ma‘na d-dati) —, [iii (conclusion)] the major term [A] is also said of the
minor term [C] [AaC]; for example: [ii (minor)] ‘the laughing one’ (ad-dahhak) [B]
is said of every ‘man’ (‘ala kulli insanin) [C] [BaC]; [i (major) ‘the walking one’ (al-
masi) [A] is said of every ‘laughing one’ (‘ala kulli dahhakin) [B] [AaB]; [iii (conclu-
sion)] thus, ‘the walking one’ [A] is said of every ‘man’ [C] [AaC].*”

The syllogism introduced by Ibn Sina has the following form:

i ‘the walking one’ [A] is said of every ‘laughing one’ [B] [AayB]
ii ‘the laughing one’ [B] is said of every ‘man’ [C] [Ba,C]
iii ‘the walking one’ [A] is said of every ‘man’ [C] [Aa,C]

Both in the minor premise and in the conclusion paronymous expressions signi-
fying properties that are not substances (‘the laughing one / able to laugh’ and
‘the walking one / able to walk’) are said of an expression signifying a substance
(‘man’). Unlike in the case of non-paronymous expressions which signify the
essence of such non-substantial properties, i.e., ‘laughter / the ability to laugh’
and ‘to walk / the ability to walk,” the paronymous expressions ad-dahhak and

262 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,5, p. 40, 11. 10-11.
263 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,5, p. 43, 11. 12-14.
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al-masi can be predicated of the subject: While one cannot say that ‘man’ is ‘the
ability to laugh’ or is ‘the ability to walk’ but rather needs to say that he has the
‘ability to laugh’ and has ‘the ability to walk,” there is no problem in saying
‘man is the laughing one’ and ‘man is the walking one.’

The fact that Ibn Sina chose two predicates which might be considered to be
among the propria of “man” (which would, however, be a disputed claim with
regard to “walking”) should not be taken to indicate that in order for a predicate
to be said of a subject, the relationship between subject and predicate must be
either essential or convertible. As Ibn Sina stresses in the context of defining
“that which can be predicated of something” (al-mahmaul ‘ala $-$ay’) in his later
Mantiq al-masriqiyyin, the only criterion an expression needs to fulfill in order
to be predicated of another expression is that it holds true of it, i.e., that the
thing signified by the one expression is, at the same time, the thing signified by
the other expression:

Whenever one says of any given thing that it is ‘such-and-such’ (ida gila li-Say’in

mina l-aSyd’i innahu kada), then ‘such-and-such’ (kada) is predicated of it (mahmul

‘alayhi), regardless of whether this [predication] comes about by means of audible

speech (qawlan masmiu‘an) or by means of intellected inner speech (gawlan

ma‘qulan batinan). And it is not a condition for ‘that which is predicated of some-
thing’ that its meaning is the meaning of that of which it is predicated (wa-laysa
min Sarti I-mahmauli ‘ala $-Say’i an yakuna ma‘nahu mana ma humila ‘alayhi) so
that it would be admissible to say ‘man is a human being’ (al-insanu basarun) but
inadmissible to say ‘man is laughing / able to laugh’ (al-insanu dahhakun). Rather,
its condition is [i.e., the condition something needs to fulfill in order to be predicat-
ed of something] that it is true of it [i.e., of the subject] (an yakiuna sadigan ‘alayhi),
even if it [i.e., the predicate] is not it [i.e., the subject] (wa-in lam yakun huwa hu-
wa); for by saying ‘man is laughing’ one does not mean that ‘man, inasmuch as he
has the meaning (mafham) of humanity (insaniyya),” is ‘the laughing one, inasmuch
as he is laughing.’ [...] That which we content ourselves with here [i.e., in logic] is
that our saying ‘man is laughing’ means ‘the thing which is the man is also [the
thing which is] laughing.’***
Especially in the case of particular propositions, it may in many cases be possi-
ble to truly predicate of the subject a universal expression signifying an acci-
dental property, provided that it is not the expression signifying the essence of
the respective accidental property but a name paronymously derived from that

264 Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-masriqiyyin (Cairo: al-Maktaba as-salafiyya, 1910 [1328 AH]), p. 12,
1l. 14-20 and p. 13, 1. 10-11. Whereas in the Mantiq al-masriqiyyin Ibn Sina does not ex-
plicitly address the original dispute on the correct understanding of what it means to be
predicated of something (just like, in general, he does not grapple with the commenta-
torial tradition in this work anymore), this passage clearly echoes his previous attempts
at freeing the criterion of whether something can be predicated of something from ex-
cessive ontological commitments.
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expression, just like we may say “the piece of clothing is ‘white’ (abyad) or is
‘whitened” (mubayyad)” but not “the piece of clothing is ‘whiteness’ (bayad).”*
Since the meaning of “(the) white (one)” (al-abyad) - in contrast to “whiteness”
(al-bayad) - can be taken to be “a thing which possesses a color that disperses the
vision,”**® a paronymous (mustaqq) expression such as “white” or “whitened” is
not just predicated according to the name but also “according to the meaning”
(bi-l-ma‘nd) and therefore synonymously.**’ This aspect is particularly stressed
by Nasir ad-Din at-Tasi in his explanation of Ibn Sind’s “pointer to that which is
predicated” (isara ila I-mahmil).**®® Having given an outline of what it means to
be predicated in the being mode, i.e., ‘predication by way of synonymy,” at-Tasi
in a second step (which is not immediately motivated by the text he comments
on) provides us with a concise account of ‘predication by way of paronymy’; in
this context, we see him draw on the intuition that whenever one derives a
paronymous name from an expression signifying an accidental attribute, this
paronymous name may be predicated ‘by way of synonymy’:

Another kind of predication is called ‘predication by way of paronymy’ (haml al-
iStiqaq); this is the predication [in the mode of] ‘it has it’ (huwa hamlu huwa di hu-
wa), just like ‘whiteness’ [is predicated] of ‘body’. That which is predicated in this
mode of predication (wa-I-mahmaul bi-dalika I-haml) is not predicated of the subject
and of its definition by way of synonymy (la yuhmalu ‘ala I-mawdii wa-haddihi bi-

265 In K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3, p. 20, 11. 12-16 [= § 15 (2.B.b)], Ibn Sina points
out that while a non-paronymous expression such as “whiteness” (al-bayad) — which, as
we might add, signifies a non-substantial essence — may not be predicated of “a piece of
clothing” - ie., of an individual substance — “according to the meaning” (bi-I-ma‘na),
that is to say, “as that what it is” (ka-ma huwa), “that which is predicated according to
the meaning” (al-mahmaul bi-l-ma‘na), i.e., that which can truly be said of a piece of
clothing, is “an expression paronymously derived from its expression” (lafzan
mustaqqan min lafzihi), namely a universal expression such as “white” (ayad) or
“whitened” (mubayyad).

266 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§if&’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,3, p. 26, 1. 11-16 [= § 44 (2.B.b)].

267 For an account of the various meanings of mustaqq in Ibn Sina, see Cornelia Schock,
“Name (ism), Derived Name (ism mushtaqq) and Description (wasf) in Arabic Grammar,
Muslim Dialectical Theology and Arabic Logic,” in The Unity of Science in the Arabic
Tradition: Science, Logic, Epistemology and their Interactions, ed. Shahid Rahman, Tony
Street and Hassan Tahiri (Dordrecht: Springer, 2008), esp. pp. 347-253.

268 Ibn Sina, al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. az-Zariq, p. 43, ll. 4-9: “Pointer to that which is
predicated (iSara ila I-mahmul). Whenever we say: ‘Figure’ is predicated of ‘triangle,’ it
[i.e., this predication] does not mean that the true nature (haqiqa) of the triangle is the
true nature of the figure. Rather, it means that the thing of which one says ‘triangle’ is
the same thing of which one says ‘figure’ (fa-huwa bi-‘aynihi yuqalu lahu innahu
Saklun), regardless of whether in itself (fi nafsihi) it is a third meaning [i.e., a meaning
besides ‘triangle’ or figure’] or whether in itself it is one of the two meanings [i.e., either
‘triangle’ or ‘figure’].”
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l-muwata’a). Rather, it is predicated [a] along with the expression ‘having / in pos-
session of’ (du), just like one says ‘the body has whiteness’ (al-gismu du bayadin).
[b] Or a name is paronymously derived from it, just like [the name] ‘the white’ (al-
abyad); thus, it is predicated of it ‘by way of synonymy’ (fa-yuhmalu bi-I-muwata’ati
‘alayhi) [and hence in the first mode of predication], just like one says: “The body is
white (abyad).*”
On the ontological level, both “white” and “whiteness” would, of course, be clas-
sified as expressions signifying an accidental property and therefore would be
said to “exist in a subject”; but on the level of predication, we could - according
to the name and the meaning - truly predicate a paronymous form such as
“white” of one piece of clothing and of some pieces of clothing, just like we
might be able to truly predicate it of Zayd and ‘Amr and some human beings.
However, statements of this sort, i.e., with a universal predicate and a par-
ticular subject, would not be of any use if we aim at devising a syllogism with a
universal major premise and with a major term which cannot only be truly pred-
icated of a certain thing signified by the middle term but of everything which
falls under the middle term. In the context of formulating such syllogisms it will,
indeed, be very likely that we deal with propositions in which the relationship
between the subject and the predicate is one of essentiality or convertibility,
even though this is not due to the fact that per se every universal expression
which can be predicated of any given subject would either have to be essential
or convertible in relation to the subject.

2.4.5. Ibn Sina’s Alternative Classification of Attributes

2.4.5.1. Short Excursus on Ibn Sina’s Terminological Clarifications
in K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 1,5-6

In an effort to pave the way for a systematic and detailed discussion of
Porphyry’s five predicables (i.e., genus, species, differentia, accident and propri-
um), Ibn Sina in Madhal 1,5 of the Sifa’ investigates the ways in which any com-
pounded “quiddity” (mahiyya) or “essence” (dat) — i.e., something whose “true
nature” (haqiqa) is “composed” (talta’imu) of various “things and notions” (umar
wa-ma‘ani) but which, nonetheless, is realized as a “single notion” (ma‘na wahid)
~ may be related to any type of “attribute (sifa)”;*”° subsequently, these different
relations between a mahiyya and a sifa serve as a means of dividing “universal
expressions” (alfaz kulliyya) into “essential” (dati) and “accidental” (‘aradi) ex-

269 Nasir ad-Din at-Tasi, Hall muskilat al-Isarat, in Ibn Sina, al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat, ed. S.
Dunya, vol. 1, p. 142, 11. 7-10.
270 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Sviﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 1,5, p. 28,1. 13 - p. 29, 1. 2.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

A. Study 105

pressions. Ibn Sina wants to ensure that both a universal expression which signi-
fies “the true essence of the thing” (datan hagigiyyatan li-5-$ay’),”’" ie., an ex-
pression which signifies the complete account of what it means to be a certain
thing, and a universal expression which signifies those “attributes” (awsaf) of
which the “true nature” (hagiqa) of the thing is “composed” (talta’imu)”’* can be
classified as “essential.” Thus, he delineates essential expressions as follows:

Whenever (ida) a universal expression (al-lafz al-kulli) signifies a meaning (ma‘na)
[= T1] whose relation (nisba) to the particular things which take on its meaning (al-
Suz’iyyat allati turadu li-ma‘nahu) is a relation which is such that, whenever one
imagines it [i.e., the relation] to be non-existent, the essence of the respective par-
ticular thing [= T2] must be non-existent [as well], not in such a manner that the
essence of that thing [= T1] must be removed first so that it becomes possible to im-
agine the removal of this [other] thing [= T2]; rather, it is because the removal of
this [= T1] makes it necessary that that thing [= T2] is removed [as well], be it [a]
because this removed thing [= T1] is the true nature of its [= T2’s] essence or [b]
because this removed thing [= T1] is one of those things which the true nature of its
[= T2’s] essence is in need of in order to be constituted (hada l-marfi‘u mimma
tahtagu ilayhi haqiqatu datihi li-yatagawwima), [whenever a universal expression is
such] it is called ‘essential’ (fa-innahi yuqalu laha dati).””

Thus, whereas a type a essential expression signifies the quiddity of the thing in
its totality, just like ‘man’ signifies — in relation to any given man - the com-
plete species, that is, ‘rational animal,” a type b essential expression signifies
something which “constitutes” (yuqawwimu) the quiddity, just like that which is
signified by the expression ‘animal’ or the expression ‘rational’ constitutes ‘man’
or any individual man. As Ibn Sina further expounds in Madhal 1,6, those schol-
ars who assumed a full identity between essential expressions and expressions
which signifies a constitutive attribute (= Ibn Sina’s type b of essential expres-
sions), erroneously excluded expressions which signify the quiddity from the
realm of essential expressions:

As for their saying that ‘the essential (ad-dati)’ is ‘that which is constitutive (al-
muqawwim), this [definition] only encompasses those essential [expressions]
which do not signify the quiddity (ma kana mina d-datiyyati gayra dallin ‘ala I-
mdhzi%ya); for that which is constitutive is constitutive in relation to something
else.

That is to say, that which signifies the quiddity in its totality, i.e., a quiddity
which has already been realized, may not be said to constitute the quiddity; ra-
ther, only the various notions which a compounded quiddity is made up of may

271 Tbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 15, p. 30, 1. 7.

272 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 1,5, p. 30, 1. 8.

273 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 1,5, p. 31, 1. 17 - p. 32, 1. 3.
274 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifé’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 16, p. 33, 1. 12-13.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

106 2. Ibn Sina’s Reception of the Two Aristotelian Criteria for Dividing “Beings”

be regarded as being constitutive. Moreover, on an epistemological level Ibn
Sina clarifies that any compounded quiddity can only be grasped if — prior to its
conceptualization - the mind attains its constitutive elements and thereupon
continues to conceptualize them along with the quiddity, that is to say, a quiddi-
ty cannot persist in intellectu if one of those notions by which it had been consti-
tuted is negated of it:

Whenever this quiddity has constituents which precede it, insofar as it is a quiddity
(ida kana laha mugawwimat mutaqaddima min haytu hiya mahiyya), it cannot be
realized as a quiddity unless these [constituents] precede it (lam tahsul mahiyyatan
duna taqaddumiha). And as long as it has not been realized as a quiddity, it is real-
ized neither as an intelligible nor as a concrete being (lam tahsul ma‘qulatan wa-la
‘aynan) [i.e., neither as something existing in intellectu nor as something existing in
re]. Thus, whenever it has been realized as an intelligible, it [i.e., the quiddity] has
been realized, whereas that by which it is constituted (ma tatagawwamu bihi) had -
in the manner in which it [i.e., the quiddity] is constituted by it — been realized in
the intellect along with it [i.e., the quiddity] (wa-qad hasala ma tatagawwamu bihi fi
I-‘aql ma‘aha ‘ala I-gihati llati tatagawwamu bihi). Thus, whenever this [constitu-
ent] has been realized in the intellect (ida kana dalika hasilan fi I-‘aql), the negation
[of it] is impossible (lam yumkin as-salb). Thus, these constituents must be intellect-
ed along with the conceptualization of the thing - in such a manner that one cannot
ignore the fact that they exist with it (Ia yughalu wugiuduha lahi), and [in such a
manner that] it is impossible to negate them of it so that the quiddity would remain
firm in the mind (hatta tatbuta fi d-dihn), even though these [constituents] would
be removed in the mind in actu.””

As will become clear shortly, in the context of introducing his revised scheme of
attributive relations at the beginning of Magqilat 1,3, Ibn Sina deems it necessary
to add a further specification to this account of the relationship between an es-
sential attribute and the quiddity in relation to which it is essential: Whenever
we predicate of a quiddity which has been established in one of the two modes
of existence (i.e., either in intellectu or in re) an attribute which is one of those
notions by which the quiddity had been constituted, this attribute may, strictly
speaking, not be said to be “constitutive” any more: Rather, as soon as the quid-
dity has been completed that by which the quiddity had been constituted has
become a “part” (§uz’) of the quiddity; for example, ‘man’ or any individual man
is constituted by that which is signified by the expression ‘animal’ or the expres-
sion ‘rational’ — and as soon as it has been realized, that which is signified by the
expression ‘animal’ or the expression ‘rational’ has become a part of the quiddi-
ty, i.e., something which is “intrinsic” (dahil) to the account of what it means to
be a man. This subtle terminological distinction between the condition under
which one and the same attribute may be said to be either “constitutive” or “in-

275 1Ibn Sina, K. asv—Sviﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, 1,6, p. 34, 11. 13-19.
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trinsic / a part” in relation to a certain quiddity can be understood as the result
of Ibn Sind’s desire to distinguish between “established” and “non-established”
subjects of attribution: While the former are infimae species which may exist per
se — regardless of whether we think of them, speak of them, or ascribe predicates
to them -, the latter are higher-order universals which, on an ontological level,
are completely dependent on the existence of realized quiddities possessing a
lower degree of universality.”®

2.4.5.2. The Fivefold Scheme of Attributive Relations
Introduced in K. a§—.§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3

Given his insistence on the necessity to scrutinize the number and scope of the
criteria which are at play in Aristotle’s fourfold classification in Cat. 2 (or in
one’s interpretation of that scheme), one might be a bit puzzled about the fact
that Ibn Sind’s alternative scheme is not accompanied by a discussion of the
method by which he arrived at it. Without making any preceding explanatory
remarks he straightforwardly introduces the following classification of five
types of “attributes of things” (sifat al-umaur):

[Type A] 1t [i.e., any given attribute] is either such that the essence of that which is
described by the attribute (al-mawsiif) has already been established (gad istagarra
datuhil) as a subsisting concept (ma‘nan qa’iman) — and it is only afterwards that
the attribute by which it is characterized (as-sifatu llati yusafu biha) is attached to it
as an extrinsic attribute (talhaquhu harigan ‘anhi), either [i] the way an accident is
attached or [ii] the way a concomitant is attached (luhiiqa ‘aridin aw lazimin).

[Type B] Or that which is described by the attribute is such that its essence has al-
ready been established, but the attribute by which it is characterized is not attached
to it the way something extrinsic is attached; rather, it is a part of its subsistence
(guz’ min qiwamihi).

[Type C] Or it [i.e., the mawsif] is such that its essence has not been established yet
and the attribute is attached to it in order for its essence to be established, but it is
not a part of its essence (wa-laysat uz’an min datihi).

276 Cf. the remarks Ibn Sina makes in the Illahiyyat of the Sifa’in the context of discussing
the difference between ‘body as a genus’ and ‘body as matter’: “Thereupon (tumma), the
‘absolute body,” which is not ‘a body in the sense of matter’ [but rather ‘a body in the
sense of the genus’], derives its existence and combination [with other notions that de-
termine it] only from the existence of its species (al-gismu l-mutlaqu lladi laysa bi-ma‘na
l-maddati innama wuguduhi wa-igtima‘uhii min wugiudi anwa‘hi). All those things
which are posited below it [i.e., below the genus ‘body’] are the causes of its existence
(wa-ma tuda‘u tahtahi fa-hiya asbabun li-wugudihi). It [i.e., ‘the absolute body’ / ‘body
in the sense of the genus’], however, is not a cause for their existence.” Ibn Sina, K. as-
Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (1), V.3, p. 217, 1l. 2—4.
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[Type D] Or it [i.e., the mawsif] is such that its essence has not been established yet
and the attribute is not attached to it extrinsically (min harigin); rather, it is a part
of its existence (§uz’ min wugudihi).

[Type E] Or its essence [i.e., the essence of the mawsiif] has not been established yet
and the attribute is not attached to it on account of its essence itself (wa-s-sifatu
talhaquhu la li-nafsi datihi); rather, it is attached to it on account of that which es-
tablishes it [in its existence], either the way [i] a concomitant [ii] or a primary acci-
dent is attached (bal luhiiqa lazimin li-ma yuqarriruhii aw “Gridin lahi awwal).””

Even though Ibn Sina does not provide us with an explicit discussion of the cri-
teria on which this classification is based, we can discern a recourse to the fol-
lowing two basic notions:

(1) On the side of the mawsif, Ibn Sina draws on the criterion of whether its
essence is “established” or not. In his subsequent discussion of an example of
type D it becomes clear which kind of mawsif may be characterized as some-
thing whose essence has not been established yet (la yakun qad istaqarra datuhu
ba‘d): “in the case of body, taken absolutely, no attained existence has been es-
tablished yet” (fa-inna I-gisma mutlaqan la yataqarraru lahi wugidun
muhassalun ba‘dahi).”’”® Therefore, in the present context I understand istigrar
to be used in the sense of husil and tubut””’ that is to say, it refers to the fact
that an essence is sufficiently determined in order to be realized either as a con-
crete thing or as the corresponding universal, i.e., as an individual or “the spe-
cies in its completeness (an-naw* bi-tamamihi).”*** A non-determined essence, in
turn, is either a universal with a lower degree of specificity, i.e., a bare genus
which can only be realized by means of additional specifications, or an unin-
formed matter which can only be realized by acquiring a form. As Ibn Sina ex-
plains in more detail in chapter V,3 of the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa’- namely in the
context of distinguishing between ‘body in the sense of matter’ and ‘body in the
sense of the genus’ — “the absolute body (al-gism al-mutlag),”*®" i.e., body as a
genus which by itself merely has the meaning of being a substance that possess-
es length, breadth and depth, is “like something which is yet unknown” (ka-I-
maghil ba‘d); for “one would not know what form it takes and how many forms

277 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5iﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3, p. 18, 1. 6-13 [= §§ 2-6 (2.B.b)].

278 Ibn Sina, K. a$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magilat, 1,3, p. 19, 11. 4-5 [= § 10 (2.B.b)].

279 For the synonymy of husul and tubut, cf. Deborah Black, “Mental Existence in Thomas
Aquinas and Avicenna,” Mediaeval Studies 61 (1999): pp. 49-50: “On Avicenna’s constru-
al, then, to say that some thing is in the soul is to say that an essence or quiddity exists
in some way in that soul. Avicenna is emphatic that this is truly a mode of existence or
being, and that as such it is completely on a par with concrete existence in the external
world. Neither one nor the other mode is less ‘realized’ (al-muhassal) or ‘established’ (al-
muthbat) than the other, to use Avicenna’s own synonyms for the existential order.”

280 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Nlahiyyat (1), V.3, p. 217, L. 13.

281 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (1), V.3, p. 217, 1. 2.
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it comprises; and the soul seeks to attain this [that is to say, this additional
specification] since a thing which is a realized body [and nothing else] has not
yet been established in actu.”**

(2) On the side of the sifa, Ibn Sina applies two inter-connected levels of cri-
teria, namely (a) whether or not an attribute is “extrinsic” (harig) in relation to
the mawsiif, that is to say, whether or not it is a part (§uz’) of its essence; (b) and
whether or not an attribute is “constitutive” (mugawwim) in relation to the
mawstf. Thus, Ibn Sina now adds the following specification to the account of
constitutive attributes presented in Madhal 1,6: In those cases in which the es-
sence of the mawsiif has already been established (types A and B), the attribute
cannot be but non-constitutive, regardless of whether or not it is included in the
thing’s essence. That Ibn Sina intends to draw a distinction between being in-
trinsic to the essence and being constitutive in relation to the essence becomes
particularly clear in the discussion of the example he provides for type B:

An example of the second [division] is your saying ‘man is an animal.” For man is a
realized nature (fabi‘a mutahassila) which, after being a man (ba'd ma huwa
insanun), is not in need of something that constitutes it (la tahtagu ila ma yuqaw-
wimuha). If this should be difficult for you, consider Zayd instead of man: Never-
theless [i.e., even though Zayd has already been realized], animal is a part of its
quiddity (§uz’ min mahiyyatihi).**
Thus, whether an intrinsic attribute is constitutive or non-constitutive solely
depends on the essence of the mawsif: If, by an act of attribution, we affirm of a
complete species which has been realized in intellectu (e.g., ‘man’) or in re (e.g.,
Zayd) a notion which is included in its essence (e.g., ‘animal’), this intrinsic sifa
does not perform the function of constituting the mawsiyf, that is to say, since
the essence has already been established, there is simply no need to bring it into
subsistence. Rather, whenever we affirm something of an established essence,
we can only analyze whether or not it is a part (§uz’) of it. Moreover, something
may be constitutive in relation to the mawsif, even though it is not a part of it,
as is the case with form in relation to matter.

282 Ibn Sina, K. asV-Sifd’, al-Nlahiyyat (1), V,3, p. 218, 1. 1-3; cf. the English tr. by Michael
Marmura, The Metaphysics of The Healing (Provo, UT: Brigham Young University Press,
2005), p. 166. On the background of this discussion see also Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-
Mantiq, al-Burhan, ed. Abu 1-‘Ala’ “Afifi (Cairo: al-Matba‘a al-amiriyya, 1956 [1375 AH],
L,10 - a chapter closely related to Ilahiyyat V,3 (as a matter of fact, a significant portion
of text seems to have been copied verbatim from one of these two chapters into the oth-
er one).

283 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,3, p. 18, 1. 15-17 [= § 8 (2.B.b)].
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In this context, one possible source of confusion may lie in the variety of
expressions Ibn Sina uses for that of which an attribute may or may not be a
part:

(type B) “part of its subsistence” (§uz’ min qiwamihi);

(example of type B) “part of its quiddity” (§uz’ min mahiyyatihi);

(type C) “not part of its essence” (laysat uz’an min datihi);

(type D) “part of its existence” (§uz’ min wugudihi);

(example of type D) “part of its quiddity, that is, part of its definition” (§uz’ min

mahiyyatihi ay §uz’ haddihi);
(recourse to the example of type B in the context of discussing type E)
“part of its existence” (§uz’ wugudihi).

In my interpretation of Ibn Sina’s scheme, the criterion of whether the sifa is
intrinsic or extrinsic in relation to the mawsiif should for all five types be taken
to refer to the essence of the mawsif, in those places where Ibn Sina speaks of
qiwam or wugud, instead of dat or mahiyya, there is merely a change in focus:
The attribute is part of an essence whenever the essence is realized in a certain
mode of existence. Even in the case of type D, where that which is characterized
by the attribute does not yet have a “realized existence” (wugud muhassal) and
thus has not attained a degree of specificity at which it could be realized as a
complete species in intellectu or as an individual in re, Ibn Sina describes the sifa,
e.g., “substance” (§awhar), as being “part of the existence” of the mawsif, e.g.,
“body taken absolutely” (al-gism mutlagan): Even though our mind asks for
further specifications in order to be able to conceptualize a body, the definition
of body may be said to exist in intellectu — and in this sense, “substance” is “part
of its existence.” However, Ibn Sina is cautious not to speak of giwam or wugid
in the case of type C: For matter qua matter may not be said to exist in any
way.

On the basis of these two criteria and the examples discussed by Ibn Sina
himself I would like to propose the following interpretation of the revised
scheme of attributive relations:

284 Cf. Jon McGinnis, Avicenna (Oxford: University Press, 2010), 55: “The reason why Avi-
cenna believes that the matter would cease to be if it lacked a form is that for him the
form explains the actual existence belonging to a thing, whereas the matter explains a
thing’s potential existence, where ‘potentiality’ is understood as preparedness to receive
a form that is different from the form presently existing in the thing. Thus, if matter
were ever wholly devoid of all forms, it would not actually be anything, that is, it would
not exist, since any actual existence it has must come from a form.”
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An attribute applies extrinsically to something whose essence is estab-

lished

— extrinsic attribution with regard to a specific entity realized in re or

in intellectu;

i.e., the essence has been realized in existence; that is to say, the essence is

either realized as a concrete thing, e.g., as an individual such as Zayd; or

as a complete species, such as ‘man’; this vaguely corresponds to ‘inher-

ence in a subject’ in the sense of Cat. 2 (if the attributive relations of Cat. 2

are limited to concrete things and their proximate universals);

type A is subdivided into two types of attributions:

i. common accident; e.g., ‘white’ in relation to ‘man’ or Zayd;

ii. concomitant [i.e., a proprium]; e.g., ‘capable of laughing’ in relation to
‘man’ or Zayd.

An attribute applies intrinsically to something whose essence is estab-

lished

— intrinsic attribution with regard to a specific entity realized in re or

in intellectu;

e.g., ‘animal’ in relation to ‘man’ or Zayd.

An attribute applies extrinsically to something whose essence is estab-

lished through that attribute

— hylemorphic attribution;

this corresponds to ‘inherence in a subject’ in the sense of Aristotle’s

form-matter analysis in Physics and Metaphysics;

e.g., any given ‘form’ in relation to an ‘uninformed matter disposed to re-

ceive it.’

An attribute applies intrinsically to something whose essence is not estab-

lished yet

— intrinsic attribution with regard to a non-specific entity (i.e., some-

thing which cannot be realized unless further specifications are added to

it);

e.g., ‘substance’ in relation to ‘absolute body’ (= ‘body as genus’).

An attribute applies extrinsically to something whose essence is not estab-

lished yet

— extrinsic attribution with regard to a non-specific entity;

this is subdivided into two types of attributes:

i. concomitant;
e.g., ‘having the disposition to move and rest in the where’ in relation
to ‘absolute body’ (ie., the quiddity of body in the sense of ‘being
merely a substance possessing length, breadth and depth, and nothing
else’ does not have the disposition to move and rest — but as soon as it
is realized in existence, ‘moving and resting’ apply to it as a concomi-
tant); ‘occupying space’ (tahayyuz) in relation to ‘uninformed matter’;

ii. primary accident;
e.g., predicates such as ‘white’ or ‘black’ in relation to an ‘uninformed
matter’ (i.e., as soon as a matter is realized in existence, it has a color;
in this sense, ‘white’ and ‘black’ are primary accidents).

Figure 1. The Fivefold Scheme of K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqilat, 1,3
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As indicated by this schematic outline, almost the same constellation of criteria
applies both to cases C and E: The essence of the subject is not established in
existence and the attribute is extrinsic to the essence. What distinguishes the
two cases from each other, however, is the fact that C is characterized by an
additional aspect: This is the unique case in which the extrinsic attribute fulfills
the function of determining the essence of the subject in existence, that is to say,
of bringing it into subsistence; for in order to exist in actu matter always re-
quires a form, but the form does not belong to the quiddity of matter:

An example of the third [division] is matter (hayila) and form (sira). For in relation
to matter, form is an attribute which is extrinsic to its essence and by which its es-
sence is established as something subsisting in actu (qa’imatan bi-I-fil). If it were
not for form, the existence of matter would be impossible — not in such a way that
form would be a concomitant [of matter] after matter has been constituted (la ‘ala
anna s-surata lazimatun ba‘da t-tagawwum); rather, it [i.e., form] is constitutive and
determirzlgarlg and yet it is not a part of matter (wa-laysat ma‘a dalika guz’an mina I-
hayula).

In this context, it is important to keep in mind that for Ibn Sina form functions
as a formal — and thus as an intrinsic — cause only in relation to the form-matter
compositum, not in relation to matter;”*® thus it poses no difficulty for him to
classify form in relation to matter as an extrinsic attribute.

In a pioneering article on Ibn Sina’s revised fivefold scheme — which, as far
as I can tell, has hitherto been the only scholarly contribution dedicated to giv-
ing an outline of the first part of Magqulat 1,3 — Allan Béck remarks that with

285 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,3, p. 19, 11. 1-3 [= § 9 (2.B.b)].

286 See Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifdi al-Nlahiyyat (2), VL1, p. 259, 1l. 9-10: wa-innama s-suratu illatun
suriyyatun li-l-murakkabi minha wa-mina I-maddati fa-s-siratu innama hiya suratun li-I-
maddati wa-lakin laysat ‘illatan suriyyatan li-l-maddati. “Form is a formal cause only in
relation to that which is compounded from it and from matter; thus, form is merely a
form in relation to matter; it is, however, not a formal cause in relation to matter.” Cf.
the English tr. by Marmura, p. 196. For the distinction between form as the cause of mat-
ter inasmuch as it exists in actu in the compound, on the one hand, and of matter inas-
much as it is matter, on the other hand, see Amos Bertolacci, “The Doctrine of Material
and Formal Causality in the Illahiyyat of Avicenna’s Kitab as-Sifa’” Quaestio 2 (2002):
p. 136. For Ibn Sina’s bipartition of the four causes, see Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat
(2), VL1 (fi agsam al-‘ilal wa-ahwaliha, “on the divisions and states of the causes”). For
two differing interpretations of this bipartition, see Jean Jolivet: “La répartition des caus-
es chez Aristote et Avicenne: le sens d’'un déplacement,” in Lectionum varietates: hom-
mage a Paul Vignaux (1904—1987), ed. idem, Zénon Kaluza and Alain de Libera (Paris:
Vrin, 1991), pp.49-65; and (including a critical revision of Jolivet’s results) Robert
Wisnovsky, “Towards a History of Avicenna’s Distinction between Immanent and
Transcendent Causes,” in Before and After Avicenna: Proceedings of the First Conference
of the Avicenna Study Group, ed. David Reisman (Leiden: Brill, 2003), pp. 49-68.
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regard to case C Ibn Sina “clearly departs from the text of the Categories.” At the
same time, Back appears to be somewhat dissatisfied about the example of
“form” applying to “matter,” which he deemed to be “hardly an informative
example.””” As we have seen, already in his Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq Ibn
Sina had been conscious of the fact that under the fourfold classification scheme
we might be forced to swallow the attributive identity between two ontological-
ly very distinct types of beings, namely a substantial form inhering in matter
and an accident inhering in a subject which is ontologically prior.

Moreover, within the Magilat of the Sifa’ Ibn Sina in numerous instances
clearly indicates that the necessity to distinguish between form and accident —
whether by means of a completely new systematization or by means of provid-
ing a thorough supplement to the transmitted fourfold scheme - is by far one of
the most pressing problems posed by Cat. 2 for the later tradition. Thus, at the
end of chapter 1,5 of the Magalat of the Sifa’ - after having discussed the case of
a syllogism whose three propositions are such that, on an ontological level, the
predicate-term signifies an accident which inheres in that which is signified by
the subject-term so that, on an attributive level, the predicate applies to the sub-
ject accidentally”® — Ibn Sina suddenly announces a return to the “main issue
(ar-ra’s),” namely the proper distinction between form and accident:

Let us return to the main issue! We say: Whenever two essences are such that one
of them is realized in the other one, in such a manner that it is a primary realization
(husulan awwaliyyan) and that one of them cannot be kept apart from the other one
(la yatamayyizu minhi Say’in ‘ani l-ahara) — unlike in the case of the peg in the
wall, for the interior of the peg is free from the wall -, and in such manner that if
one were to point to that essence, the pointer would encompass the two things to-
gether, and in such a manner that each of them provides its respective owner
(sahib) with an attribute (sifa), a property (hay’a) and a characteristic (na‘t), [when-

287 Allan Béck, “The Ontological Pentagon of Avicenna,” p. 98.

288 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Svifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,5, p. 43, 1. 14 — p. 44, 1. 19. In this context, Ibn
Sina takes issue with the “commonly accepted” (mashur) view that such a syllogism
would be “impossible” (mumtani) since supposedly “one accident cannot be predicated
of another accident” (al-‘arad la yuhmalu ala I-‘arad), i.e., since in the minor premise the
middle term B would be an accident inhering in the minor term C [Ba;,C], in the major
premise the major term A would be an accident inhering in the middle term B [Aa;,B],
and in the conclusion the major term A would be an accident inhering in the minor term
C [Aa;,C], we would have a major premise in which the accident A would be predicated
of the accident B, which the commentators Ibn Sina refers to deem to be inadmissible.
Ibn Sina replies that from the fact that every accident is “in a subject” it does not follow
that an accident may not be a subject for other accidents; quite the contrary is the case,
“for many of the accidents exist in the substances only by means of other accidents” (i-
anna katiran mina l-a‘radi innama yugadu fi I-gawahiri bi-tawassuti a‘radin uhra).
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ever this is the case,] it [i.e., the respective other one] is either [1] an accident
(‘arad) in its owner or [2] a form (sura). This is so for the following reason:

[ad 1] If its owner which is characterized by it (sahibuhu I-mutassifu bihi) is consti-
tuted on account of itself (mutaqawwim bi-d-dat), and this [other thing] is only con-
stituted through it (innama yatagawwamu bihi), then it is an accident.

[ad 2] And if its owner has not been constituted yet (lam yatagawwam ba‘du), un-
less [it has been constituted] through it, and if it is entitled to constituting its own-
er, then it is a form.

They both have in common (yastarikani) that they are in a substrate (mahall). But
[ad 2] the substrate of one of the two is called matter (madda); and the substrate of
the other one is called subject (mawdi9.”’

By speaking in a rather general manner of a sahib or a mahall or, according to
his terminology, in a more specific manner of a mawdu‘ in which an accident
may be realized in a primary way, Ibn Sina purposefully avoids the doctrine that
it is always a substance (gawhar) in which an accident is realized; rather, he
wants to allow for the possibility that an accident might first of all pertain to
another accident and only through that other accident (or a chain of accidents)
to a substance, just like the property of “being visible” (kawnuhui mar’iyyan)
only inheres in the “body” through the “color” in which it inheres in a primary
way.””* To Ibn Sina’s mind then, the question one should focus on in this context
is not whether or not the substrate (mahall) which a certain property inheres in
is a substance or not but rather whether or not it can be fully realized without
the property which inheres in it: Whenever a substrate for the sake of being
constituted is not in need of the inhering property, the inhering property will be
an “accident” inhering in an ontologically prior “subject”; and whenever the
reverse is the case, it will be a “form” inhering in “matter.”

Therefore, against the background of the particular attention which Ibn
Sina throughout his reading of Cat. 2 and 3 pays to sorting out the relation be-
tween accident and form, I think that the example provided for type C of the
fivefold attributive scheme brings us straight to the heart of what is at stake
here: Ibn Sina’s revision aims at solving the terminological and conceptual prob-
lems that had been caused by the subsequent entanglement of the various layers
of linguistic and ontological classification efforts undertaken in the Categories
and in Metaphysics, and hence one of the most fundamental purposes of Ibn
Sina’s new scheme must be seen in achieving a more systematic integration of
the hylemorphic conception into a scheme of attributive relations.

289 Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,5, p. 45, 11. 1-7.
290 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Svifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,5, p. 44, 11. 8-9.
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2.4.6. Concluding Remark on the Fivefold Scheme
of K. a§-5'ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3

By way of summary, we may read the new scheme expounded in Magqilat 1,3 as
Ibn Sina’s attempt at tackling the following issues: (1) The terminological and
conceptual tensions that had resulted from a synoptic reading of the various
expositions of ontological classifications in Aristotle’s Categories and Metaphys-
ics are avoided — not by means of subtle reinterpretations of the Aristotelian
texts and the extensive commentatorial efforts triggered by them but rather by
means of a complete replacement; none of the two criteria that had previously
been used in the fourfold scheme of Cat. 2 is preserved (even though “being not
in a subject” is retained in an ontological context). (2) The result is a division
that classifies the relationship in which any given attribute (sifa) may stand to
any given thing characterized by an attribute (mawsif) — and not a division of
things by means of predicative relations. One important advantage of this ap-
proach lies in the fact that the danger of confusing accidents with accidental
predicates and substances with substantial/essential predicates is seriously di-
minished. (3) The basic divide between universals and particulars — which had
previously been established by the “of a subject” relation — is discarded. In Ibn
Sina’s view, when referring to terms and concepts which are suitable to be said
of many, it suffices to speak of “universal expressions” and “universal meanings”
rather than “those which are said of a subject.” (4) What Ibn Sina intends is a
scheme which unambiguously differentiates between accidental and essential
predication - and this is achieved by his distinction between attributes that are
intrinsic and attributes that are extrinsic in relation to the essence of the mawsiif.
(5) Moreover, the revised scheme serves the additional purpose of grasping these
two basic types of predications both at the level of established essences (i.e.,
sufficiently specific entities existing in re or in intellectu) and non-established
essences (i.e., genera per se or matter per se). (6) And finally, the special relation
by which form is attributed to matter now is unmistakably separated from all
other types of attributions, that is to say, from intrinsic and extrinsic attribu-
tions, both at the level of determined and non-determined essences.

2.5. A Note on the Aftermath of Ibn Sina’s Reading of Cat. 2

As a result of Ibn Sina’s critique and reassessment of Cat. 2, the distinction be-
tween ‘being said of a subject’ and ‘existing in a subject’ and the fourfold scheme
derived from it cease to play a significant role in the subsequent philosophical
tradition of the Islamic East. Of the two predicative relations the post-
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Avicennian tradition only retains the ‘in relation’ — not in the context of logic
but as the decisive criterion for distinguishing, both in metaphysics and in natu-
ral philosophy, between substance and accident. In the context of predication,
Ibn Sind’s distinction between ‘being intrinsic to the essence’ and ‘being extrin-
sic to the essence,” on which he bases his alternative classification of attributive
relations introduced in chapter L3 of the Magilat of the Sifa’, becomes a stand-
ard criterion for drawing the line between essential attributes and accidental
attributes. However, the fivefold scheme in its entirety, which Ibn Sina himself
does not dwell on in his later writings, receives little, if any, attention among
post-Avicennian philosophers.

Ibn Sina’s immediate pupil Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban (d. 458 AH / 1066
AD) included in his Tahsil a short treatise on the Categories which combines
elements both from the K. al-Magqulat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq and
the K. al-Magqulat of the Sifa’. Even though Bahmanyar’s account of Cat. 2, by
and large, does not adopt Ibn Sina’s harsh critique of previous exegetical efforts
and refrains from any direct reference to the alternative fivefold scheme, his
discussion of the ‘of relation’ and ‘in relation’ is clearly influenced by the reas-
sessment presented in the Sifa’. At first, Bahmanyar gives precisely the same
account we have already encountered in Ibn Sina’s al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-
mantiq:

Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil
[ed. Kalbarczyk, p. 328, 11. 6-9] [ed. Motahhari, p. 26, 11. 10-13]
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The subject is characterized by its predicate  The subject is characterized by a predi-
in two modes: [1] Either in such a way that it  cate in two modes: [1] One of them is
is it both in name and meaning, just like we such that it is it both in name and
say ‘man is an animal’; [2] or it is character- meaning, just like we say ‘man is an
ized by its predicate not in such a manner animal’; [2] or it is characterized by a
that it is it in meaning but such that it has it predicate not in such a manner that it is
in meaning. Most commonly, it happens to be it but such that it has it. In the case of
the case that for such a subject a name is the second division, for such a subject a
paronymously derived from its predicate; for name is paronymously derived from its
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one says ‘he is courageous’ and not ‘he is predicate; for one says ‘[he is] coura-
courage.’ geous’ and not ‘he is courage.’

In what follows, Bahmanyar — now on the basis of some relevant passages from
the Magqalat of the Sifa®”' - clarifies the relationship between ‘being said of a
subject’ and ‘universality.’*® After that, in close structural parallelism to the
Muhtasar and with reference to material from both Avicennian treatises on the
Categories, he discusses the syllogistic pairings of ‘in a subject’ and ‘of a subject’
predications.””” The corresponding chapter from the Muhtasar simply ends with
the remark that the expression ‘subject’ which is used in both predicative rela-
tions is said “by way of homonymy” (bi-I-ittifaq); for while in the case of ‘being
said of a subject’ the expression may mean either ‘substance’ or accident, in the
case of ‘existing in a subject’ it must always mean ‘substance.’””* As we have
seen above, in the Sifa’ Ibn Sina attempts to give a very general description of
‘subject’” which suits both predicative relations and instead points to the fact that
the more serious problem lies in the equivocal usage of ‘subject’ in this general
sense, on the one hand, and of ‘subject’ in the sense of the material substrate in
which a form inheres, on the other hand.?”” Bahmanyar, however, subscribes to
the earlier line of reasoning presented in the Muhtasar, while combining it, at
the same time, with a crucial aspect of Ibn Sina’s new fivefold scheme of attribu-
tive relations:
The expression ‘subject’ in the two divisions [i.e., ‘in a subject’ and ‘of a subject’] is
used by way of homonymy (bi-$tirak al-ism), as you will come to know [...]. By
‘subject’ (mawdu) one may mean something which has already been perfected (ma
qad ustukmila) and to which an attribute (sifa) occurs (ya‘ridu) only subsequently,
while that attribute does not convey to it any perfection (kamal) concerning its es-
sence (dat) and true nature (haqiqa); this is just like ‘man’ (insan) whose ‘being a
man’ (insaniyya) is perfected on account of the parts (agza’) by which ‘being a man’
is completed — and subsequently it becomes something to which the existence of
whiteness and blackness occurs (fumma yasiru ma‘ridan li-wugudi l-bayadi wa-s-
sawadi). Everything which is in such a state is called ‘subject’ [in the second sense];
however, in relation to that which constitutes its essence and true nature (ma
yuqawwimu datahu wa-haqiqatahu) it is not called ‘subject’ [in the second sense].
The difference between ‘subject’ in this sense and ‘subject’ in the preceding sense is
that when ‘subject’ is taken in this sense something exists in it; and when it is taken

291 See Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,3, p. 20, 1. 18 — p. 21, 1. 20 [= §§ 16-20
(2.B.b)].

292 Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban, at-Tahsil, ed. Mortada Motahhari (Teheran: Entesarat-e
déneégéh, 1997 [1417 AH / 1375 SH]), p. 26, .15 - p- 27, L. 5.

293 Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban, at-Tahsil, ed. Motahhari, p. 27,1. 6 - p. 28, 1. 3.

294 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqalat, § 28, p. 330, 11. 19-21.

295 Cf. above, pp. 80-81.
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in the first sense, something is predicated of it (yuhmalu ‘alayhi $-Say’). Whenever
something exists in the subject, it is not characterized as ‘being it’ (la yusafu bi-
annahti huwa); for one does not say ‘the body is whiteness’ (al-gism huwa I-bayad).
However, ‘subject’ in the other sense is characterized as ‘being the predicate’ (yisa-
fu bi-annahu I-mahmal); thus, one says ‘man is an animal’ (al-insanu hayawanun).”*

Here Bahmanyar makes the following systematization effort: The expression
‘subject’ as used in the ‘in relation’ must refer to an entity “which has already
been perfected” or, in Ibn Sina’s terminology, to something whose essence “has
already been established as a subsisting concept.” This is, according to Bah-
manyar, a substance in which an accident inheres. The linguistic convention for
expressing this relation is ‘the subject has a certain attribute.” In contrast to this,
Bahmanyar, takes ‘subject’ as used in the ‘of relation’ to refer to an entity whose
essence is yet to be constituted: For example, the essence of ‘man,” namely his
‘being a man,’ is only perfected on account of ‘animal,” which is not merely an
extrinsic attribute but which is a part of the essence of ‘man.” The linguistic
convention for expressing this relation is ‘the subject is a certain attribute.’
Thus, for Bahmanyar the two predicative relations which Ibn Sina expounds in
the Maqulat of the Muhtasar, namely ‘an attribute being in a subject’ and ‘a
subject having an attribute,” on the one hand, and ‘an attribute being said of a
subject’ and ‘a subject being an attribute,” on the other hand, remain the stand-
ard classification which is only slightly modified by recourse to an additional
criterion introduced in the Magalat of the Sifa”.

Bahmanyar’s alleged pupil Aba 1-‘Abbas al-Lawkari (d. ca. 517 AH / 1123
AD) did not continue this thread. Since he bases the (hitherto unedited) Bayan
ma‘ani K. al-Magqulat of his Bayan al-haqq bi-diman as-sidq entirely on the
Magalat of the Sifa’, it comes as no surprise that he gives a short outline of Ibn
Sina’s fivefold scheme.””” However, since his paraphrastic account of this pas-

296 Bahmanyar b. al-Marzuban, at-Tahsil, ed. Motahhari, p. 28, 1. 5 - p. 29, 1. 9. The omitted
passage (p. 28, 1. 6-19), which is introduced by bi-‘ibara uhra and which simply repeats
Bahmanyar’s initial account of Cat. 1, appears to be a later addition.

297 Abu 1-‘Abbas al-Lawkari, Bayan al-haqq bi-diman as-sidq, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, MS
Teheran Ketabhane-ye Ehda’l be-Danesgah-e Tehran Meskat 250 (108), fol. 15b, 11. 3-15.
On al-Lawkari and his Bayan al-haqq bi-diman as-sidq, see Roxanne Marcotte, “Prelimi-
nary Notes of the Life and Work of Aba al-‘Abbas al-Lawkari (d. ca. 517 AH / 1123 AD),”
Anaquel de Estudios Arabes 17 (2006): pp. 133-157; and Jules Janssens, “Al-Lawkari’s Re-
ception of Ibn Sind’s llahiyyat,” in The Arabic, Hebrew and Latin Reception of Avicenna’s
Metaphysics, ed. Dag Nikolaus Hasse and Amos Bertolacci (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012),
pp. 7-26. Until now, only the Madhal and Ilahiyyat parts have been edited: Bayan al-
haqq bi-diman as-sidq, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, ed. Ibrahim Dibagi (Teheran: Mo’assase-ye
Entesarat-e Amir Kabir, 1986 [1364 SH/ 1429 AH]); and Bayan al-haqq bi-diman as-sidg,
al-Tim al-ilahi, ed. Ibrahim Dibagi (Teheran: al-Ma‘had al-‘ali al-‘alami li-I-fikr wa-1-
hadara al-islamiyya, 1995 [1373 SH / 1414 AH]).
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sage, by and large, simply copies Ibn Sina’s text verbatim, his reception of the
scheme of attributive relations fails to amount to a conceptually fruitful endeav-
0r.298

A rare instance of a philosophically interesting engagement with Ibn Sina’s
new scheme can be found at a much later stage of Islamic philosophy, that is,
during the Safawid period. In his momentous philosophical summa entitled al-
Hikma al-muta‘aliya fi l-asfar al-‘aqliyya al-arba‘a Sadr ad-Din a3-Sirazi, better
known as Mulla Sadra (d. 1050 AH / 1640 AD), devotes quite a long portion to
the Categories”” The entire second “journey” (safar) deals with “substances”
(§awahir) and “accidents” (a‘rad) under the heading of “natural philosophy” (al-
ilm at-tabi‘i). Thus, Mulla Sadra adopts Porphyry’s interpretation that Aristo-
tle’s list of categories amounts to a classification of sensibilia.*” It is particularly
in the sections dedicated to ‘accidents’ - i.e., in what corresponds to the fourth
guz’ of the edited text — that Mulla Sadra thoroughly engages with questions
raised in Aristotle’s Categories. In these discussions he draws both on Ibn Sina’s
Magalat of the Sifa> and on corresponding passages from the second book of
Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, that is, on the part dedicated to
“the qualifications of substances and accidents” (ahkam al-gawahir wa-I-
arad).”" In the chapter on the “definition” (tarif) of accident Mulla Sadra pro-
vides us with the following outline:

You must know that there are several divisions (agsam) of the attributes of things
(sifat al-umaur). For whatever is characterized by an attribute (al-mawsif) is either
[1] such that an essence has been established for it as being in actu (istagarrat lahi
datun mutaqarraratun bi-I-fil) or [2] it is not like that.

[ad 1] As for the first one, it is either [1.1] such that the attribute which is attached
to it is extrinsic to it, either the way a concomitant [i.e., inseparable] accident or the
way a separable accident is attached to it; or [1.2] it is not attached to it as some-
thing extrinsic; rather, it is a part of its subsistence.

[ad 2] As for the second one, it is either [2.1] such that the attribute is attached to it
in order for its essence to be established through it [i.e., through the attribute] - it
being either [2.1.1] a part of the meaning of its essence (§uz’ min ma‘na datihi) or
[2.1.2] not a part of the meaning of its essence; or [2.2] the attribute is not among
those things which establish its essence; rather, it is attached to it in the manner in

298 For a synoptic presentation of Ibn Sina’s text and al-Lawkari’s text, see below, pp. 140—
142 (2B.c).

299 For a broad overview of the structure of this complex work, see Riidiger Arnzen, “The
Structure of Mulla Sadra’s al-Hikma al-muta‘aliya fi l-asfar al-‘aqliyya al-arba‘a and his
Concepts of First Philosophy and Divine Science: An Essay,” Medioevo 32 (2007): pp. 199—
239. Cf. Sajjad Rizvi, Mulla Sadra Shirazi: His Life and Works and the Sources for Safavid
Philosophy (Oxford: University Press, 2007), p. 52ff.

300 Cf. above, p. 13, and below, p. 225.

301 Cf. below, p. 181, figure 12.
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which something is subsequently — on account of that which establishes the thing
per se — attached to the thing after it has been completely established and after its
existence has been completed, either the way a concomitant or a separable [acci-
dent] is attached.

[ad 1.1 (= Example A)] An example of the first [division] is the existence of white-
ness in relation to the body (wugud al-bayad li-I-gism) or of laughing in relation to
man.

[ad 1.2 (= Example B)] An example of the second [division] is the existence of the
soul in relation to the animal.

[ad 2.1.1 (= Example D)] An example of the third [division] is the existence of the
natural form (as-sira at-tabi‘iyya) in relation to the body in the absolute sense (al-
gism al-mutlaq), inasmuch as it [i.e., body] is a spatially extended nature in the ab-
solute sense (bi-ma huwa tabi‘atun imtidadiyyatun ‘ala l-itlaq).

[ad 2.1.2 (= Example C)] An example of the fourth [division] is the existence of form
in relation to matter (wugud as-sira li-I-hayula).

[ad 2.2 (= Example E)] An example of the fifth [division] is the existence of white-
ness or of the property of occupying space in relation to matter (wugid al-bayad aw
at-tahayyuz li-I-hayila).”™

Mulla Sadra’s outline of the five types of attributive relations can be schema-
tized as follows:

[1]  the essence of the mawsifhas [2] the essence of the mawsifhas
already been established in actu not been established yet in actu
[1.1] extrinsic [1.2] intrinsic [2.1] the essence is [2.2] the essence is not
attribute attribute established through established through
the attribute the attribute
=Type A = Type B =TypeE
[2.1.1] the attribute [2.1.2] the attribute
is part of is not part of
the essence the essence
= Type D =Type C

Figure 2. Mulla Sadra’s Outline of the Fivefold Scheme

302 Sadr ad-Din a3-Sirazi [Mulla Sadra), al-Hikma al-muta‘aliya fi l-asfar al-‘aqliyya al-
arba‘a, vol. 4: al-guz’ al-awwal min as-safar at-tani, ed. M. Rida al-Muzaffar and Rida
Lutfi (Beirut: Dar Thya’ at-turat al-‘arabi, 1990 [1410 AH], 4 print), p. 236, 1. 20 - p. 237,
L7
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Since this is not the place to assess the role which these five types of attributive
relations play within Mulla Sadra’s philosophical system, two short remarks
need to suffice: In the second “journey” (safar) of his al-Hikma al-muta‘aliya
Mulla Sadra - in contrast to virtually all of his predecessors - treats Ibn Sina’s
fivefold scheme as the fundamental guideline for arriving at a philosophical
classification of attributes. Moreover, what Mulla Sadra’s own account achieves
is bringing Ibn Sind’s fivefold scheme to a higher level of systematization by
conceptualizing it as the result of one overriding criterion and three dihairetic
divisions.
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a. Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Magqulat, chs. 2-3
[ed. Kalbarczyk, pp. 327-330]

[Chapter 2] The Relation (nisba) of the Genera to Their Differentiae

[§ 8] Every differentia which is constitutive (mugawwim) for the high genus
(al-gins al-‘ali) is constitutive for the genus which is below it, just like the differ-
entia of body which constitutes it is constitutive for the animal - not the other
way around; for it need not be the case that the differentiae which are constitu-
tive for the animal are constitutive for the body.

[§ 9] Every differentia which divides the lowest genus (mugqassim li-I-gins
al-asfal) divides the highest genus. Hence, when there is an animal which is
rational and one which is non-rational, there is also a body which is rational and
one which is non-rational - not the other way around; for not everything which
divides the high [genus] divides the low [genus]; [add. in marg.:] <rather, the
differentiae which are constitutive for the lowest genus divide the high genus>;
taking nourishment and not taking nourishment, for example, divide the body
but do not divide the animal.

[§ 10] You have already come to know how the genera which are [ar-
ranged] one below the other [i.e., in an arbor porphyriana)] share in certain dif-
ferentiae and how they are distinct with regard to certain differentiae. As for the
differing genera which are not [arranged] one below the other, all of their dif-
ferentiae differ, just like in the case of knowledge and animal. For knowledge
belongs to the quale (al-kayf) and animal to substance. The differentiae which
constitute knowledge are unlike the differentiae which constitute animal; and
the differentiae which divide knowledge into its species are unlike the differen-
tiae which divide animal into its species.

[Chapter 3] The Relation (nisba) of Subjects to Predicates

[§ 11] The subject (mawdi‘) is characterized (yusafu) by its predicate
(mahmaul) in two modes: [1] Either in such a way that it is it both in name and
meaning (bi-annahi huwa isman wa-ma‘nan), just like we say ‘man is an ani-
mal’; [2] or it is characterized by its predicate not in such a manner that it is it in
meaning but such that it has it in meaning (bi-annahi du huwa fi I-ma‘na). Most
commonly, it happens to be the case that for such a subject a name is par-
onymously derived from its predicate; for one says ‘he is courageous’ and not
‘he is courage.” It may also be the case that they are alike in name; for example,
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one says ‘just man’ and ‘just character,” ‘white body’ and ‘white color’; thus, the
name is one and the same but the meaning is not one and the same - nor is the
subject its predicate in meaning.

[§ 12] [ad 1] Whenever the predicate of the first division (al-qism al-awwal)
is a universal it is specified in relation to its subject; hence, is said to be ‘predi-
cated of a subject’ (mahmul ‘ala mawdu‘). Every universal is ‘predicated of a
subject’; this is because every universal has several particular subjects of which
the universal is predicated in such a manner that they are it, i.e., a predication in
name and definition. This is what is specifically called by that name (lagab).

[§ 13] [ad 2] As for that which is predicated in the second mode (bi-I-wagh
at-tani), there are two aspects (waghayni): [2.1] Either its subject is per se real-
ized in existence (mutahaqqiq al-wugid bi-datihi) — and only afterwards’” it
becomes a cause for the existence of the predicate in it so that for the sake of its
subsistence (giwam) it [i.e., the subject] is not in need of the predicate, neither
[in need of] this one nor of another one in its place. This relation is called ‘exist-
ence in the subject’ (wugud fi I-mawdu); and the predicate is called ‘accident’
(‘arad).

[§ 14] [2.2] Or the bearer (al-hamil) does not have actual existence per se but
only through that predicate or through another one which is in its place after-
wards or beforehand. This relation is called ‘existence in matter’ (wugud fi I-
hayula); and the predicate is called ‘form’ (sura). In this book - and in whatever
proceeds in the same manner among the introductory works — this issue is not
thoroughly investigated but accident and form are treated in one and the same
manner. There is something which they both have in common, namely their
being predicated by way of paronymy. That meaning is called ‘accident’ and
that relation is called ‘existence in the subject.’

[§ 15] As for an account of a thing’s realization [in existence] (tahqiq), it is
such as we had indicated: Every essence which does not exist in a subject, is a
substance; and every essence which exists in a subject is an accident.

[§ 16] The meaning of our saying ‘that which exists in a subject’ is that it is
‘the existent in something, not as a part of it, and its subsistence is impossible
without that in which it is’; rather, its subsistence is realized through the sub-
sistence of that in which it is per se.

[§ 17] Our saying ‘the existent in something’ distinguishes between that
which we intend here [i.e., the accident] and the existence of the whole in the
parts; for the whole does not exist in one single thing (fi Say’ wahid) but in sev-
eral things together. Even if among accidents there should be something which

303 The printed text of my edition of the Maqulat of the Muhtasar erroneously has ta>mim
instead of ta-mim (= tumma).

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

124 2. Ibn Sina’s Reception of the Two Aristotelian Criteria for Dividing “Beings”

exists in two things, such as contiguity and parallelism, it is nonetheless existent
in each of these two; for each of them is contiguous and parallel.

[§ 18] Our saying ‘not as a part of it’ distinguishes between the accident be-
ing in its subject and the part being in its whole.

[§ 19] As for the remainder, let us distinguish between something being in a
place (fi I-makan) and it [i.e., the accident being in its subject]; between some-
thing being in a container (fi [-wi‘a’) and it; between something being in time (fi
z-zaman) and it; between the substance being in accidents, just like we say
“such-and-such is in [the state of] fertility” (fulan fi I-hisb), and it; and between
the cause being in the effect (al-illa fi I-ma‘lal) and it. For all these share in the
fact that their subsistence does not depend on that which they are in (bi-anna
qiwamahi laysa fima hiya fihi). It is permissible for them to be separated from
what they are in: Thus, the body changes place, time and container and the sub-
stance changes an accident — and yet it remains in subsistence. Moreover, one
can imagine a body not in a place without it becoming null and void (wa-la
yabtulu); and a body being in one moment not in time without it becoming null
and void. Even if it should happen to be the case that one such thing is concomi-
tantly attached (muldazim) [to what it is in], the subsistence of that which it is in
does not come about through it.

[§ 20] As for the accident, it cannot be separated from its specific subject
[and continue to exist in another subject]. Also, the subsistence of its subject
does not come about through it but rather its [i.e., the accident’s] subsistence
through it [i.e., the subject].

[§ 21] Moreover, the form constitutes (fugawwimu) its matter; and matter
can be separated from its form. Thus, matter being in form is not like the acci-
dent being in the subject; nor is form being in matter like the accident being in
the subject.

[§ 22] As for the universals (kulliyat) in their particulars (§uz’iyyat), such as
the genera (agnas) in the species (anwa‘), and the particulars in their universals,
such as the species in the genera, this is distinguished [from the accident being
in the subject] on account of the fact that the genus is a part of the meaning of
its species (§uz’ min ma‘na naw‘ihi) and that the species is a part of the general-
ness of its genus (§uz’ min ‘umum ginsihi). It is permissible to imagine the genus
to be existent without this species and the nature of the species being existent;
and that no genus is [said] of it. For a genus is only [said] of it if along with it
the other species exist [as well]; but it is not a condition for the existence of the
species that the other species exist along with it.

[§ 23] Thus, we have drawn a distinction between the accident and between
everything [else] which is said to be in something.
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[§ 24] Of substance there is a particular, such as Zayd, and there is a univer-
sal, such as man. Of accident, there is a particular, such as this whiteness, and
there is a universal, such as the whiteness. Thus, the universal substance (al-
Sawhar al-kull) is said of a subject and not existent in a subject: since it is uni-
versal, it is not [said] of a subject; and since it is a substance, it is not in a sub-
ject. The particular accident (al-‘arad al-guz’i) is in a subject and is not [said] of
a subject: its being in a subject is due to its being an accident; and its being not
[said] of a subject is due to its not being a universal. The universal accident (al-
‘arad al-kulli) is both [said] of a subject and in a subject: it is [said] of a subject
because it is universal; and it is in a subject because it is an accident. The partic-
ular substance is neither said of a subject nor existent in a subject; for it is nei-
ther universal nor an accident.

[§ 25] Whenever something [B] is predicated of a subject [C] and a third
one [A] is predicated of'it [i.e., B] by an ‘of a subject’ predication as well, it [i.e.,
Al] is predicated of its subject [i.e., C] by an ‘of a subject’ predication, just like
‘animal’ [B] is [said] of ‘man’ [C], subsequently, ‘body’ [A] is [said] of ‘animal’
[B] - and hence, ‘body’ [A] is [said] of ‘man’ [C] as well [Bay,C - Aa,B —
AanCl.

[§ 26] If, however, something [B] is existent in a subject [C] and another
thing [A] is predicated of that thing [B], it need not be the case that it [A] is
predicated of its subject [C], just like ‘whiteness’ [B] is in ‘body’ [C] and ‘color’
[A] is [said] of ‘whiteness’ [B] [but ‘color’ (A) is not predicated of ‘body’ (C);
Baj,C - AayB —» Aay,C].

[§ 27] If something [B] is said of a subject [C] and another thing [A] is ex-
istent in that thing [B], it need not be the case that the first one [A] is [said] of
the third one [C],** just like ‘animal’ [B] is [said] of ‘man’ [C] and ‘being a ge-
nus’ [A] is in ‘animal’ [B] but ‘man’ [C] is not said to be a ‘genus’ [A] [BaC —
AamB —- AaC]

[§ 28] A subject of that which is [said] of a subject may be a substance, just
like Zayd in relation to man, and it may be an accident, just like whiteness in
relation to color. As for the case of a subject of that which is in a subject, it can-
not be anything but a substance. Thus, the name ‘subject’ is used in these two
[predicative relations] by way of homonymy.

304 MS N (which I followed in my edition) has al-awwal and at-tani, MS T has al-awwal and
at-talit; neither of these two corresponds to the order in which the terms are introduced
- but now I think that it makes more sense to follow MS T and hence treat ‘man’ as the
third term and ‘genus’ as the first term.
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b. Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,3
[ed. Madkar, pp. 18-27]

Elucidating the Meaning of That Which Is Said of a Subject or Which
Is Not Said [of a Subject] and of That Which Exists in a Subject or
Does Not Exist [in a Subject]

[(I.C) al-Hilli (fol. 10b, 1. 18-19): “The Third Issue (matlab): Elucidating the Meaning of
That Which Is Said of a Subject or Which Is Not Said [of a Subject] and of That Which
Exists in a Subject or Does Not Exist [in a Subject]; in It Are Several Investigations
(mabahit)]

[(I.C.1) al-Hilli (fol. 10D, L. 19): “First [Investigation]: The Division of Predicated
Attributes (taqsim as-sifat al-mahmiula)”]

[(1) Introduction of an Alternative Fivefold Scheme of Attributive Relations]

[ed. Madkar, p. 18, 1. 4 — p. 20, L. 8]

[§ 1] First of all, I say that a thorough examination of [any instance of] the-
oretical reflection (istigsa’ an-nazar) might make it necessary to depart from that
which is commonly accepted (al-mashur). If this reaches your ear, think well of
it and do not close your mind because of the occurrence of something you had
not been familiar with. You must know that a rational person (al-‘aqil) only
departs from that which is commonly accepted if it is inescapable to do so.

[§ 2] After that, you must know that there are several divisions (agsam) of
the attributes of things (sifat al-umur). For it [i.e., any given attribute] is either
[Type A] such that the essence of that which is described by the attribute (al-
mawsilf) has already been established (qad istaqarra datuhu) as a subsisting con-
cept (ma‘nan qa’iman) — and it is only afterwards that the attribute by which it
is characterized (as-sifatu llati yusafu biha) is attached to it as an extrinsic at-
tribute (talhaquhu harigan ‘anhi), either [i] the way an accident is attached or
[ii] the way a concomitant is attached (luhiiga ‘aridin aw lazim).

[§ 3] [Type B] Or that which is described by the attribute is such that its es-
sence has already been established, but the attribute by which it is characterized
is not attached to it the way something extrinsic is attached; rather, it is a part of
its subsistence (§uz’ min qiwamihi).

[§ 4] [Type C] Or it [i.e., that which is characterized by the attribute] is such
that its essence has not been established yet and the attribute is attached to it in
order for its essence to be established, but it is not part of its essence (wa-laysat
guz’an min datihi).

[§ 5] [Type D] Or it [i.e., that which is characterized by the attribute] is such
that its essence has not been established yet and the attribute is not attached to
it extrinsically (min harig); rather, it is part of its existence (guz’ min wugudihi).
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[§ 6] [Type E] Or its essence [i.e., the essence of the mawsif] has not been
established yet and the attribute is not attached to it on account of its essence
itself (wa-s-sifatu talhaquhu la li-nafsi datihi); rather, it is attached to it on ac-
count of that which establishes it [in its existence], either the way [i] a concomi-
tant [ii] or a primary accident is attached (bal luhiiqa lazimin li-ma yuqarriruh
aw ‘aridin lahit awwal).

[§ 7] [Example A] An example of the first [division] is your saying ‘man is
white’ or ‘man is [capable of] laughing.’

[§ 8] [Example B] An example of the second [division] is your saying ‘man
is an animal.” For man is a realized nature (tabi‘a mutahassila) which, after being
a man (ba‘d ma huwa insanun), is not in need of something that constitutes it (/a
tahtagu ila ma yuqawwimuha). If this should be difficult for you, consider Zayd
instead of man: Nevertheless [i.e., even though Zayd has already been realized],
animal is a part of its quiddity (guz’ min mahiyyatihi).

[§ 9] [Example C] An example of the third [division] is matter (hayila) and
form (s@ra). For in relation to matter, form is an attribute which is extrinsic to its
essence and by which its essence is established as something subsisting in actu
(qa’imatan bi-l-fil). If it were not for form, the existence of matter would be
impossible — not in such a way that form would be a concomitant [of matter]
after matter has been constituted (la ‘ala anna s-surata lazimatun ba‘da t-
tagawwum); rather, it [i.e., form] is constitutive and determining and yet it is not
a part of matter (wa-laysat ma‘a dalika guz’an mina I-hayila). You have already
understood the difference (fasl) between these two.

[§ 10] [Example D] An example of the fourth [division] is [the attribute of
being a] substance in relation to the ‘body’ predicated of animal. For body in the
absolute sense (mutlagan) — as something for which no realized existence
(wugid muhassal) has been established - only comes about if there are extrinsic
accidents and attachments. Indeed, it [i.e., body] is in need of differentiating
extrinsic properties which are attached to it and which constitute it — and still,
substance is a part of its quiddity, i.e., a part of its definition.

[§ 11] [Example E] An example of the fifth [division] is [a] matter if it is
characterized by whiteness or by blackness or by the property of occupying
space and the like; and in the same manner, [b] body in the absolute sense (al-
Sism al-mutlaq) [i.e., body qua body] if it is characterized as ‘having the disposi-
tion to move and rest in the where’ and the like. [ad a] For matter is not per se
established in its existence; and in the same manner, [ad b] body [qua body] is
not per se established in its existence. These states (ahwal) do not belong to
those things which establish [the existence of] this [i.e., matter qua matter] or
that [i.e., body qua body] (laysat mimma yuqarriru hadihi aw daka), even though
afterwards [i.e., after the thing has been established in its existence] they are
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either [i] concomitants of everything which is established [in its existence] on
account of that which establishes it [in its existence] or [ii] they follow it and
are attached to it [as primary accidents]. Whenever something belongs to this
type, it has an attribute which is not attached to it extrinsically in order to con-
stitute the thing; rather, regardless of whether that which is characterized by the
attribute is constituted per se or not constituted, it is called ‘subject’ of that at-
tribute. [ad a] Hence, matter is not something functioning as the subject of that
which is called form; for it [i.e., form] is an extrinsic attribute that constitutes
matter as a thing in actu (Say’an bi-I-fi‘l) [hence, the relation of matter to form
belongs to Type C and not to Type E]. Man [in contrast] functions as a subject
of animal, for animal is not attached to him extrinsically, even if it [i.e., animal]
constitutes him [i.e., man]; rather, animal is a part of the existence of man. [ad
b] Body functions as a subject for [the attribute of] whiteness; for if it were not
constituted yet, it would not be constituted if it were constituted through white-
ness; rather, it is only constituted by other things. Hence, if one relates it [i.e.,
body] to whiteness, it [i.e., body] must have already been constituted without it
[i.e., whiteness]. Whiteness functions as a subject for color; for it is not consti-
tuted by it in a manner as if it were extrinsic to it.

[§ 12] Whenever a thing’s relationship to its attribute is not in the manner
of a thing’s relationship to something both extrinsic and constitutive, it [i.e., that
which is characterized by the attribute] is a subject (mawdiu), be it [i] that the
attribute is constitutive and not extrinsic (muqawwimatan wa-laysat harigatan),
or [ii] that it is extrinsic and not constitutive (harigatan wa-laysat mugaw-
wimatan). This is the way you must understand ‘subject’ (mawdiu?) in this place,
even though in other places it may be used with different terminological con-
ventions (isti‘amalat gayrihi).

[§ 13] This thorough account has [several] advantages: [1] The first one is
an awareness of this difference. [2] The second [advantage] is that [the term]
‘subject’ (li-yakina li-l-mawdii®®) used in the in and of relations [i.e., ‘being in a
subject’ and ‘said of a subject’] (fi nisbatay fi wa-‘ala), which will be treated
shortly, has a comprehensive meaning (ma‘nan ka-lI-gami‘) — and only subse-
quently the relation is differentiated into these two relations, i.e., into the in
relation and the of relation; [3] [an additional advantage is the fact] that there is
a difference (farq) between accident and form; [4] and that [on the basis of this
account] it is not’*® necessary to say that one and the same thing may be an

305 [20.4] Read with MSS B, SA, IN1, LG4, TD3 li-I-mawdu‘ instead of al-mawdu‘. The entry
in the apparatus criticus of EC seems to be confused: “li-l-mawdu* al-mawdu‘ (MS AL),”
as if the text read li-l-mawdu‘.

306 [20.7] Read with MSS B, SA, IN1, LG4, TD3 an la yuhtaga instead of an yuhtaga (EC); no
apparatus entry.
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accident and a form. You will learn these things soon; and you will learn which
shortcoming ensues from neglecting this principle which we have given you
[above].

[(I.C.2) al-Hilli (fol. 11b, 1l. 21-22): “Second Investigation (baht): The Division of
That Which Is Related to the Subject and the Division of Predicate and Subject
into Universals and Particulars (gismat ma yunsabu ila I-mawdu‘ wa-qismat al-
mahmul wa-l-mawdu‘ ila I-kulliyyina wa-I-guz’iyyina)”]

[(2) Short Discussion of the Transmitted Fourfold Scheme]

[ed. Madkar, p. 20,1. 9 — p. 23, L. 3)]

[§ 14] We say: Whenever something is related to a subject, its relationship
to the subject comes about in one of two modes: [ 1% mode: of relation] Either it is
such that it is possible to say ‘the subject is it’ (inna I-mawdii‘a huwa), just like in
the case of ‘animal’ it is possible to say ‘man is it’ (inna l-insana huwa), when
one says ‘man is an animal’ (hina yuqalu inna l-insana hayawanun). Whichever
thing is like this is that which is predicated of something (al-mahmaul ‘ala $-Say’)
and that which is predicated of the subject (al-mahmul ‘ala I-mawdu).

[§ 15] [Z”d mode: in relation] Or it is not such that it is possible to say ‘it is
it’ (innahui huwa) but rather such that one says ‘it is in it’ (inna fihi), just like in
the case of ‘whiteness’ it is not possible to say of its subject — if you assume it to
be a piece of clothing or a piece of wood — that it is it; for it is utterly impossible
to say ‘the piece of clothing is whiteness’ or ‘the piece of wood is whiteness.’
Since it exists in relation to the subject (wa-li-annahi mawgudun li-l-mawdi’),
one [i] either says that the piece of clothing ‘possesses whiteness’ (du bayad) [ii]
or one says that the piece of clothing is ‘whitened’ or ‘white’ (mubayyad aw
abyad). 1t is, properly speaking (bi-I-haqiqa), not predicated of the subject ac-
cording to the meaning, [namely] as that which it is (kama huwa). Rather, that
which is predicated according to the meaning is [a] either an expression par-
onymously derived from its expression [i.e., from the name of the attribute]
(lafzan mustaqqan min lafzihi), [b] or compounded of its expression and the
expression of the relationship [i.e., an expression indicating the type of relation-
ship] (muw’allafan min lafzihi wa-lafzi n-nisba), [c] or its predication (hamluhi)
comes about by way of ‘participation in the name’ [i.e., by way of homonymy],
not by way of ‘[participation] in the meaning’ [i.e., not by way of homonymy].
However, something like that (mitla hada) is, even if it is not predicated of the
subject, without a doubt something which exists in it (mawgudan fihi).

[§ 16] Whenever something is predicated of the subject — if it [i.e., the sub-
ject] is taken per se without the attachment of a quantifier (min gayri ilhaqi surin
bihi) -, it [i.e., the subject] must be either [i] universal (kulliyyan) or [ii] particu-
lar (§uz’iyyan).
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[§ 17] [ad ii. Particular subject] If it is particular, that which is predicated of
it must be either [ii.1] universal or [ii.2] particular. [ad ii.2] If it is particular, this
particular would not differ from it (lam yakun dalika I-§uz’t gayrahu) [i.e., the
subject and the predicate would be identical]. For whenever there are two par-
ticulars which differ from each other, one of them cannot be predicated of the
other.*”

[§ 18] [An excursus on unnatural predication (ii.2)] Whenever this is the
case, it is, properly speaking, not a subject and something predicated of itself in
a natural manner but rather [it is a subject and a predicate only] with regard to
speech and language (bal bi-hasabi l-qawli wa-I-lisan), just like in the case of
your saying ‘Zayd is Abu 1-Qasim’ or ‘he is Ibn ‘Amr,’, unless by ‘Ibn ‘Amr [i.e.,
son of ‘Amr]’ you were to mean a concept which someone else could share with
him [i.e., if ‘Amr were to have more than one son]; for then it would be a uni-
versal. If, however, you specifically designate it to him, there is no other Ibn
‘Amr except this one — and this one is Zayd. Likewise, if you were to say ‘this
white one is this scribe’ (hada l-abyadu huwa hada I-katib), you would refer to
one and the same subject (mawdu® wahid); ‘his being this white one’ does not
have a greater claim to functioning as the subject or the predicate than the other
one [i.e., ‘his being this scribe’] does. Even though the nature of man in it [ie.,
the quiddity of being a man as present in the individual man] does have a great-
er claim to functioning as the subject than the nature of the scribe does — I mean
these two [concepts] in the absolute sense —, this scribe is, nonetheless, identical
with this man. If you consider one of these two, insofar as he is this man with-
out any condition besides this ‘being a man,” and if, conversely, you were to
consider the other one in exactly the same manner, the one would not be predi-
cated of the other. For neither is a certain man (insanun ma), insofar as he is this
man, this scribe, nor is this scribe, insofar as he is this scribe, this man, I mean
insofar as there are two different modes of consideration. If in each of these two
cases you take into account only its one distinctive mode of consideration —
under the condition that nothing else is taken into account -, then the two
modes of consideration differ from each other and are non-identical (mubhtalifani
mutabayinani). Therefore this scribe, insofar as he is this scribe, is not this tall
one, insofar as he is this tall one. Rather, one of these two is deprived of the
other (bal ahaduhuma maslubun ‘ani l-ahar); there is neither a predication nor
does one of them function as a subject; none of these two is the subject of the
other nor is it said of it, i.e., affirmatively (bi-I-igab).

307 Thus, ii.2 can be excluded. As a consequence, when something is predicated of a particu-
lar subject, the predicate is universal (ii.1).
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[§ 19] [ad ii. Universal subject] If the subject is universal, that which is pred-
icated of it could, properly speaking, not be anything but universal; for the na-
ture of the universal cannot function per se — without the particular quantifier
being attached to it — as the subject of an individual. Otherwise the universal
nature would, on account of its nature, require it to be ‘this [particular] thing
which can be pointed to’ (hada I-musar ilayhi).>®

[§ 20] If this is the way things are, it necessarily follows for everything
which is said of a subject [regardless of whether it is a particular or universal
subject] that it is a universal; this applies if its ‘being [said] of a subject’ is un-
derstood in accordance with that which we have said.

[§ 21] Even if it is not taken in this way but if its ‘being [said] of a subject’ is
taken to signify that it is ‘that which is said of many’ (magqilun ‘ala katirin), this
account [i.e., ‘that which is said of many’] would concur [in meaning] with this
name [i.e., ‘universal’] (kana hada l-qawlu muradifan li-hada l—ism);309 and the
omission of the commonly known expression, namely the expression ‘univer-
sality’ and the expression ‘that which is said of many,” and the invention of this
[new] expression [i.e., ‘being said of a subject’] constitute an extra effort which
is of no use. The assumption (tasyir’'’) that those things which are related to
things functioning as their subjects belong to two divisions, namely things
which are said of their subjects and things which exist in their subjects, amount-
ed to an idle effort (takallufan) in which the expression ‘subject’ (lafzu I-
mawdii) was used in one and the same place with two meanings that are neither
in agreement with each other nor in a close relationship of similarity to each
other. This is excessive and superfluous! Rather, the most appropriate thing for
us to do would be following the method (sabil) we had [already] followed
[above, i.e., at the beginning of the chapter where the five types of attributive
relations had been outlined]. There is, however, no necessity in either of these
two methods but it would be sufficient to say ‘universal’ and ‘particular.” Yet,
since this idle effort had already been undertaken, it is appropriate for us to
extract a useful aspect from it in the manner we had outlined [above].

[§ 22] Thus, we now say: [1* relation: being said of] Everything said of a
subject in the proper sense [of being said of something, i.e., not by means of an
unnatural predication] is a universal; and every universal is necessarily (darira-
tan) something which is predicated of a subject; for it has — whether in actu or in

308 Thus, both in the case of a particular and a universal subject, that which is predicated of
it must be universal.

309 That is to say, this would not be a different understanding because a ‘universal’ is ‘some-
thing which is said of many’; the result would be an unnecessary polyonymy.

310 Read with MSS Y (reading not recorded in the apparatus of EC), IC4, ID3, TM5 tasyir
(rasm t-s-y-y-r) rather than tasiru/tasayyur (rasm t-s-y-r).
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potentia — particulars of which the universal is said in this mode of predication
(hada l-qawla).

(§ 23] [2" relation: existing in] Everything which exists in a subject is that
which is said to be an accident (alladi yuqalu lahu ‘arad). This being so, every
accident is something which exists in a subject; for ‘accident’ is a name posited
for this meaning (ismun mawdi‘un li-hada l-ma‘na). With regard to this mode
[i.e., with regard to the in relation], we are not faced with the unpleasantness
which in the case of the other mode, [namely the mode] which applies to the
universal, had followed from the occurrence of polyonymy. For even if in the
case of that [other] mode [i.e., the of relation] it should be possible to say what
has been said about it without the occurrence of polyonymy, this mode [i.e., the
in relation] would retain its polyonymy and nonetheless those [unpleasant]
things that had ensued [with regard to the of relation] would not follow [with
regard to the in relation]. This is because the benefit (fa’ida) which results from
using the expression ‘existing in a subject’ as a polyonymous name for ‘accident’
(isman muradifan li-I-‘arad) or as an account which concurs [in meaning] with
its name (qawlan muradifan li-ismihi) is due to fact that introducing this division
[i.e., ‘existing in something’ and ‘not existing in something’] yields an additional
benefit (bi-sababi I-gismi lladi fi iradihi gayru muradifin fa’idatan). For, properly
speaking, this is not [just] a polyonymous name for ‘accident’ but rather an
explanatory account of the name ‘accident’ as it takes care of signifying a cer-
tain part of it [i.e., of its quiddity].*""

[§ 24] As for the universal, your saying ‘that which is said of many’ [al-
ready] explains its name. ‘That which is said of a subject’ (al-maqul ‘ala
mawdii‘in) is a name which has a meaning from which - on the basis of the
argument we had pointed to [above] — follows that it is ‘something which is said
of many’ (ma‘na yalzamuhu an yakina maqulan ‘ala katirina) [hence, the ex-
pression ‘said of a subject’ is redundant].

[§ 25] As for ‘that which exists in a subject,” it is an account which concurs
[in meaning] with the name ‘accident.” For ‘accidentality’ means nothing else
than ‘the fact that a thing has existence in a subject’; and the meaning of [the
expression] ‘that which exists in a subject’ is that which we will determine later
on [i.e., in chapter 14].

[§ 26] Since this has been established, we say: Whichever thing is not said
of a subject is the particular (al-guz’i). And, conversely, whichever thing does
not exist in a subject is that which we call substance.

311 As a consequence, the formula ‘not existing in a subject’ has an additional epistemologi-
cal value and is not just a second name for ‘accident.’
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[(1.C.3) al-Hilli (fol. 13b, 1I. 13-14): “Third Investigation (bahi): Elucidating the Er-
ror of Whoever Is of the Opinion That That Which Is Said of the Subject Is the
Essential and Not Anything Else; and That That Which Exists In a Subject Is the
Accidental; and the Error of Whoever Fancied the Universal to Be Constitutive
(bayan galat man zanna anna l-maqul ‘ala l-mawdu‘ huwa d-dati la gayr wa-I-
mawgud fi I-mawdu‘ huwa l-‘aradi wa-galat man yuhimu anna l-kulli huwa I-
muqawwim)”]

[(3) A Critique of Previous Commentators]

[ed. Madkar, p. 23,1. 4 — p. 27, 1. 9]

(§ 27] Furthermore (tumma), some people stipulated that ‘that which is said
of a subject’ must be essential and constitutive for the quiddity (datiyyan
muqawwiman li-I-mahiyya) and that ‘that which exists in a subject’ must be
accidental (‘aradi). For in their view, the accident (al-‘arad) and the accidental
(al-‘aradi) are one and the same thing, even though they differ in many respects.
Yet, in this place the great number of differences did not cross their minds!

[§ 28] Thus, these people judged that ‘white’ (al-abyad), whenever it is said
of this white thing (ida gila ‘ala hada $-say’i l-abyad), is not something which is
said of a subject but rather something which exists in a subject; for they were of
the opinion that ‘white’ (al-abyad) exists in a subject, as they were of the opin-
ion that ‘white’ is an accident. They even went beyond this so that they said:
“The universal is [only] that which is constitutive for the quiddity of the thing”
- as if something else could not be a universal!

[§ 29] Let us present what one of their forerunners expressed in his attempt
at establishing this concept (lafza ba‘di muqaddimihim fi tashihi hada I-ma‘na);
and let us point to the infamy which lies in it so that it will become clear that
the right position is that which we have upheld.

[§ 30] He said:

“The reason why I said that the universal is that which is said of its particulars in
the mode of what the thing is [i.e., by means of an essential predication] — and this is
that which is said of a subject — lies precisely in the fact that things might also be
predicated of the subject in a different mode. An example of this [other mode of
predication] is our predicating ‘he walks’ (yamsi) of Zayd. Thus we say: ‘“Zayd
walks.” The meaning of ‘he walks,” however, is not predicated of Zayd in the man-
ner as if it [i.e., ‘he walks’] were a universal (amr kulli) and Zayd its particular
(§uz’uhu), for ‘he walks’ is not predicated of Zayd in reply to the question ‘what is
he?’. For if someone were to ask ‘what is Zayd?” and if the person asked were to re-
ply ‘he walks,” his reply would be erroneous and false; for the meaning of ‘he walks’
does not signify Zayd’s quiddity; rather, it is one of his acts.”

[§ 31] [Ibn Sina’s reply (A). Petitio principii] Just look at this logician! He
treated the assumption that the universal is that which is predicated of its par-
ticulars in the mode of what the thing is [i.e., by means of an essential predica-
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tion] as his quaesitum and as his claim (matliabuhii wa-da‘wahu). Thereupon, he
wanted to provide a proof for this claim. And he conducted the proof (bayan) of
this [claim] by assuming that that which is not predicated in the mode of what
the thing is, is not a universal. However, this [proposition] is [merely] the ‘con-
version of the opposition’ of that which is sought (‘aks an-nagqid li-I-matlub) [i.e.,
a contraposition of the universal affirmative proposition which the opponent
seeks to establish — and hence a petitio principii]. If it were self-evident (bayyin)
or granted (musallam), the first [claim] would have followed immediately (la-
kana l-awwalu laziman ‘an katabin)!

[§ 32] Thereupon, he specified the question with regard to a particular,
namely ‘he walks,” and omitted ‘the one who walks’ (wa-taraka l-masi); for this
sophism (mugalata) had occurred more often with regard to ‘the one who
walks,” since ‘the one who walks’ is a name (ism), whereas ‘he walks’ is a verb
(fi'). We must not let ourselves be affected by this as well! Rather, we say:
When he wanted to prove that ‘he walks’ is not a universal, he used the first
quaesitum, which had been doubted, as the major premise (muqaddima kubra) in
the proof that this is not a universal. Thus he said: “[i] Since ‘he walks’ does not
signify the thing’s quiddity, [ii] and since everything which is not said of the
thing’s quiddity is not a universal, [(iii) therefore, ‘he walks’ is not a universal].”
This [i.e., the major premise] is that which had been transferred from the quaesi-
tum to its proof (insarafa ‘ani l-matlubi ila bayanihi); for it and the quaesitum
are alike in their judgment (hukm) [i.e., they have the same propositional con-
tent].

[§ 33] [Ibn Sina’s reply (B). Is the premise more known than the conclusion?]
If, however, he should be of the opinion that this [i.e., the major premise] is not
the same as the quaesitum but that from it follows the quaesitum — and it is
characteristic of syllogisms to assume things from which follows the quaesitum,
for these things are more known [than the quaesitum] —, then one must say to
him: It is unavoidable for you either [1] to take this premise in this place as [self-
levident (‘ala annaha bayyina) or [2] to make it evident first — and only after-
wards the quaesitum could be made evident on the basis of it [i.e., first of all the
premise would have to be proven and after that the premise could be used in a
proof whose conclusion would be the quaesitum)].

[§ 34] [Ibn Sina’s reply (B.1). Assuming the major premise to be self-evident]
If it [i.e., the major premise] is self-evident (bayyina bi-nafsiha), the idle effort of
these syllogisms (takalluf hadihi l-qiyasat) would not be needed! Rather, this
would simply have to be assumed. Hence one would say: “Since that which is
not said with regard to a thing’s quiddity, is not a universal, every universal is
something which is said in reply to the question ‘what is it’.” Then (tumma)
[there would be another problem, namely that] the claim that this [negative
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proposition] is evident and that it is even more evident than [the affirmative
proposition] “every universal is something which is said in reply to the question
‘what is it”” is a claim which is remote from comprehension (da‘wa ba‘ida ‘ani I-
‘uqul). For whoever [in opposing this claim] says “not every universal is some-
thing which is said in reply to the question ‘what is it’”” simultaneously says “not
everything which is not said in reply to the question ‘what is it’ is not a univer-
sal” (laysa kullu ma laysa magqiilan fi gawabi ma huwa fa-laysa bi-kulli).

[§ 35] [Ibn Sina’s reply (B.2). Assuming the major premise to be in need of a
proof] If, however, it [i.e., the major premise] needs to be made evident so that
the quaesitum could be made evident on the basis of it, why did he use this itself
[i.e., the major premise] as part of the syllogism which makes it [i.e., the major
premise] evident in order to make the quaesitum evident through it [i.e., through
the major premise]?

[§ 36] [Ibn Sind’s reply (C). Why is the (general term) ‘non-universal predi-
cates’ (al-mahmaulatu ‘ala $-3ay’i llati laysat kulliyyatan) replaced by the exempla-
ry case ‘yamsi’'?] Moreover, does the introduction of ‘he walks’ (idhal yamsi)
yield any other benefit (fa’ida) than replacing by it [the general term] ‘those
things predicated of something which are not universal’? A proof was to be
provided for the claim that ‘those things which are not predicated in the mode of
what the thing is’ (al-mahmaulat la min tarig ma huwa) are not universal — but
how should this be proven by assuming that ‘those things which are not predi-
cated in the mode of what the thing is’ are not universal?

[§ 37] [Another faulty doctrine related to the above-mentioned view: ‘A par-
ticular falls only under one universal’] In this chapter we have already pointed to
something [i.e., to yet another problematic assumption] without, however, hav-
ing expressed it clearly. This is closely related to what he said in his delusion,
namely that ‘he walks’ is not a universal because “Zayd’ is not a particular of ‘he
walks.” For his saying “because ‘Zayd’ is not a particular of ‘he walks™
thing which the mind accepts instantaneously (mimma yasbuqu ila d-dihni
qubuluhu), as the mind had conceived instantaneously that Zayd is an individual
belonging to the species ‘man’ (anna Zaydan Sahsun min nawi l-insan); and that
the individual is a particular of the species; therefore he was instantaneously of
the opinion that it is a particular of the species and not a particular of anything
else — as if it were not possible for something to be a particular of two things
(ka-anna s-$ay’a la yaguzu an yakiuina guz’iyya Say’ayn)!

(§ 38] [Ibn Sina’s reply: The perspective needs to be reversed, i.e., ‘being a par-
ticular’ does not mean that something falls only under one universal (i.e., that only
one universal is said of it) but, quite the contrary, that it is not said of anything] It
is, however [despite the alleged obviousness of this argument], necessary to
grasp what is understood by our saying ‘such-and-such is a particular of such-

is some-
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and-such’ (inna kada guz’i kada). Hence we say: By saying ‘such-and-such is a
particular of such-and-such’ we mean that it is a certain thing which is charac-
terized by such-and-such [i.e., by a certain attribute] (ma yiusafu bi-kada) so that
it is such-and such (fa-yakiina kada). This does not entail that solely that particu-
lar [subject] is characterized by it [and not anything else] (la yalzamu an yisafa
dalika I-guz’iyyu bihi wahdahu). [Now the perspective changes from ‘one thing
being only characterized by one attribute’ to ‘the attribute being said of many
things.’] For such-and-such [i.e., any given attribute] functions as an attribute
both of that thing and of something else - either in actu or in potentia (sifatun
lahti wa-li-gayrihi bi-filin aw quwwatin). If, however, the attribute (wasf) were
something which is — both in actu and in potentia — solely predicated of this
[particular thing], if this were the case, it [i.e., the particular subject] would, in
fact, not be a particular of that attribute (lam yakun huwa guz’iyya dalika I-wasf)
[for in this case subject and predicate would be identical]. If both this [subject]
and other things are characterized by it [i.e., by this attribute] by means of an
attribution with one and the same understanding and one and the same defini-
tion and by means of an attribution in the manner that it is it, without the occur-
rence of paronymy (wasfan ‘ala sabilin annahi huwa min gayr istigaq), then this
[i.e., the attribute] is more general in application (wuqi‘) than that [i.e., than the
subject characterized by the attribute], and that [i.e., the subject] is more specific
than this [i.e., the attribute]. For Zayd is more specific (ahass) than ‘he walks’
and ‘he walks’ is more general (a‘amm) than Zayd. For Zayd is only said of one
single thing (la yuqalu illa ‘ala wahid). ‘He walks,” in contrast, is said of that of
which Zayd is said and of something else. Thus, Zayd is one of the particular
things of which ‘he walks’ is predicated. This is precisely what we mean by [the
term] ‘particular.” As for the assumption that the general predicate (al-mahmul
al-‘amm) which is said both of Zayd and of something else must be something
which is predicated of him with regard to his essence (amran yuhmalu ‘alayhi fi
datihi), this is an additional condition which, in relation to Zayd, exceeds the
condition for particularity and, in relation to the attribute, exceeds the condition
for universality (Sartun za@’idun li-Zaydin ‘ala l-guz’iyyati wa-li-s-sifati ‘ala I-
kulliyya).

[§ 39] [Ibn Sina fosters his view by referring to the consensus among scholars
with regard to the predication of propria and accidents] As a matter of fact, people
agreed that the propria (al-hawass) and accidents (al-a‘rad) are universals. And
these have, insofar as they are [in relation to their subjects] propria and acci-
dents, particulars which [with regard to their essences] are remote from them
(wa-laha min haytu hiya hawass wa-a‘rad guz’iyyat gariba ‘anha) [i.e., they are
not predicated essentially]. For example, ‘[capable of] laughing’ (ad-dahhak) in
relation to ‘this [specific] laughing [man], insofar as he is this [specific] laugh-
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ing [man]’ (hada d-dahhak min haytu huwa hada d-dahhak), is not a proprium
but rather a species and something which is constitutive for his quiddity
(naw‘un wa-muqawwimun li-mahiyyatihi), as you have already learned [in the
Isagoge]. Yet, it is a proprium in relation to ‘man.” The particulars of ‘laughing,’
insofar as it is a proprium, are the individuals of ‘man’ [i.e., individual human
beings] (ashas al-insan). As for individual human beings, insofar as they are
human beings, these are not constituted by ‘laughing’; for it [i.e., ‘laughing’] is
not part of the quiddity of human beings (gayr dahil fi mahiyyatiha) because it
does not constitute its quiddity. Nonetheless, it is a universal said of many
things (kulliyyun maqalun ‘ala katirin) which are its particulars, insofar as it is a
proprium.

[§ 40] [An additional argument against the view that “something which is
said of something” is always said by means of an essential predication] Moreover,
if “white’ in relation to ‘man’ and ‘he walks’ in relation to Zayd did not belong
to those which are said of a subject but if, instead, they were accidents, it would
be unavoidable that the name ‘accident’ is [1] either said of ‘the accidental
[predicate]’ (al-‘aradi) and of the ‘real [i.e., ontological] accident’ (al-‘arad al-
haqiqi) by means of pure equivocity (bi-stirak baht), that is, neither by means of
‘modulation’ [i.e., ‘focal homonymy’] nor univocally (la taskika wa-la tawatu’a
fihi); [2] or that it is not said equivocally.

[§ 41] [Option 1: equivocity of ‘accident’] If it [i.e., ‘accident’] were said
equivocally, it would follow that the number of divisions in accordance with the
concepts would be greater than the number of divisions they adduce; for in this
case, the principles (usul) of division would be six: [1] universal; [2] particular;
[3] substance and [4] accident in one of the two senses [of substance and acci-
dent, respectively]; and [5] substance and [6] accident in the sense of ‘substan-
tial [predicate]’ and ‘accidental [predicate]’ (bi-ma‘na l-gawhart wa-I-‘aradi).
Each of the two senses of ‘accident’ (kullu wahidin mina l-‘aradayni) has, as a
matter of fact, been used in the examples they adduce in this context, that is to
say, those ignoble scholars have used these rotten conditions (Surit fasida), I do
not mean to say that the first one who taught us this introduced any of this.

[§ 42] [Option 2: univocity of ‘accident’] If ‘accident’ were to apply to both of
them univocally, this [common] meaning should be indicated.*"

[§ 43] But those [scholars] agreed that in the case of ‘that which is in a sub-
ject’ [i.e., the ontological accident] its ‘subject’ (mawdu ‘uhi) does not commonly
share with it [i.e., with ‘that which is in a subject’] both its definition and its

312 That is to say, someone should make it explicit what the common meaning of ‘accidental
predicate’ and ‘ontological accident’ is — but since no one has made this effort, this op-
tion can be excluded.
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name; rather, it might only share with it its name, whereas its definition is not
predicated of it.

[§ 44] Furthermore (tumma), whenever we say about Zayd ‘he walks’ and
‘he is white’ and [whenever] we inquire the definition of ‘he walks’ — namely ‘it
is a thing which moves from one place to another place by setting forward one
foot and by leaning against the other one’ — and inquire the definition of ‘white’
- namely ‘it is a thing which possesses a color that disperses the vision’ -, we
recognize that both of these definitions belong to that which is said of Zayd. For
just as we say about Zayd ‘he walks,” we say that ‘he moves from one place to
another place by setting forward one foot and by leaning against the other one’;
and just as we say that he is ‘white,” we say that ‘he is a body which possesses a
color that disperses the vision.” Hence, it is clear that this discourse belongs to
those things one does not need to pay a lot of attention to.

[§ 45] [What does it mean to share in a definition?] We ought to remember
here what had been said [in chapter 1,2] about the [various] modes of participa-
tion (al-musarakat) [i.e., the modes a commonly sharing a name, i.e., homonymy
(sharing the name only) and synonymy (sharing the name and the definition)]
and the [various] modes of difference (al-mubayanat) [i.e., the modes of differ-
ing with regard to the name, ie., heteronymy, polyonymy and paronymy]: In
that context they [i.e., these scholars] had agreed that it can be taken for granted
that the five [types of predicables] are predicated univocally and that the pro-
prium [being one of the five predicables] is also predicated univocally. You
know how quickly they forget — unless [in defense of their view] they were to
say that ‘sharing in a definition’ (al-musaraka fi I-hadd) [actually] means that
the definition is not merely predicated [i.e., it does not merely mean that if Zayd
is walking and walking is said of Zayd, the definition of ‘walking’ is also predi-
cated of Zayd]; rather, it means that it is also a definition [of the thing of which
it is predicated; i.e., the definition of ‘walking’ would have to function as the
definition of Zayd as well]. As a consequence, the species would not share in the
definitions of the natural genera but would only share the names with them. For
the definitions of the genera are not definitions for the species [even though the
definitions of the genera can be predicated of the species below the respective
genus]. Moreover, individuals do not have any definitions at all. Hence, how
should they share in the definitions of the genera?

(§ 46] [Another futile attempt at defending their position] If, however, they
made an idle effort to present yet another excessive argument and hence said
‘sharing in a definition means that that which is a definition for one of the two
is either a definition for the other one or part of the definition of the other one,’
this would be disproven by their own claim (tasdiguhum) that the genus and the
proprium commonly share the feature of being predicated univocally of that
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which is below them - both with regard to the name and the definition. And all
of them have agreed to this.

[§ 47] Therefore, this is not the meaning of ‘sharing in a definition’; rather,
it means that ‘that which is understood by a thing’s name, be it a definition of it
or a description of it, is predicated of that thing of which the name is predicated;
thus, the thing is characterized by the meaning (ma‘na) of the name, just like it
is named by its expression (lafz), even if that [meaning] does not function as a
definition of the thing.’

[(4) Concluding Remarks and Summary]
[ed. Madkar, p. 27, 11. 10-21]

[§ 48] Through these things it has become clear that they were very care-
less! Moreover, it has become clear that the reason for this [carelessness] is their
opinion that the accident which is one of the five [predicables] is the same as the
accident which we talk about in this book [i.e., they held the erroneous view
that the predicative accident is the same as the ontological accident].

[§ 49] What is more, through this it may have even become clear that [a]
every general concept (ma‘na ‘@amm) which is said of more than one thing
(yuqalu ‘ala aktara min wahid), whichever way this might be (kayfa kana), is a
universal; [b] and [that] the specific concept (ma‘na hass) is a particular; [c] and
that the accident which is opposed to substance is that which we are about to
define [i.e., in the Categories the ontological accident is treated]; [d] and that
things (al-umur) [are divided into the following classes]:

[1] Those things which are said of a subject and do not exist in a subject;
these are the universals of things which are substances; since they are univer-
sals, they are said of something; and since they are substances they do not exist
in something.

[2] Or those things which exist in a subject and are not said of a subject;
these are the particulars of accidents; since they are accidents, they exist in
something; and since they are particulars, they are not [said] of something.

[3] Or those things which are said of a subject and which exist in a subject;
these are the universals of accidents; for in relation to their particulars they are
said of a subject, such as the universal whiteness in relation to a certain white-
ness; and since they are accidents, they exist in a subject.

[4] Or those things which are not said of something and which do not exist
in something; these are the particulars of substances, such as Zayd and ‘Amr and
such as ‘this matter,” ‘this form’ and ‘this soul’; since they are substances, they
do not exist in a subject; and since they are particulars, they are not said of a
subject.
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c. The Fivefold Scheme of Attributive Relations in the Categories
Part of al-Lawkari’s Bayan al-haqq bi-diman as-sidq

Ibn Sina, K. a$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq,
al-Magqalat, 1,3, §§ 2-13

For an English translation,
see above, pp. 126—129.
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3. Attempts at Providing a Systematization
of the Scheme of Ten Categories

A. STUDY

3.1. The Greek Background: Ammonian and Themistian
Approaches of Dividing the Categories

The question of whether and how the list of categories could be justified seems
to have troubled readers and commentators ever since Aristotle’s small treatise
began to function as the starting-point of the classical philosophy curriculum.
After centuries of various justification efforts, Immanuel Kant, who took the
categories to be the “pure concepts of understanding” (“reine Verstandesbegrif-
fe”), passed a rather harsh verdict: Since Aristotle “had no principle” (“kein Prin-
cipium”) in his quest for “these fundamental concepts” (“diese Grundbegriffe”),
he simply “rounded them up as he stumbled on them” (“so raffte er sie auf, wie
sie ihm aufstiefen”)’” — a view which eighty years later was forcefully chal-
lenged by Franz Brentano’s attempt at carrying out a complete deductive proof
of the scheme of categories exclusively on the basis of fundamental Aristotelian
principles.’™* Thus, modern philosophy resumed and perpetuated a heated de-
bate which can be traced back at least as far as to the Neoplatonic commentary
tradition.

Whereas in his brief exegetical remarks on Cat. 4 the Alexandrian commen-
tator Ammonius Hermiae does not address the question of how the list of ten
categories could be justified,””® he provides some hints at a possible systematiza-
tion of the scheme of categories in his discussion of Cat. 8 and 9. First of all, his

313 Immanuel Kant, Werke in zwélf Banden, Band III: Kritik der reinen Vernunft 1, ed. Wil-
helm Weischedel (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1975), pp. 116-119, esp. p. 119. English
tr. by Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood, Critique of Pure Reason (Cambridge: University
Press, 1998), pp. 210-213, esp. p. 213.

314 Franz Brentano, Von der Mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles (Freiburg
i. Br.: Herder’sche Verlagshandlung, 1862), ch. 5, §§ 12-13, pp. 144-178; new ed. by Wer-
ner Sauer (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2014), pp. 133-161. English tr. by Rolf George, On the Sev-
eral Senses of Being in Aristotle (Berkeley/Los Angeles/London: University of California
Press, 1975), pp. 94-118.

315 Cf. Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 32,1. 17 — p. 35, L. 8.
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explanation of why in certain cases “the genera of qualities” (t& yévn tdv
ol0THTWwV) may be said to be “relata” (t& mpdg 1), while their “species” (€idn)
may belong to the category of “quality” (10 mot6v),”*® prompts him to introduce
a dihairetic scheme of the first four categories:

Beings
(6vtar)
|
subjects (Omokeipevar) in a subject (¢v OTOKEEVEW)
= SUBSTANCE = Accident
not in a relation in a relation (¢v oxéoel)
(ovxk év oxéoel) = RELATUM
belonging divisibly belonging indivisibly
(HepLoT®dG OITp)xEL) (apepiotwg vLapyeL)
= QUANTITY = QUALITY

Figure 3. Ammonius’ Dihairetic Scheme of the First Four Categories

What is remarkable about this division is the fact that the distinction between
accident and substance is not achieved by contrasting ‘something which is in a
subject’ with ‘something which is not in a subject’ but rather by identifying
substance with ‘subject’ and accident with ‘in a subject.” Since in his exegesis of
Cat. 2 Ammonius explains that the reason why Aristotle did not simply equate
substance with ‘subject’ lies in the fact that “the primary and divine substances
are certainly not subjects” (o0 yap dnmov kol ai mpdtar kai ot Oeiocn ovoion
eioiv Omokeipeva),”’’ it is clear that the substances covered by the scheme of
“beings” (6vta) which Ammonius outlines in the context of discussing Cat. 8 are
restricted to sensibilia; for only these are the kinds of substances which always
function as the subjects of certain accidental features. As we shall see, the two
criteria by which Ammonius arrives at a division of three accidental categories
will, in one way or another, reappear in most subsequent schematizations of the
categories, both in the late ancient Greek and in the Arabic traditions: (1) Acci-

316 Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 91, 1l. 10-13.
317 Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 26, 1l. 2-3 (my tr.).
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dents may either be “in a relation” (¢v oxéoel) or “not in a relation” (ovk év
oyéoel); (2) and non-relational accidents may either be “divisible” (pepiotdg) or
“indivisible” (dpépiotog).

Shortly afterwards, in the context of treating the categories of doing and
being affected (Cat. 9, 11b1ff.), Ammonius resumes this fourfold scheme - and
now labels substance, relatum, quantity and quality “the principal and primary
categories” (ai kvping kol TpdTon katnyopiot). Without attempting to concep-
tualize all ten categories within one unified scheme of successive dihairetic divi-
sions, Ammonius justifies the remaining six categories as genera which “result
from combining substance with the other three [primary categories]” (yivovrou
€K TN CLPTTAOKTC TG 0Voiag TPOG TAG AOLTAG TPEIG), i.e., with quantity, quality
and relatum;’"® this yields the following three divisions:

substance +
relatum

substance +
quality

substance +
quantity

( WHERE | (WeEN] [ DOING ] (BEING AFFECTED] [HAVING]  ( POSITION |

Figure 4. Ammonius’ Second Scheme: The Six Categories Which
“Result from Combining Substance with the Other Three”

This approach assumes a fundamental divide between four primary and six de-
rivative summa genera — and hence poses at least one obvious problem: Whereas
the ten categories are generally taken to be simple terms which signify simple
notions, the categories of where and when, doing and being affected, having and
position could now, at least in a certain sense, be understood to be compound
notions.

This becomes particularly obvious in John Philoponus’ systematization of
the ten categories which, following his teacher Ammonius, he outlines in the
context of discussing Cat. 9: Rather than starting from the distinction between
substance and accident (which Aristotle, without a doubt, held to be the su-
preme distinguishing criterion), John Philoponus first of all makes it clear that
the ten categories fall into two groups: “the simple ones” (o), i.e., substance,
quantity, quality and relatum, and those which “have [their] being in accordance
with taking two together and combining the simple ones” (katd cvvdvacpov
Kol GUPITAOKTV TGV aTAdV TO elvan #xovst).”” This implies that, prior to divid-

318 Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 92, 1l. 6-12 (my tr.).
319 John Philoponus, In Categorias, p. 163, 1l. 4-5 (my tr.).
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ing the categories according to their essential features, one may, first of all, di-
vide them according to their conceptual simplicity and composition:

The Categories
(ot kaTnyopion)
|

1
according to composition
(ot cupTAOKTV)

[SUBS’II“ANCE] [QUAII\ITITY] [ QUAILITY] [RELAITION]

[WHIERE] [ WI!IEN ] [DOIING] [BEING AIFFECTED] [HA\I/ING] [POSIITION]

Figure 5. John Philoponus’ First Scheme: Simple vs Compounded Categories

Brentano complains that this account gives rise to the idea that the four primary
categories amount to “the only categories among the ten” (“die [...] einzigen
Kategorien unter den zehn”). Since the six compounded categories lack a “proper
unity” (“eigentliche Einheit”) and, as a consequence, fail to have a “proper being”
(“eigentliches Sein”), this approach nourishes the conviction that substance,
quantity, quality and relatum are “the only proper beings” (“die einzigen eigent-
lichen 6vta’), that is to say, the only uncompounded beings. Hence, Brentano
denounces this Ammonian-Philoponian approach as being founded upon a bla-
tant “misunderstanding of Aristotle’s basic thought” (“Miflkennung des Aristo-
telischen Grundgedankens”).*”’

Whereas John Philoponus labels his first scheme as a classification of “cate-
gories” (xatnyopiar), he subsequently outlines a second scheme which aims at
providing a classification of “beings” (6vta). The first scheme can be read as
elucidating the fundamental distinguishing criterion through which the second
scheme is attained (see figure 6).

320 Franz Brentano, Von der Mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles, ed. 1862,
pp. 179-180; ed. 2014, p. 161. English tr. by George, pp. 119-120 (modified). It should be
noted that at the time Brentano composed his study, the Berlin editions of the Commen-
taria in Aristotelem Graeca were not available yet; he received John Philoponus’ account
of systematizing the ten categories through a scholion which he believed to have been
authored by Ammonius.
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subsisting per se
(ko®’ EovTd DPéoTNKEV)
= SUBSTANCE

147

Having its being in other things
(¢v étépolg #xel TO elvarl)

= Accident

[unrelated (&GXE‘COV)]

divisible (ueprotov)
= QUANTITY

indivisible (&pépioTtov)| |in a relation (¢v oyéoel)
= QUALITY

= RELATUM

+ substance h

+ substance

+ substance

+ substance

(o0t 8¢ €aqruthy (1 oboia & (N ovoia (1 oboia Tolg
OGUUTTAEKOPEVT)) TOGE) OUUTTAEKOUEVT) TG PG TL
) OUUTTAEKOUEVT)) TTOLD) GUUTTAEKOPEVT))
] L 1
[ HAVING ] [WHERE] [ WHEN ] [ DoING ] [BEING AFFECTED] [ POSITION ]

Figure 6. John Philoponus’ Second Scheme: The Division of Beings

John Philoponus’ version of the Ammonian approach shares three basic features
with the scheme outlined by his teacher: (1) At the highest level of dividing ac-
cidents, the criterion of relatedness and unrelatedness is applied; (2) non-
relational accidents are further subdivided through the criterion of divisibility
and indivisibility; (3) the six remaining categories are the result of a combination
of the primary categories.

However, the specific manner in which Philoponus puts the third feature to
practice marks, at the same time, a significant variation of the Ammonian ap-
proach: For the expression “kotd copmAoknv 8¢ Thg ovoing TpoOG piov ToLTWVY T
npog éavtnv” (“according to a combination of substance with one of these or
with itself”)*”! indicates that the other six categories are either the result of pair-

321 John Philoponus, In Categorias, p. 163, 1l. 6-7 (my tr.).
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ing a substance with a quantity, a quality and a relatum or the result of combin-
ing a substance with a substance. While the categories of where and when, doing
and being affected are still grouped in the same pairings as in Ammonius’ com-
mentary, the category of having is no longer classified along with the category of
position as a combination of substance and relatum but is now treated as the
combination of a substance with another substance: “whenever it is combined
with itself, it brings about having” (abtry 8¢ éawvtfj ocvpmAekopévn motel TO
#xew).””® As a consequence, the Ammonian 2 x 3 scheme of classifying the non-
primary categories is abandoned. Moreover, Ammonius’ problematic identifica-
tion of substance with ‘subject’ is replaced by an account which describes sub-
stance as something which “subsists per se” (ka®’ éavta Dpéotnkev) and accident
as something which “has its being in others” (¢v étépoig #xeL 10 eivan). Contrary
to the juxtaposition of ‘subject’ and ‘in a subject,” this is an encompassing de-
scription; and contrary to the juxtaposition of ‘not in a subject’ and ‘in a subject,’
this is an affirmative description. Even though John Philoponus presents his out-
line continuously (and not, as his teacher Ammonius had done, scattered over
two different exegetical passages), his commentary still refrains from establishing
a systematic connection between the upper level, i.e., the four primary categories,
and the lower level, i.e., the six remaining categories: He does tell us that the six
are generated from the four but he does not make it explicit whether — and if so,
where - the six are to be grouped with regard to the first dihairesis of accident,
i.e., relational vs non-relational.

Such an attempt can, however, be found one generation later in a commen-
tary which has been attributed to two of Olympiodorus’ Christian pupils (and
hence to two of Ammonius’ grand-disciples), namely David the Armenian and
Elias of Alexandria.”*> As we shall see, the systematic integration effort which is

322 John Philoponus, In Categorias, p. 164, 1. 4 (my tr.). In the transmitted text things are a bit
more complicated: First of all, it seems to introduce a departure from Ammonius’ 2 x 3
scheme (p. 163, 1l 6-7); then it contains a passage which takes the 2 x 3 scheme for
granted (which Busse deems to be an addition, see p. 163, apparatus, 1. 1-3) — and in the
end it once again returns to the initial idea of combining substance with substance (p.
164, 1. 4). In order to make the text consistent from a doctrinal point of view, Busse not
only treats the conflicting passage as an unauthentic addition but deems it necessary to
insert, once more, 1} éavtyj at p. 163, 1. 13 (cf. apparatus, L. 8: inserui).

323 See Elias [David], In Porphyrii Isagogen et Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria, ed. Adolf
Busse (Berlin: Reimer, 1900), p. 159, 1l. 6-24. While the Greek manuscript tradition at-
tributes the work to David, Busse in his introduction to the editio princeps of the com-
mentary favors Elias’ authorship; see Elias [David], In Categorias, pp. v—x. On the basis of
some cautious considerations by Jean-Pierre Mahé, Ilsetraut Hadot stated quite con-
fidently in Der Neue Pauly that the commentary “is most definitely a work of David of
Armenia.” See Jean-Pierre Mahé, “Appendice II: David I'Invincible dans la tradition armé-
nienne,” in Simplicius, Commentaire sur les Catégories, fasc. 1, ed. Ilsetraut Hadot (Leiden:
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made in this commentary will turn out to be of importance with regard to the
subsequent Arabic tradition.

Being
(to 0Vv)
——
[ |
- . ™ ; :
not in a subject in a subject
(00K év Uokeévy) (év dmokeéve)
= SUBSTANCE ) = Accident

|
[ [
[ per se (kaf’ €avto) ] [ not per se (00 ko’ Eavtod) ]

divisible indivisible mere relation conceptualized according to a
(peprotodv) (apéprotov) (oxéorg povn) relation to other things
Y ovEGLY G >

= QUANTITY = QUALITY = RELATUM (ko oxéorv Ghheov voettou)

substance + substance + substance +

quantity quality relatum

1

[WHERE ][ WHEN ][ DoING ] [BEING AFFECTED] [ HAVING ][POSITION]

Figure 7. David’s/Elias’ Scheme: An Elaboration of
Olympiodorus’ Version of the Ammonian Scheme

Brill, 1990), p. 196; and Ilsetraut Hadot, “Elias, neuplaton. Philosoph, 6. Jh.,” in Der Neue
Pauly, vol. 3, ed. Hubert Cancik and Helmuth Schneider (Stuttgart: Metzler, 1997), p. 991;
the English version (Brill’s New Pauly) is available at http://referenceworks.
brillonline.com/entries/brill-s-new-pauly/elias-e329330#e329350 (in the English version,
the entry is attributed to Pierre Hadot). However, the attribution to David has been force-
fully challenged by Richard Goulet in his entry on “Elias” in the Dictionnaire des philoso-
phes antiques, vol. 3, ed. Richard Goulet (Paris: CNRS, 2000), pp. 57-66, esp. pp. 60—65.
Marwan Rashed, who supports the attribution to Elias, has presented some strong argu-
ments for identifying David with the mysterious ’llyns whom the Arabic tradition knows
as one of the commentators of the Categories. He takes llyns to refer to “0 "EAAnv.” See
his “Les marginalia d’Aréthas, Ibn al-Tayyib et les derniéres gloses alexandrines a
I’Organon,” in Scientia in Margine: Etudes sur les Marginalia dans les manuscrits scienti-
fiques du Moyen Age a la Renaissance, ed. Danielle Jacquart and Charles Burnett (Geneva:
Librairie Droz, 2005), pp. 57-73, esp. pp. 65 and 68.
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150 3. Systematization of the Scheme of Ten Categories

Since their common teacher Olympiodorus - in contrast to Ammonius and John
Philoponus - had already integrated a similar scheme into his remarks on Cat.
4,°** the novelty of David’s or Elias’ outline does not primarily lie in the fact that
it is presented in the context of commenting on Cat. 4 (rather than Cat. 8/9). In
connection with that relocation, both Olympiodorus and David/Elias retain Aris-
totle’s terminological convention of characterizing substance as ‘not in a subject’
and accident as ‘in a subject.” Whereas Olympiodorus in the first dihairesis of
accident contrasts two accidents which are “per se” (ka®’ o0td), namely quantity
and quality, with the seven remaining accidents which are “in a relationship” (¢v
oxéoer),”” in David’s/Elias’ commentary the relational accidents are described ex
negativo as being “not per se” (00 ko’ éavtd); as a result, the criterion of relat-
edness and unrelatedness has been transformed to a distinction between acci-
dents which are per se and accidents which are not per se.

More importantly, in David’s/Elias’ commentary the six categories which
are derived from the four primary categories are explicitly subsumed under the
same criterion as the category of relatum: Whereas the relatum is characterized
as an accident which, in addition to being not per se, is a “mere relationship”
(oxéowg povn), the six remaining categories are characterized as non-per se acci-
dents which are “conceptualized according to a relation to other things” (kotc
oxéow &Mwv voeitan).””® The distinction between whether an accident is con-
ceptualized as a pure relation or as a relation between a substance and another
non-substance category results in a dihairesis of the non-per se accidents. Due to
the fact that there are three primary non-substance categories to which any
given substance could be related, this is followed by a triadic scheme of acci-
dents which are neither per se nor pure relations.

Another particular feature of David’s/Elias’ systematization can be detected
in its programmatic beginning: Whereas Aristotle is said to have undertaken a
“bare enumeration” (YA} dmoapiBunoig) of the categories making known “that
they are ten” (6t 8éxat) without explaining “why they are ten” (Sux ti 8éka), the
commentator sets for himself the task “to put forth the reason why they are ten”
(v aitiav mpocOdpev Sux Ti Séka).””” Thus, in his outline of the scheme of
categories the commentator appears to be confident to address not only the first
scientific question, i.e., “the that” (16 6711), but also the second one, i.e., “the why”
(10 81611).”*® In comparison to this rather ambitious approach, the assessment

324 Olympiodorus, Prolegomena et In Categorias Commentarium, ed. Adolf Busse (Berlin:
Reimer, 1902), p. 54, 1l. 3-31.

325 Olympiodorus, In Categorias, p. 54, 11. 7.

326 Elias [David], In Categorias, p. 159, 1. 15 (my tr.).

327 Elias [David], In Categorias, p. 159, 1. 6-9 (my tr.).

328 Cf. Aristotle, Analytica Posteriora B 1, 89b24.
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that had previously been given by David’s/Elias’ teacher Olympiodorus had
been significantly more modest: “We said that they are ten, as we have shown
by such and such a division” (popev Ot Séka, ¢ dnAdoopev €k TVOg
Sroupéoeng Towadtnc);’” that is to say, the division can only establish that there
are ten categories but does not provide us with a scientifically sound “reason”
(aitia) for why there are ten categories.

In comparison to John Philoponus’ version, it should be noted that Da-
vid’s/Elias’ outline refrains from explicitly labelling substance, quantity, quality
and relatum as ‘simple’ and those accidents which are generated from a combi-
nation of the previous four categories as ‘composite.” However, in the ensuing
outline of some &mopiot which need to be addressed in connection with this
approach of dividing the categories, we see David/Elias discuss the following
question:

In what way do we say that these ten categories are simple (arAod) if only the four
are simple, whereas the six are composite (cOvBetot)? We call them ‘composite’ be-
cause for us - as beginners - they appear to be composite (Eppaciv Npiv cuvbéceng
giodryovay), although they are simple.*”

The characteristic feature of the Ammonian approach lies precisely in the idea
that there are, on the one hand, four primary categories which themselves are
not the result of a combination of other summa genera and which therefore can
be called ‘simple’; and that there are, on the other hand, six secondary categories
which - on a conceptual level - are ‘compounded’ from the previous ones. Paul
Thom has recently contrasted al-Kindi’s approach of drawing a distinction be-
tween ‘simple’ and ‘composite’ accidents with Olympiodorus’ approach of clas-
sifying accidents as ‘being per se’ and ‘being in relation.”" It is certainly accu-
rate to observe that for al-Kindi the criterion of simplicity fulfills the same func-
tion as the criterion of ‘being per se’ or ‘being unrelated’ for Olympiodorus,
namely to separate quantity and quality from the other accidental categories.
But this does not mean that the criterion of simplicity and composition is specif-
ic to al-Kindi’s schematization of the categories. Rather, as we have seen, the

329 Olympiodorus, In Categorias, p. 54, 1l. 4-5 (my tr.).

330 Elias [David], In Categorias, p. 159, 1. 20-24 (my tr.).

331 See Paul Thom, “The Division of the Categories According to Avicenna,” p. 33. For al-
Kindi’s division of the categories, see “Risalat al-Kindi fi kammiyyat kutub Aristatalis
wa-ma yuhtagu ilayhi fi tahsil al-falsafa,” in Rasa’il al-Kindi al-falsafiyya, ed.
Muhammad ‘Abd-al-Hadi Aba Rida (Cairo: Dar al-fikr al-‘arabi, 1950 [1369 AH]), p. 365,
L4 - p.366, 1.9 and p. 370, 1. 11 - p. 372, 1. 1,; cf. the annotated English tr. by Peter
Adamson and Peter Pormann, “On the Quantity of Aristotle’s Books” in The Philosophi-
cal Works of al-Kindi (Oxford: University Press, 2012), pp. 282-283 and p. 285 (Thom did
not consult Adamson’s and Pormann’s translation but refers to an unpublished paper by
Dimitri Gutas).
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different versions of the Ammonian approach are all based on the underlying
assumption that there are four ‘simple’ and six ‘composite’ categories. In Bren-
tano’s assessment, David’s/Elias’ subsequent attempt to justify the composition
of the six secondary categories as a mere éupaocig cuvbéoewc, i.e., a mere “ap-
pearance of synthesis,”*** does not provide a sufficient solution to the problem
that the Ammonian approach from the very outset explains six of the ten simple
things as the result of composition.

Among the commentaries of the Ammonian school, Simplicius’ schematiza-
tion of the ten categories strikingly differs from the versions presented by his
colleagues.” He shares with the Ammonian approach the idea that, whereas
certain accidental properties are “relational” (xatd oxéowv), quality and quantity
are both to be classified as “non-relational” (&oyetoi). Moreover, he also treats
doing and being affected, position and having, and where and when as three
pairs which can each be subsumed under a joint criterion. However, from the
very outset the differences are much greater than the commonalities: Not only is
the distinction between primary simple and secondary composite categories
abandoned but the nine accidental categories are no longer grouped under a
common description of accident (such as ‘in a subject’ or ‘in other things’). In-
stead, at the highest level of Simplicius’ scheme, “beings” (6vta) are divided into
a group of “subsistences and potencies” (Umép€elg xai dvvapelg) and a group of
“activities” (évépyeran). Whereas the latter immediately yields one pair of acci-
dental categories, namely doing and being affected, the former encompasses
both substance and the seven remaining accidental categories which are intro-
duced as those which “subsist in others” (¢v &AAoig dpeotrkaoLy). By breaking
up Ammonius’ triadic schematization of the six composite categories, Simplicius
manages to operate solely with dichotomous criteria and thus achieves a com-
pletely dihairetic scheme of the ten categories. In addition to this methodologi-
cal rigor, however, Simplicius’ account stands out for its reluctance towards the
idea that the list of categories could and should be defended as a compelling
Aristotelian doctrine: In reply to those who criticize the list as insufficient, Sim-
plicius remarks that “introductory treatises” (sicaywyikag mpoypateiog), such
as the Categories, need not be “disposed towards exactness” (npog dxpiferav
Swokepévag); in the same context we also see him uphold the view that an at-
tack of the “division or enumeration” (Siaipeoig 1} dotopibunoig) of the catego-
ries ultimately does not target Aristotle but rather “the Pythagoreans and

332 Franz Brentano, Von der Mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles, ed. 1862,
p. 180; ed. 2014, p. 162; English tr. by George, p. 119.

333 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 67, 1. 26 — p. 68, 1. 16. Cf. the English tr. by Chase, pp. 82-83.
For a schematic outline, see Rainer Thiel, Aristoteles’ Kategorienschrift in ihrer antiken
Kommentierung, p. 174.
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Archytas, who had made the division into ten genera prior to Aristotle” (ntpog
tovg MMubayopeiovg kai Apyxvtav [...] 8¢ mpd T00 Apiototédouvg v eig déka
yévn Swipeowv émomjoaro).”** Moreover, when he presents his own attempt at
systematizing the list of categories he introduces it quite cautiously: “If, howev-
er, anyone desires to hear an inclusive division, which includes these ten genera,
perhaps it would run like this” (el 8¢ Tig émiBupel mepAnmriknv twva dwxipeotv
qxodoar Té Séka yévn TabTa mepilapPavovoay, téya &v gin Totavtn);” and he
concludes it by admitting (albeit a bit polemically) that for those who demand
exactness his “encouragement” (mapopvbic) to accept the list of categories will
certainly be defective.”®® Even though Simplicius’ very specific approach to sys-
tematizing the summa genera largely remained a solitary phenomenon, a rever-
beration of his strictly dihairetic method and of his reluctant attitude towards
the project of justifying the list of categories may be detected in one of Ibn
Sina’s outlines of the scheme of categories, as will be discussed shortly.””
Besides the various attempts at justifying the list of categories made by
commentators of the Ammonian school, the markedly different Themistian ap-
proach of dividing accidents deserves some particular attention with regard to
subsequent Arabic developments. The Fihrist not only mentions Themistius as
the author of a commentary on the Categories’ but also ascribes a Kitab
Qatiguriyas ‘ala ra’y Tamistiyus, i.e., a “book of the Categories according to The-
mistius’ view,” to Hunayn b. Ishaq.”” While in Greek or Arabic no complete
Themistian account of the Categories has been preserved, in Latin a Themistian
paraphrase with the title Categoriae decem has come down to us. This concise
textbook, which traditionally had been attributed to Saint Augustine,’*’ groups
the nine accidental categories into three triads. While substance (usia) is only
very briefly characterized as “that which bears the other nine” (quae novem

334 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 67, 1l. 23-25. English tr. by Chase, p. 82. For Ps.-Archytas’
Book on the Categories, cf. above, p. 27, note 72.

335 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 67, 11. 26—-27. English tr. by Chase, p. 82 (emphasis added).

336 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 68, 1l. 13—16. English tr. by Chase, p. 83.

337 See below, pp. 163-167.

338 Ibn an-Nadim, K. al-Fihrist, ed. Reza Tagaddod (Teheran: Markaz-e Nasr-e Danesgahi,
1971 [1350 SH]), p. 309, 1. 5. For a complete translation of the entry on the Categories, see
below, Appendix 3.

339 Ibn an-Nadim, K. al-Fihrist, ed. Tagaddod, p. 353, L. 9 (in the entry on Hunayn b. Ishaq).
For a concise overview of the Arabic reception of Themistius, see Elisa Coda, “Themisti-
us, Arabic,” in Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy: Philosophy between 500 and 1500, vol.
2, ed. Henrik Lagerlund (Dordrecht: Springer, 2011), pp. 1260—1266.

340 For the disputed question of who might have authored the treatise, see Georg Pfligers-
dorffer, “Zur Frage nach dem Verfasser der pseudoaugustinischen Categoriae Decem,”
Wiener Studien: Zeitschrift fiir Klassische Philologie 65 (1950/51): pp. 131-137.
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caeteras sustinet), the accidents are distinguished by the criterion of their intrin-
sicality or extrinsicality in relation to substance: (1) “quality” (qualitas), “quanti-
ty” (quantitas), and “position” (iacere) are described as being “in the substance
itself” (in ipsa usia); (2) “where” (ubi), “when” (quando), and “having” (habere) as
being “outside of substance” (extra usian); (3) and “relatum” (ad aliquid), “doing”
(facere), and “being affected” (pati) as being “both inside and outside of sub-
stance” (intra et extra usian).”*!

~——/

[ accidentia

1
intrinsic and extrinsic to
substance (et intra et extra)

|
intrinsic to substance
(in ipsa usia)

~———
~—/

extrinsic to substance
(extra usian)

QUANTITY WHERE RELATUM

QUALITY WHEN DOING

BEING AFFECTED

POSITION HAVING

Figure 8. The Themistian Division of the Categories
(as Presented in Ps.-Augustine, Categoriae decem)

The short outline of the Categoriae decem gives no further explanation of this
triadic scheme; nor does it claim to provide a justification of that or of why there
are ten categories. Rather, it merely offers a sketch of the basic parameters by
which the Themistian tradition grouped the nine accidental categories. A closer
look at the Arabic reception of the Themistian approach will shed some light on
at least one of its underlying assumptions.

341 Ps.-Augustine, Categoriae decem (Anonymi Paraphrasis Themistiana), in Aristoteles Lati-
nus 1,1-5, ed. Lorenzo Minio-Paluello (Bruges - Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1961),
pp. 144-145 [51-54].
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3.2. Ibn Sina’s Report of a
“Well-Known Division” (gisma mashiura)

3.2.1. Outline of the Division Presented in
K a§—5ifé’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,5

In the K. al-Magqulat of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq Ibn Sina purposefully
refrains from “establishing” (itbat) the claim that the ten categories “cannot be
less or more in number.” He deems such an endeavor to be “impossible” (mimma
la yumkinu) — and hence disapproves of the attempts made by his predecessors.
To his mind, any philosophical justification of Aristotle’s list of categories
amounts merely to a “forced effort” (takalluf) which does not yield “anything
necessary” (Say’an daririyyan).**

Nonetheless, in the K. al-Magalat of the Sifa’ Ibn Sina dedicates an entire
chapter to the project of providing a “proper account” (haqq al-wafa’) of what-
ever method of vindicating the number of the categories has reached him. Be-
fore engaging with a specific schematization of the categories, he first of all
wants to give a general outline of “three approaches” (anha’ talata) which are
needed for the sake of a successful “validation” (tashih) of Aristotle’s list of cate-
gories. In what follows, Ibn Sina discusses only two questions that need to be
answered — and leaves open the possibility that the second requirement might
be met in two different ways; that is to say, while the first approach is indispen-
sable, the second and third approaches could be read as alternatives (in com-
menting on this passage, al-Hilli somehow seems to have lost track and numbers
only two of the announced three approaches*).

(1) First of all, it has to be established that every category is predicated of
everything that falls under it only by means of a “genus-predication” (gawl al-
gins), which requires the exclusion of the following three modes of predication:
(i) “coincidence in name” (al-ittifaq fi I-ism), that is, pure homonymy; (ii) a gra-
dation per prius et posterius, which is the most common instance of focal ho-
monymy, i.e., taskik; (iii) and the non-homonymous, yet at the same time non-
constitutive, “manner in which concomitants are predicated” (gawl al-
lawazim),>** that is to say, none of the ten categories may be predicated in the
same manner in which ‘accident’ is predicated of the nine accidental categories.
If, for example, a close scrutiny should yield the result that the essences of “af-

342 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqulat, § 29, p. 331, 1. 6-7.

343 See al-‘Allama al-Hilli, K. Kasf al-hafa’ min K. as-Sifa’, MS Dublin Chester Beatty 5151,
fol. 47b, 1. 9-10 and fol. 48a, 1. 17-18 [= headline to § 2 and § 4].

344 On the predication of concomitants, see below, pp. 232-234.
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fective quality and affections” (kayfiyya infi‘aliyya wa-infi‘alat) and of “posses-
sions and conditions” (al-malakat wa-I-halat) ultimately do not share any essen-
tial feature but are only concomitantly said to be qualities, these two species
would become summa genera in their own right — and hence the number of
categories would increase. Since, however, none of the “predecessors” (mimman
salafa) has undertaken such a “thorough investigation of the theory at hand”
(tadqiq an-nazar), the question of whether the ten summa genera are indeed
predicated of all of their alleged species by way of a synonymous, essential and
constitutive predication cannot be deemed to be settled.**

(2) According to the second approach, one needs to establish that there is no
genus outside of the ten categories. This is to be achieved by way of dividing
‘the existent’ in such a manner that Aristotle’s tenfold scheme is the only possi-
ble result. What Ibn Sina has in mind here is a dihairesis in the strict sense, that
is, a series of dichotomous divisions with mutually exclusive criteria at all levels.
However, Ibn Sina complains that, even though such a manner of proceeding
had indeed been on some of his predecessors’ agenda, this is yet another area in
which he did not receive “anything true” (Say’un hagqiqiyyun) from them.’**
(3) Thirdly, Ibn Sina suggests that the comprehensive and compelling nature of
the list of categories might also be shown by a non-dihairetic approach - and
now he attests that he has received at least one such attempt made by previous
scholars.

Since this prompts him to turn to a discussion of a specific transmitted ap-
proach of systematizing the ten categories, we can assume that to his mind the
scheme under consideration fails to be a proper dihairesis. Nonetheless, he labels
it the “well-known division” (al-qisma al-mashiira), thus reflecting the looser
sense of “division” which is widespread in the commentary tradition. As Paul
Thom has already observed,” the “well-known division” outlined by Ibn Sina is
clearly related to the Themistian approach preserved in the Categoriae decem:
By operating with the criterion of whether an accident is intrinsic or extrinsic in
relation to a substance, the nine accidental categories are grouped into the same
three triads. However, the criteria in the version presented by Ibn Sina are much
more nuanced than in the extremely brief account of the Categoriae decem.
While the formula et intra et extra (“both intrinsic and extrinsic”) could be taken
to amount to sheer absurdity or at least to create a conceptual problem, the ver-
sion given in the Sifa’ characterizes the three accidents pertaining to the third
triad as follows: Each of them “is only fully realized (innama yatimmu) between
it,” i.e., the subject, “and something extrinsic” (Say’ min harig). In contrast to the

345 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magilat, 1.5, p. 82,1. 7 - p. 83, 1. 3 [= §§ 2-3 (3.B.b)].
346 Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,5, p. 83, 1. 4-6 [= § 4 (3.B.b)].
347 Paul Thom, “The Division of the Categories According to Avicenna,” p. 36.
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members of the first triad, it is not a property which is “fixed in its subject”
(mustaqirran fi mawdi‘ihi) and which occurs to it without there being any ex-
trinsic cause; and in contrast to the members of the second triad, “it is not solely
due to something extrinsic” (laysa min harigin faqap); that is to say, accidents of
the third triad require the subject to possess a certain intrinsic disposition so
that they can be realized as the result of the interplay between that intrinsic
disposition and an extrinsic cause.’*® Conceptualized in this way, the criterion
posited for the third triad does not appear to be problematic at all.

Accident

extrinsic occurrence,

fixed in its subject,

can only be real-

ized between the

subject and some-
thing extrinsic

intrinsic occurrence, not in need of a cause
that is intrinsic to the

not due to something subject

extrinsic

=
-

QUANTITY WHERE RELATUM

QUALITY WHEN DoING

POSITION HAVING BEING AFFECTED

Figure 9. Ibn Sina’s Outline of the “Well-Known Division”

Moreover, while the Categoriae decem simply sketches a neat grouping of the
nine accidental categories, without addressing the problem of how the list of ten
categories could be justified, the account presented in the Sifa’ explicitly aims at
establishing the soundness of Aristotle’s scheme of categories. By introducing
the outline with gala ba‘duhum, Ibn Sina makes it clear that he quotes or reports
a doctrine held by another scholar — and this anonymous predecessor describes
his agenda as follows: “Substance is, without a doubt, one of the categories; and
as soon as we have divided (qasamna) the nine which are accidents into their
nineness (ila tis‘iyyatiha), the categories have been completely attained as ten

348 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magalat, 15, p. 83, 1. 13-18 [= § 8 (3.B.b)].

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

158 3. Systematization of the Scheme of Ten Categories

(tammat al-maqulat ‘asaratan).”**

What is more, the thinker quoted by Ibn Sina

does not only embed the outline of the 3 x 3 division of accidents into an effort
to defend the Aristotelian scheme of categories but also provides a self-reflexive
justification of the method he uses. As can be seen, the remarks which are meant
to explain the well-established philosophical “custom” (‘ada) of resorting to a
triadic scheme are closely related to the first two chapters of Aristotle’s De

Caelo:

Ibn Sina’s quote of justifications for
the usage of a triadic scheme™’

“Threeness is a perfect number (‘adad
tamm); therefore, ‘all’ (kull) and ‘total’
(gami9) is only said of ‘three’ (la
yuqalu ... illa li-t-talata).”

“The praises [of God or of several
deities] (at-tasabih) are threefold
(mutallata).”

“The movements (harakat) are three.”

“The dimensions (agtar) are three.”

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia .

Corresponding passages from
Aristotle’s De Caelo A, 1-2°°"!

“Of two things, or men, we say ‘both’
(Gpoew), but not ‘all’ (tévrag): the first
time that term [ie. ‘all’] is applied is
when there are three things.”

“[...] having taken it [ie., the number
three] from nature as one of her laws
(Gomep vopoug éxeivng), we make fur-
ther use of this number in the worship
of the Gods (mpog tOg GyoTeiog
xpopeda TV Beddv).”

“[...] all movement that is in place, all
locomotion, as we term it, is either
straight or circular or a combination of
these two which are the only simple
movements. [...] as body found its com-
pletion in three [dimensions]
(&meteréobn év tpiol), so its movement
completes itself in three [forms].”

“A magnitude if divisible one way is a
line, if two ways a surface, and if three a
body. Beyond these there is no other
magnitude (o0k €otv &AAo péyeBog),
because the three [dimensions] are all
(81 T0 T&x Tpiar whvta lvan); and [being
divisible] in three ways is [like being
divisible] in all ways.”

349 Ibn Sina, K. a$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magalat, 15, p. 83, 11. 11-12 [= § 7 (3.B.b)].

350 Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,5, p. 83,1. 1 - p. 84,1. 3 [= § 9 (3.B.b)].

351 English tr. by John L. Stocks (rev. Ox. tr.), vol. 1, p. 447 (significantly modified).
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Thus, Ibn Sinad’s report clearly attests that the Themistian version available to
him vindicated the approach of grouping the nine accidental categories into
three triads with reference to various virtues and peculiarities of the number
three which Aristotle, partially in summarizing the Pythagoreans’ doctrines,
discusses at the beginning of De Caelo.

3.2.2. An Arabic Source for the Themistian Approach of Systematizing the
Scheme of Categories: The Tafsir ma‘ani Aristutalis fi K. al-Magqulat

As we will see shortly, Ibn Sina was well aware of the differing approach by
which the Ammonian commentary tradition divided and justified Aristotle’s ten
categories. Nonetheless, in the Magilat of the Sifa’ he singled out only the The-
mistian approach and labelled it “the well-known division.” Thus, we can as-
sume that the Themistian account of dividing the categories was not just vague-
ly known to the Arabic tradition but must have circulated quite prominently.
Yet, apart from the outline given by Ibn Sina in Magqulat 11,5 no other Arabic
account of the Themistian division has hitherto been identified.

Already fifty years ago, Mubahat Tiirker had published a very short quote
from an Arabic version of the Themistian paraphrase of the Categories. Howev-
er, since the fragmentary and faulty text which she provided suddenly broke off
in the middle of a sentence before the actual division of the categories starts,*”
the significance of the text could not be recognized. The quote forms an im-
portant part of the Tafsir ma‘ani Aristutalis fi K. al-Magqulat, i.e., the paraphras-
tic commentary by a certain al-Wahibi who quite likely drew on a work that is
directly related to one of Ibn Sind’s adversaries, i.e., Aba [-Qasim al-Kirmani
(late 4™/10™ - early 57/11™ centuries).*™ Since this unedited text contains a
Themistian account which is significantly more elaborate than the very short
version given in the Latin Categoriae decem and since it may even be regarded as
a direct Arabic quote from the lost Themistian Paraphrase of the Categories, in

352 The fragment ‘edited’ by Mubahat Tiirker begins with wa-qad awrada Tamistiyus and
ends rather abruptly in the middle of a sentence with innama yuqalu laha ‘aradun bi-
hasabi ... (fol. 93b, 1. 18 — fol. 94, 1. 1; i.e., the passage between the two asterisks in my
transcription of the Arabic text); the short text provided by Tiirker contains at least one
grave misreading (al-mawgudat az-zahir [sic] li-I-gins [sic] instead of al-mawgudat az-
zahira li-I-hiss). See Mubahat Tiirker, “El-‘Amiri ve Katagoriler’in gehleriyle ilgili par-
calar,” p. 107.

353 Cf. above, pp. 94-95.
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what follows I will present a longer passage from the commentary on Cat. 4 in
Arabic with a facing English translation.”*

[§ 1] Whoever disagrees with Aristotle 5 ey Ldowd s - S
on this [i.e., on the number of the catego- > S uMS 2 v C&‘
ries] proceeds in one of the following

ways:

[1] He eithe.:r cllaims that the nuIr.lber. of o 33’\ Qyj;_u e 5\ up_“» O’\ GL(Y)
the categories is smaller than this [i.e., )

than ten]; as soon as it has become clear VU@ 2 asly e u\ﬁ 33\.-1) 4 B \SP ol
to him that there is a greater number [of A4
categories] than he claimed, his account A
has become untenable.

[21 Or he claims that there are more than s 4 13 L J,ﬂ \_;f\ ch:\a OG\ Lty (V)
this; as soon as it has become clear to _ a
him that whatever he claims [to be an L@\ Jb BVLIPRVY & J—&\J "»&:\J é-\s\ 5] 4
additional category] is included in [one A
of] these [ten categories], his account has ks
become untenable.

[3] Or he replaces something by some- iz o -K -5 .. & Gs o o )y (¥
thing else. [3a] If he does so only with M J v ()
respect to the expression [by which one pY ‘6455\3 w\j ‘\b MK<L&9 '5)\1&«3\
labels any of the categories], just like . Dy e
‘property’ (qunya) and ‘having’ (lahu), o K}K‘@’M e O{O\; '@L‘
and ‘posture’ (nusba) and ‘position’ AL LA\ BRI PR :
(wad"), there is nothing to debate about! ot J% Q,A\S o M'j J,w
[3b] And if he does so with respect to the U\G Lo Q)g Yj g | !
meaning, just like motion as a replace-

ment for doing and being affected, it

becomes clear to him that ‘motion’ is a

homonymous expression and that it does

not function as a summum genus.

[§2] For the sake of verifying this o el &J_; u\; o Loy 3,90 J3y*

[scheme of categories] through a division | L
Themistius had presented something by .U.JL)EM)\ Jjﬁ Y zc:a.g Lo doendl) &)L

which Aristotle’s account is explicated.

354 The Arabic text is based on MS Istanbul Ayasofya 2483, fol. 93b, 1. 12 — fol. 94a, . 14.
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[§ 3] He [i.e., Themistius] said:

“The first among those existents which
are apparent to sense-perception is the
self-subsistent nature - and this is the
substance. Moreover, it is also apparent
by way of sense-perception that there is
a nature which is opposed to this one
[i.e., to substance] and whose subsistence
comes about through it [i.e., through
substance] — and this is the accident.
Since one calls this [nature] accident
only on account of the relation [in which
it stands to substance] and since its [re-
spective] relation [to a substance] differs,
our saying ‘accident’ is a homonymous
expression; and what can be conceptual-
ized from it are precisely three aspects:

[§ 4] [1] The first one: Its connection to
substance is due to itself without needing
for it [i.e., for this connection] anything
extrinsic; rather, its beginning and per-
fection are in it. These are three things:
The quantum, the quale, <and the posi-
tion>; and there is no fourth one.

[§ 5] [2] The second one: Its specificity in
being connected to its subject lies in the
fact that it has an extrinsic principle
through which its beginning, generation,
and perfection come about in the essence
of the substance. These are also three
things: Where, when, <and having>; and
there is no fourth one.

[§ 6] [3] The third one is intermediate
between these two: It is neither possible
to say that it is in the substance only on
account of itself nor that its principle and
generation are only due to something
extrinsic; rather, both states of affairs are
simultaneously present. These are also
three: The relatum, doing, and being
affected; and there is no fourth one. Each
of these three has a certain share of being
connected [to a subject] on account of
something which is in it [itself] and [a
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certain share of being connected to a
subject] on account of some other thing
which is extrinsic to it in its beginning
and its perfection.

[§ 7] Hence, the states of substance are L SN 2 (| O patle
subsumed under three triads in accord- " s @ ﬁj; J?
ance with the fact that to them pertains ool 3 asladl 5}'5\ % Wb s

the principles of things, as Aristotle had

facult hich 11 lies t . £ %
some faculty which generally applies to Al VL{G u“m | 4y S‘Jyw
explained in De Caelo et Mundo.” “ éu\j

In the paragraph before the long quote attributed to Themistius (§ 1) al-Wahibi
makes it clear that all three kinds of arguments which have been raised against
the comprehensiveness and definiteness of Aristotle’s list of categories — name-
ly, that there are more, less or other categories — can be refuted. Thus, the con-
text in which he embeds the Themistian approach of dividing the categories is
the project of providing a “verification” (tahqiq) of the scheme of ten summa
genera (§ 2). The combination of wa-qad awrada Tamistiyis (§ 2) and fa-qala
(§ 3) indicates that al-Wahibi deems the following account to be a direct quote;
but since it is quite likely that he himself merely relies on a commentary by Aba
1-Qasim, namely the Safw as-sarh li-Isagugi wa-Qatiguriyas, we need not expect
him to have had immediate access to a full Arabic version of the Themistian
paraphrase of the Categories.

Contrary to the division of the nine accidental categories outlined in the
Latin Categoriae decem, the division of the ten categories in al-Wahibi’s The-
mistian quote takes “sense-perception” as its starting point (§ 3): Substance is
introduced as the first existent “apparent to sense-perception” (az-zahira li-I-
hiss) and, at the same time, as “the self-subsistent nature” (at-tabi‘a al-qa’ima bi-
datiha). Likewise, the existence of accident as that which is “opposed to” and
which “subsists through” substance is also introduced by reference to “sense-
perception.” Thus, the Themistian quote makes it clear that the list of categories
concerns only the realm of sensibilia. By characterizing accident as a “homony-
mous expression” (mina [-muttafiga asma’uha), the possibility that accident
might be thought to be a genus is excluded right away. At the same time, the
fact that there is not one definition of accident paves the way to the outline of

355 Cf. Aristotle, De Caelo A, 1-2.

356 The scribe of MS Ayasofya 2483 (whose manner of punctuation is generally rather slop-
py and inconsistent) writes x5l (i.e., “[the power/potency which is] permitted in ...”);
but not only in terms of content but primarily in terms of syntax 4s5lil is the better
reading.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

A. Study 163

three different conceptualizations of accident: (1) Firstly, those accidents which,
for the sake of occurring to a given substance, are not in need of “anything ex-
trinsic” (Say’ min harig) to the substance but whose “beginning (bad’) and perfec-
tion (kamal)” are entirely contained in it (§ 4); (2) secondly, those accidents
whose “beginning, generation, and perfection” in a substance only come about
through an “extrinsic principle” (mabda’ min harig) (§ 5); and thirdly, an “inter-
mediate” (mutawassit) group of accidents whose generation in a substance is
neither fully due to “itself” nor to “something extrinsic” but which comes about
through a collaboration of intrinsic and extrinsic factors (§ 6). Just like Ibn Sina’s
outline of the “well-known division,” the Themistian quote given by al-Wahibi
refrains from using for this third group the problematic characterization of ‘be-
ing both intrinsic and extrinsic.’

Finally, the last paragraph (§ 7) establishes an important link between the
Themistian account available to Ibn Sina and the Themistian account available
to al-Wahibi. As we have seen, Ibn Sina quotes several advantages of the num-
ber three which can all be traced to the first two chapters of Aristotle’s De Caelo.
Al-Wahibi’s version, in turn, claims that the approach of subsuming the nine
accidents under three triads can be justified with regard to the fact that a triad
possesses a “faculty which generally applies to the principles of things” — and he
makes it explicit that this idea is derived from Aristotle’s De Caelo (that is, the K.
as-Sama’ wa-I-‘alam). As we have seen above, any attempt at providing a ra-
tionale for the 3 x 3 approach is entirely missing from the Latin Categoriae
decem.

3.2.3. Ibn Sina’s Revision of the “Well-Known Division”

The clear-cut parallelism between Ibn Sina’s outline of the “well-known divi-
sion” and the quote given by al-Wahibi indicates that Ibn Sina reported the
Themistian account rather faithfully and did not simply prop up a straw man.
But contrary to al-Wahibi he finds the Themistian division of the categories
quite unsatisfactory: As a mere “approximation” (taqrib) it fails to be even
“close” (garib) to an adequate justification of the list of categories.” Yet, as Ibn
Sina remarks later on, even though one could indeed come up with a significant-
ly improved division which would be “closer” (agrab) to the truth, as long as
neither attempt will amount to “the truth itself” (al-haqq nafsuha) they will both
remain “remote” (ba‘idani) from the truth.”® In spite of this skeptical stance, Ibn

357 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,5, p. 84, 1. 4 [= § 10 (3.B.b)].
358 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,5, p. 86, 1l. 1617 [= § 22 (3.B.b)].
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Sina deems it worthwhile to supplement his presentation of the Themistian
account with a revised version which is meant “to consolidate this approach (an
yudda‘ama hada I-ma’had) and to somewhat strengthen it (yu’akkada galilan)”>”
- but which does not claim to provide a sufficient proof of Aristotle’s list of
categories.

Ibn Sind’s revised version starts from the same assumption as the The-
mistian account: Any accident can be classified according to whether or not “its
conceptualization” (tasawwuruhti) requires “the conceptualization of something
which is extrinsic to its subject (tasawwuru Say’in harigin ‘ani l-mawdi‘i
lahﬂ).”360 However, at the highest level of division Ibn Sina abandons the third
option — not chiefly because he takes issue with the idea of an interplay between
extrinsic and intrinsic factors but rather because his entire revision project is
clearly motivated by the aim of devising a dihairesis in the strict sense, that is, a
series of dichotomous divisions with mutually exclusive criteria at all levels.

The first Themistian triad - i.e., quantity, quality and position, which are all
characterized as not being in need of anything extrinsic to the subject — remains
preserved in Ibn Sina’s revised scheme. However, Ibn Sina inserts an additional
level of distinction into this triad, thus grouping both quantity and quality under
a common characterization: Whereas quantity and quality are treated as acci-
dents which require neither an intrinsic relation between the parts of the subject
nor an extrinsic relation between the subject and another thing,**' position, in
contrast, is described as an accident which occurs to a subject precisely on ac-
count of such an intrinsic relation between its parts.** The manner in which Ibn
Sina describes position closely resembles Olympiodorus’ characterization of that
category as an accident which “has a relation to the intrinsic parts” (pog Tt
oikeio popra Exet v oxéov).”” Moreover, the fact that quantity and quality are
described as accidents which occur to the subject neither on account of an ex-
trinsic nor on account of an intrinsic relation also follows the Ammonian tradi-
tion which treats these two categories as the only two non-relational accidents.
However, when Ibn Sina subsequently discusses a feature commonly shared by
quantity and position he somewhat modifies the non-relational nature of quanti-
ty: First of all, he adds the specification that position and quantity both occur on
account of the “division of a multiplicity” (gismat al-katra), that is, they are both
due to the fact that certain unified subjects are made up of several distinguisha-

359 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1.5, p. 84,1. 5 [= § 10 (3.B.b)].

360 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqilat, 1,5, p. 84, 11. 5-6 [= § 10 (3.B.b)].

361 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magiilat, 15, p. 84, 1. 18 - p. 85,1. 3 [= § 13 (3.B.b)].
362 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,5, p. 84, 11. 8-11 [= § 12 (3.B.b)].

363 Olympiodorus, In Categorias, p. 54, 1. 22 (my tr.).
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ble parts.’* But whereas the accident of position is the result of a potential or
actualized intrinsic relation which holds between these parts and which results
in a “unified state” of the whole (i.e., the one specific position which in a given
situation applies to the entire subject),®” the accident of quantity may be re-
garded as an actualized relation between the whole and the parts,”* that is to
say, a relation which renders the subject countable by single units.**’
Nonetheless, his description of position and his treatment of quantity and
quality as a dyad which is defined via the exclusion of two types of relations
clearly attest that in his revised scheme Ibn Sina incorporates certain elements
which are absent from the extant Themistian accounts but which can be identi-
fied in the commentaries of the Ammonian school. This becomes even more
obvious in his rearrangement of the other two Themistian triads which are now
both subsumed under the criterion of requiring a relationship to something
which is extrinsic to the subject. As we have seen above, the idea that some
accidents can be conceptualized as the result of combining substance with other
accidents of a higher rank is typical for the Ammonian approach of dividing the
categories. This is precisely the classificatory notion which Ibn Sina applies in
his treatment of those five accidents which he characterizes as the result of a
non-reciprocal relationship between the subject and a non-relational accident.
Below this level, the second Themistian triad, which comprises the categories of
where, when and having, retains its conceptual unity; for all three are described
as accidents which can only come about if the subject stands in a non-reciprocal
relationship to a quantity. Whereas having results from the subject’s relation to
a spatial container which moves along whenever the subject moves and where
results from the subject’s relation to a spatial container which does not move
along, when occurs on account of the relation between the subject and time.**®
In dissolving the conceptual unity of the third Themistian triad, Ibn Sina’s re-
vised scheme conceptualizes the categories of doing and being affected as the
same dyadic group as the Ammonian tradition: They are both described as re-
sulting from a relationship between the subject and a quality.**” Contrary to the
Themistian account, the category of relatum is separated from doing and being
affected — and is now classified by a criterion of its own, namely as the only
accident which comes about by way of a reciprocal relationship between the
subject and something extrinsic. In describing the category of relation (idafa) as

364 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,5, p. 85, 1. 6 [= § 14 (3.B.b)].

365 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 11,5, p. 85, 1. 16 [= § 12 (3.B.b)].
366 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqiilat, IL5, p. 85, 1. 5 [= § 14 (3.B.b)].

367 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqiilat, IL5, p. 84, 1. 19 [= § 13 (3.B.b)].
368 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifé’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,5, p. 86, 11. 5-9 [= § 20 (3.B.b)].
369 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,5, p. 86, 11. 9-12 [= § 21 (3.B.b)].
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a kind of “relationship” (nisba) which requires a “corresponding reciprocity”
(in‘ikas mutasabih),”” Ibn Sina adopts a description which is reminiscent of Sim-
plicius’ characterization of relata’ as those relational accidents which “are said
according to a relation to correlatives” (xatd oxéow [...] Tpog avtioTpépovta
Aéyovron).*”!

Overall, the result of Ibn Sina’s revision can be interpreted as a combination
of Ammonian and Themistian elements — with an additional methodological
commitment to which Simplicius in his rather idiosyncratic scheme had already
subscribed as well, namely the restriction to dichotomous pairs at all levels of
distinction; but apart from the methodological resemblance the result of Ibn
Sind’s revision clearly differs from the outline given by Simplicius (see figure
10).

Notwithstanding some important commonalities, the fact that Ibn Sina ex-
plicitly excludes the possibility of a relationship between a subject and the rela-
tum marks a clear difference between his revised scheme and the Ammonian
tradition. To be precise, Ibn Sina argues quite generally against a relationship
between a subject and any relational category — but at this level of distinction
there is no higher-ranking relational category besides the relatum. The reason
he provides is an infinite regress argument: A relation to a relation to a relation
must ultimately culminate in a relation to a non-relational accident, namely to
quantity, quality, or position. In the ensuing outline of the five remaining acci-
dents the possibility of a relation between a subject and a position is tacitly ex-
cluded. Such a combination would, of course, have created some methodological
difficulties as it would have disrupted Ibn Sina’s continuous chain of dihairetic
pairings; yet, the more systematic reason for its exclusion may be seen in the
fact that under the revised scheme - with its borrowings from the Ammonian
tradition — position as well can, in a certain sense, be conceptualized as a rela-
tional category. But since Ibn Sina’s revised scheme still commences with the
Themistian criterion of intrinsicality and extrinsicality, there is no unified group
under which the various kinds of relational categories could be subsumed. As we
shall see, at a subsequent stage Ibn Sina will present yet another alternative
schematization which will abandon the overriding Themistian notion altogether
and which instead will restore the Ammonian distinction between relational and
non-relational accidents.

370 Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,5, p. 85, 11. 9-11 [= § 15 (3.B.b)].
371 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 68, 1. 3 (my tr.).
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its conceptualization does not [its conceptualization requires the

require the conceptualization of conceptualization of something
anything extrinsic to its subject extrinsic to its subject
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body without substance
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Figure 10. Ibn Sina’s Revised Version of the “Well-Known Division”
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3.3. An Alternative Schematization of the Categories:
The Division of Accidents Outlined in the Ta‘ligat and the
Metaphysics of the Danesname

Even though Ibn Sina deems his revised version of systematizing the scheme of
categories to be clearly superior to the “well-known division,” that is, to the
standard Themistian approach, he does not claim for it any degree of epistemo-
logical certainty or rational coerciveness; nor is he convinced that the project of
proving Aristotle’s list of categories could and should be pursued as a serious
scientific investigation at all. Rather, his revised version may be interpreted as a
propaedeutic attempt at providing the student of logic with an example of what
a methodologically sound dihairesis of the conventional list of ten summa genera
might look like — regardless of whether or not such an outline may claim any
demonstrative force.

In the context of devising a concise summary of metaphysics, we see Ibn
Sina opt for quite a different approach of classifying the nine genera of acci-
dents. The Ilahiyyat of the Persian Danesname, which was probably composed
shortly after the completion of the Sifa’”* presents a classification which is
much closer to the Ammonian than to the Themistian scheme. Whereas the
Persian outline given in the Danesname-ye ‘Ala’t has at least received a modest
degree of scholarly attention,”” its presumable Arabic vorlage has not been tak-
en into account yet. As a matter of fact, even though thirty years have passed
since Jules Janssens published a provisional list of parallels between the
Danesname-ye ‘Ala’i and the Taligat, the interrelatedness between these two
texts has largely remained ignored.””* Thanks to Seyyed Hoseyn Musaviyan’s

372 Cf. Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, ond ed., p. 118 and p. 145.

373 For the Persian text, see Ibn Sina, Elahiyat-e Danesname-ye ‘Ala’i, ed. Mohammad Mo‘in
(Teheran: Entesarat-e Danesgah-e Tehran, 1952), pp. 28—31. Cf. the somewhat paraphras-
tic English tr. by Parviz Morewedge, The Metaphysica of Avicenna: A Critical Transla-
tion-Commentary and Analysis of Fundamental Arguments in Avicenna’s Metaphysica in
the Danish Nama-i ‘ala’i (The Book of Scientific Knowledge) (London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1973), pp. 26-27; and the more reliable French tr. by Mohammad Achena
and Henri Massé, Le livre de science I (logique, métaphysique) (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
1955), pp. 108-110. For a brief analysis of this approach of dividing the nine accidents,
see Paul Thom, “The Division of the Categories According to Avicenna,” pp. 44—46.

374 For a list of parallels between the Ta‘ligat and the Elahiyat-e Danesname-ye ‘Ala’i, see
Jules Janssens, “Le Danes-nameh d’Ibn Sina: un texte a revoir?” Bulletin de philosophie
médiévale 28 (1986): pp. 164—165. See also his “Les Ta‘liqat d’Ibn Sina: essai de structura-
tion et de datation, ” in Langages et philosophie: hommage a Jean jolivet, ed. Alain de
Libera (Paris: Vrin, 1997), pp. 109-122; and idem, “Ibn Sina’s Taligat: The Presence of
Paraphrases of and Super-commentaries on the Iahiyat of the Sifa’” in Islamic Philoso-
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new edition of the Ta‘ligat we are now in a much better position to study that
complex collection of notes and fragments.””> Notwithstanding the fact that a
close structural and philological analysis of the manner in which Ibn Sina trans-
formed his scattered Arabic notes into a Persian summa would go far beyond the
scope and capacity of this study, it might be useful to take a first step into this
direction by providing a synoptic juxtaposition of those parallel passages from
the Ta‘ligat and the Danesname which concern the systematization of the nine
accidental summa genera.

at-Taligat Elahiyat-e Danesname-ye ‘Ala’i
[ed. Miisaviyan, no. 944, p. 524, 1. 7 - [ed. Mo‘In, p. 28, 1.5 - p. 31, 1. 3]*"°
p- 526, L. 11 (= ed. Badawi, p. 174, 1. 17 —
p. 175,1.9)]
524,7 e nEr . .
ok oA GG 2 Jo o35 s
That the accident falls into two kinds Making visible the state of the acci-
dent
524,8 ol o & .
e o2 39 45 32 2
The accident falls into two kinds: The accident falls into two kinds:

Y ) e g B il bt Sl 1l 5 s ©ppe T K
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phy, Science, Culture, and Religion: Studies in Honor of Dimitri Gutas, ed. David Reisman
and Felicitas Opwis (Leiden: Brill, 2012), pp. 201-222. On the question of which of the
two works served as the vorlage for the other one, cf. Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the
Aristotelian Tradition, ond ed., p. 119: “Avicenna wrote the work [i.e., the Danesname;
AK] apparently by translating into Persian sections that he had written earlier in Arabic.
[...] It is not yet clear whether the entire text was translated from previously written Ar-
abic sections or just those that have survived (or were selected to survive) in the Notes
[i.e., the Taligat; AK] and elsewhere.”

375 Ibn Sina, at-Ta‘ligat, ed. Musaviyan. There is no need to use ‘Abd ar-Rahman BadawT’s
defective edition any longer.

376 In his Maqasid al-falasifa al-Gazali translates large parts of Ibn Sina’s Danesname into
Arabic. If one compares the Arabic fragments on which Ibn Sina based his Persian
Danesname with al-Gazali’s Arabic re-translations, it becomes clear that al-Gazali did
not consult the respective passages from the Taligat. For the parallel passage of the
chapter under consideration, see AbG Hamid al-Gazali, Maqasid al-falasifa, ed. Sulayman
Dunya (Cairo: Dar al-ma‘arif, 1961), pp. 163-165 (al-qawl fi I-a‘rad).
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524,9-10

524,10

524,10-11

524,11-
525,2

3. Systematization of the Scheme of Ten Categories

[1] One of them is such that when-
ever you conceptualize it you do not
need to consider anything extrinsic
to its essence [i.e., substance].

o ooz 3 A &Y sl s 31,

[2] The other one is such that, in
conceptualizing it, it is indispensable
for you to consider something ex-
trinsic to its essence [i.e., substance].

toles Jo) el

[ad 1] The first division falls into
two kinds:

A e @ M Gl o e
oy Sy Yl Aedl, Sl

S
[1.1] One of them is such that by
virtue of it measurement and divi-

sion, more and less befall substance;
this is the quantity (kammiyya).

ol QLo 5 3 mf )
AaS)l a3 o 7s

377  auws: ed. Badawl avw
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[1] One of them is such that when-
ever you conceptualize it you do not
in any way need to consider any-
thing other than its substance and
extrinsic to its substance.

Sl e sl S T s,
Y R RS S
[2] The other one is such that, in
conceptualizing it, it is indispensable

for you to consider something ex-
trinsic.

1l 657 55 pdy b

[ad 1] The first division falls into
two kinds:

S Sy |y ar KT S
O s 5 S 5oy asd 5 sl
";:{6)@3-\5’\3"&5-**?\)@\5

[1.1] One of them is such that by
virtue of it measurement and divi-
sion, more and less befall substance;
this is called ‘how-much-ness’
(¢andi), in Arabic ‘quantity’ (kam-
miyat).

Jo G S g 4 ST K
Sl Gy 3a S jae il oy
s & 5 onS oo Gxg B
b s en Seed Gy e

i gl s S5
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[1.2] The other one is not like that;
this is a state in substance for whose
conceptualization one does not need
anything extrinsic to its essence [i.e.,
substance]; this is the quality (kay-

fiyya).

SRR ARSI VY
okl gelly

[ad 1.1] Examples of quantity: num-
ber, length, width, depth, and time.

Gally i)y 25l 228 ey

Ry ey sl Ll Jad),
ol IS, gl Ly
s lly Josladls

[ad 1.2] Examples of quality: health
and illness, chastity, prudence,
knowledge, power and weakness,
speech, taste, and whatever is like
these; and in the same vein, round-
ness, longness, being threefold and

being fourfold.

P51 A G ol

[ad 2] The second division falls into
seven kinds:

[1.2] And one of them is not like
that; rather, it is a state in substance
for whose conceptualization one
does not need to consider anything
extrinsic, and by virtue of which it
[i.e., substance] does not become
divisible; this is called ‘how-ness’
(Cegunegi), in Arabic ‘quality’ (kay-
fiyyat).

5 g s Byl ol et Je
'O\"‘J'J oy

[ad 1.1] Examples of quantity: num-
ber, length, width, depth, and time.

5 Sle s G S Jbe
(Bag g B 5 83F 5 gl
& AT &
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[ad 1.2] Examples of quality: health
and illness, chastity, prudence,
knowledge, power and weakness,
whiteness and blackness, odor, taste,
sound, warmth and cold, wetness
and dryness, and whatever is like
these; and in the same vein, round-
ness, longness, having three sides

and having four sides, mildness and
strictness, and whatever is like these.

() &5 Cin £33 v 5

[ad 2] The second division falls into
seven kinds:
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[2.1] One of them is relation.

R I T ke
o oW s Jee e 5T 3 e
Sy ol Jle 3m0 W 5T A8

A 53, 381l

ad 2.1] 1t [i.e., idafa] is a thing’s
state which is such that the thing’s
being is its relation (nisba), and by
virtue of which one knows that
another thing is its counterpart, just
like fatherhood in relation to the
father inasmuch as the son exists as
his counterpart; and in the same
vein, friendship, brotherhood, and

[2.2] [Another one is] the where.

oS ol Jae G B e gt 0F 5
i e

[ad 2.2] Tt is a thing’s being in its
place, just like being above and

(s

172
525,5-7
kinship.
525,7
525,8
being below.
525,8
378
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[2.1] One of them is relation.
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[ad 2.1] Relation (ezafat) is a thing’s
state [in] which it [i.e., the thing] is
by virtue of that relation (nesbat),
and which is such that by virtue of
that relation (nesbat) one knows that
another thing is its counterpart, just
like fatherhood in relation to the
father inasmuch as the son exists as
his counterpart; and in the same
vein, friendship, brotherhood, and
kinship.

g ol il S 3S K

[2.2] One of them is the ‘where-ness’
(koga’) which in Arabic is called
‘where’ (ayna).
B RTINS NP RN
5o o N Sle Gus
e ek a5 039
[ad 2.2] Where (ayna) is a thing’s
being in its place, just like being

below and being above, and whatev-
er is like these.

il e gl S S

29,10-13

29,14-15

29,67

Both of the Arabic and the Persian version the variant sabab instead of nisba is transmit-
ted: halatun li-$-Say’i yakunu kawnuhu bi-sababihi; and hal-e ¢izi bud ke u-ra bed-an

sabab bud.
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[2.3] [Another one is] the when.

85 do ol & el oF 5
sy ol

[ad 2.3] It is a thing’s being in time,
just like its being yesterday or to-
MOITOW.

23l

[2.4] [Another one is] the position.
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[ad 2.4] 1t is the state of the position
of the parts of the body in the vari-
ous directions, such as standing and
sitting; just like the positions (awda")
of the hand, the leg, the head and the
other limbs with regard to the [vari-
ous] directions, such as right and
left, below and above, in front and
behind; for when it [i.e., any of these
limbs] is in a [certain] state, one says
of it ‘standing’; and when it is in
another state, one says of it ‘sitting.’

[2.3] One of them is the ‘when-ness’
(keyl) which in Arabic is called
‘when’ (mata).

Sl gloy 8l 3 Sz 039 <o 9
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[ad 2.3] When (mata) is a thing’s
being in time, just like one action
being yesterday and another one
being tomorrow.

cAslgs g, Sl S ole K

[2.4] One of them is the position
(nehad) which in Arabic is called
‘position’ (wad)).

S5t e Slgir e Jo iy Gl
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[ad 2.4] As for position (wad’), it is
the state of the position (nehad) of
the parts of the body in the various
directions, such as sitting and stand-
ing, bowing down and prostrating;
when the positions (nehadha) of the
hand, the leg, the head and the other
limbs are — with regard to the direc-
tions of right and left, below and
above, in front and behind - in a
certain state (bi-hali), one says [of
any of these limbs] ‘it is sitting’; and
when it is in another state, one says
‘it is standing.’
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526,4-7
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2
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The difference between the [catego-
ry of] relation (idafa) and the other
relationships (nisab) lies in the fact
that the meaning of relation comes
about through the realization of the
very being of the thing to which one
relates it; for fatherhood comes
about through the very existence
(wugud) of sonhood, and it [i.e.,
fatherhood] is realized through its
[i.e., the sonhood’s] very being; the
realization of the where, in turn, is
not due to the very realization of the
place; nor is the realization of the
when due to the very realization of
time.

--- [2.5 missing]

— [2.5 missing]

379 a4 s\ :ed. Badawi and

380
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The difference between the [catego-
ry of] ‘relation’ (ezafat) and these
other relationships (nesbatha) lies in
the fact that the meaning of relation
comes about through the very being
of the thing to which one relates it,
just like fatherhood comes about
through the very existence (hasti) of
the son and through his [i.e., the
son’s] being (hast budan); the where,
in turn, is not due to the very being
(budan) of the place; nor is the when
due to the very being of time; all
[other relational categories] are to
be comprehended analogously.

cilgs o gl &' Czls K

[2.5] One of them is having (dast)
which in Arabic is called ‘property’
(milk).

Be e e oo e B
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[ad 2.5] As for something being the
property of something, this category
(bab) has not yet become known to
me.

g i o 50 Y o8l ed. Badawi om.
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[2.6-7] [Another one is] doing and
[yet another one is] being affected;
these are two categories; for doing
and being affected are their two
parts.
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[ad 2.6] As for doing, it is a thing’s
relation to that which produces an
effect in it — in such a manner that it
leads to an act which derives from a
power not at once but gradually.

LS

[ad 2.7] In the same vein, being
affected is the relation of that which
is affected by the effective action
just mentioned.
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g Jaicy o) 6}» SQ.L:«{&

[2.6-7] One of them is the ‘act’
(kones) which in Arabic is called
‘doing’ (an yafala); and one of them
is ‘being done’ (bakonidan) which in
Arabic is called ‘being affected’ (an
yanfa‘ila).

ST ax sz o3 ol Jais o) Bl
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[ad 2.6] As for doing (an yaf'ala), it
is such as cutting at the time some-
thing cuts [some other thing] and
burning at the time something burns
[some other thing].

ohp ooz O Ol Jaan o B
O s S oy &S oS oy
[ad 2.7] As for being affected (an
yanfa‘ila), it is such as being cut at

the time it is cut and being burned at
the time it is burned.

175

29,8-9

30,10-11

30,12-13

Just like Ibn Sina’s revised version of the Themistian division, this classifica-
tion of accidental genera begins with the distinction between those which can
only be conceptualized along with something which is extrinsic to the subject
and those whose conceptualization does not require the consideration of any-
thing extrinsic to the subject. On a linguistic level, it is noteworthy that the ex-
pression datuhi in the Arabic version does not signify the ‘essence’ of the acci-
dent but rather its substance in the sense of ‘the subject bearing the accident’; in
the Persian version Ibn Sina renders this as §awhar-e vey, i.e., ‘its substance.” In
terms of structure, the main difference to the revised scheme of the Sifa’ lies in

381

382
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176 3. Systematization of the Scheme of Ten Categories

the fact that by dissolving the first Themistian triad - i.e., quantity, quality, and
position — and by distinguishing quantity and quality from all other accidental
genera, Ibn Sina adopts the basic outline of those versions of the Ammonian
scheme which explicitly contrast two non-relational / per se accidents with sev-
en relational / non-per se accidents. Whereas David/Elias had described only the
six secondary relational accidents as those which are “conceptualized according
to a relation to other things” (kata oxéowv GAlwv voeitatr), for Ibn Sina the con-
ceptualization of something extrinsic now functions as the defining feature of all
seven relational categories, i.e., both the relatum, on the one hand, and where
and when, doing and being affected, having and position, on the other hand.
Even though in his outline of the seven relational categories Ibn Sina clearly
draws on common descriptions that are traceable to the preceding commentary
tradition, he refrains from grouping these characterizations into distinct sub-
classes. As a consequence, in comparison to the completely dihairetic approach
which he purses in the revised scheme of the Sifa’ the systematization of acci-
dents offered in the Ta‘ligat and Danesname appears to be based on a much
weaker conceptual footing (see figure 11).

If, however, we take into account Ibn Sina’s dismissive stance towards the
project of proving Aristotle’s list of categories, the methodological rigor he dis-
plays in the revised scheme of the Sifa’ can even be considered to be misleading;
for it could easily give rise to the impression that a careful systematization of
the ten categories may actually succeed in deducing the scheme of summa gene-
ra. In this respect, the conceptually looser scheme of the Ta‘ligat and Danesname
may be taken to be much more appropriate for the task: Within the context of
summarizing some basic concepts of metaphysics it does not pretend to provide
more than just a structured account of inductive descriptions; that is to say, it
aims at “making visible” (peyda kardan) some distinctive features of various
accidental beings without addressing the question of whether and why one
could not conceive of a different list of summa genera.
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Accident

(‘arad)

for its “conceptualization” for its “conceptualization”
(tasawwur / surat bastan) (tasawwur | tasavvor kardan)
nothing “extrinsic” something “extrinsic”
(harig/birun) is needed (harig/birun) is needed

(hat through Whicb
measurement and
division, more and

less befall a
substance

= QUANTITY
(kammiyya/candi)

Ka state (hdla/hdlf)\
in substance which
does not render it
divisible

= QUALITY
(kayfiyya/Ceguinegi)

( )
its being is its relation (nisba)

= RELATION (idafa)

.

( something being in its place )

= WHERE (ayna’/koga’l)

something being in time

= WHEN (mata/keyi)

directions (gihat) of the
parts of the body

= POSITION (wad/nehad)
- /

(" N\

HAVING

(milk/dast)

a thing’s relation to that h

which produces an effect in it

= DOING (an yaf al/kones)
4 relation of that which is R
affected by an act
= BEING AFFECTED
9 (an yanfa‘il) )

Figure 11. Ibn Sina’s Division of Accidents in the Taliqat/Danesname
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3.4. Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi on the Systematization
of the Ten Summa Genera

3.4.1. The Categories in al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya

3.4.1.1. A Paraphrase of Ibn Sina’s Revised Scheme

In his philosophical summa al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi dedi-
cates several chapters to the question of whether and how a sound justification
of the Aristotelian list of ten summa genera could be given. In the context of
reflecting on “whether there is no category outside of these ten” (fi annahu la
magqulata harigata ‘an hadihi I-‘aSara) ar-Razi offers an account of the revised
scheme which Ibn Sina proposed in the Magilat of the Sifa’** Without men-
tioning the fact that Ibn Sina’s outline was intended as an attempt at improving
the so-called “well-known division” (al-gisma al-mashura), ar-Razi begins his
paraphrastic outline as follows:
The Sayh argued for this [claim] by saying: We have clarified that the contingent
beings (al-mumkinat) are restricted to substances and accidents. Thus, as soon as we
will have clarified that the accidents are restricted to the remaining nine, what was
sought will be attained.*

In these opening remarks ar-Razi combines the Themistian point of departure —
that is, the claim that there can be no doubt about the fact that everything we
perceive is either a substance or an accident — with his own agenda of drafting a
comprehensive account of contingent beings. In this context he reports quite
faithfully Ibn Sina’s revision of the Themistian approach of dividing only the
nine genera of accidents, without combining this scheme of accidents with his
systematic division of the various kinds of substances: Every accident must be
either (1) “such that is conceptualization requires the conceptualization of some-
thing extrinsic to its subject” (an yahtaga tasawwuruhu ila tasawwuri Say’in
harigin ‘an mawdii‘ihi) or (2) “such that it does not require it.”*** The first type of
accident is subdivided by means of the criterion of whether or not it is the result
of an intrinsic relationship between the parts of the subject. Whereas this crite-
rion sets apart position, on the one side, from quantity and quality, on the other
side, the criterion of whether or not the accident can only occur to a divisible

383 See above, pp. 163-167.

384 Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, ed. Muhammad al-Mu‘tasim bi-Llah al-
Bagdadi (Beirut: Dar al-kitab al-‘arabi, 1990 [1410 AH]), vol. 1, p. 272, 1L. 3-5.

385 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 1, p. 272, 11. 6-7.
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subject marks the distinction between quantity and quality.’®® The other acci-
dents are all treated as the result of a “relationship” (nisba) between the subject
which bears the accident and an extrinsic thing: Whereas the relatum (mudaj) is
characterized as the result of a mutual relationship,” the five remaining acci-
dents are conceptualized either as the result of a one-sided relationship in which
a substance stands to a quantity (or rather, to another quantified substance),
thus yielding the accidents of when, where, and having;388 or as the result of a
one-sided relationship in which a substance stands to a quality (or rather, to
another qualified substance), that is, doing and being affected.*® Ar-Razi con-
cludes his paraphrase by discarding the scheme as “a forced effort which Ibn
Sina made” (ma takallafahu $-Sayhu) with the aim of elucidating the reason why
there are only ten categories — “in spite of the fact that he [i.e., Ibn Sina] was
aware of its badness and weakness.””* As we will see shortly, ar-Razi not only
questions the soundness of this specific attempt at justifying the list of catego-
ries but rather deems the project of providing a definite rationalization of any
scheme of summa genera to be a futile undertaking altogether. Nonetheless, in a
certain respect his own use of the ten categories may, cum grano salis, be charac-
terized as more Aristotelian than Aristotle and the Peripatetics ever were; for
the categories played a vital structural role in the composition of the largest part
of ar-Razi’s Mabahit.

3.4.1.2. The Categories as a Useful Tool
for Structuring a Philosophical Summa

While the first book of the Mabahit offers a propaedeutic treatment of the so-
called “common things” (al-umir al-amma),””" the second book aims at provid-
ing an exhaustive exposition of “contingent beings” (mumkinat), that is to say,
no less than an account of all existing things besides God, thus assembling
themes traditionally split between metaphysics and physics. On the one hand,
such an approach accelerates the departure from the established structure which
had previously been provided by the standard Aristotelian units broadly dating

386 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 1, p. 272, 1. 7-11.

387 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, vol. 1, p. 272, 1l. 13-14.

388 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, vol. 1, p. 273, 1l. 1-5.

389 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, vol. 1, p. 273, 1l. 5-9.

390 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 1, p. 273, 11. 9-10.

391 As Eichner has noted, by “common things” ar-Razi means two very different types of
things: “(a) general properties of existents (existence, essence, unity); (b) properties
which are divisions of existence (‘necessary-contingent’, ‘eternal-temporally originat-
ed’).” See Heidrun Eichner, “Dissolving the Unity of Metaphysics: From Fakhr al-Din al-
Razi to Mulla Sadra al-Shirazi,” Medioevo 32 (2007): p. 166.
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back to Andronicus’ editorial efforts. Yet, on the other hand, in the interest of
keeping this vast material somehow manageable ar-Razi’s ambitious attempt of
treating all issues pertaining to contingent existents within a single treatise exi-
gently requires a sound structuring principle. To that end, ar-Razi reactivates
the scheme of categories as a suitable organization template — and it is exactly
this structure which later was to figure as the basis for the composition of ar-
Razi’s seminal Mulahhas fi I-hikma whose defining impact on the subsequent
philosophical and theological traditions has recently been investigated. A
schematic representation of the contents of the second book reveals ar-Razi’s
structural and content-related recourse to Aristotle’s Categories (see figure 12).

The book on contingent beings is divided into three parts: Before engaging
with more specific discussions on each of the categories ar-Razi gives us an
elaborate mugaddima consisting of 15 fusul in which the most important matters
of dispute concerning the definitions and properties of substances and accidents
are presented. It should be noted that ar-Razi treats many of the standard issues
which Aristotle and his commentators addressed within the separate chapter on
substance (that is, Cat. 5) already here as preliminary clarifications, such as the
claim that nothing is contrary to substance, that substance is a T0d¢ Tt etc. Sub-
sequently, ar-Razi dedicates a long gumla (about 520 pages of printed text)’” to
the accidental categories; once again, he opens this part with yet another
mugqaddima in which he adduces general considerations about the division, sta-
tus and scope of the scheme of categories. After that, he offers a detailed outline
of each of the nine accidents, including particularly complex sub-divisions and
thematic insertions with regard to quantity and quality. In all these excursus one
could easily lose track of the structural coherence of the work without keeping
in mind the underlying recourse to the scheme of categories. At the end of the
first gumla, ar-Razi inserts two further thematic units as complements of a com-
prehensive account of accidental occurrences: Reflections on causation and on
motion and time. Finally, the second gumla (consisting roughly of 450 pages of
printed text)”* draws on the material which had been presented in the first
muqaddima, namely on ar-Razi’s general characterization of substance within
the scheme of categories.

392 Cf. Heidrun Eichner, The Post-Avicennian Philosophical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy:
Philosophical and Theological summae in Context (unpublished habilitation thesis, Halle
2009).

393 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 1, pp. 267-791.

394 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 2, pp. 9-463.
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BOOK 2:  Qualifications of substances and accidents (ahkam al-§awahir wa-I-a‘rad)
[ed. Beirut 1990, vol. 1, pp. 235-267]

[I1 muqaddima

fasl1  The quiddity of substance and accident
fasl2  Making known the accident
fasl3  Description of substance

fasl4  Is substance said of that which is under it

by means of a genus-predication?
fasl5  Are the universals of substances also substances?

fasl6  The particulars are more entitled to substantiality than the universals

fasl7  There is nothing which is contrary to substance

fasl8  Substance is a “certain this”

fasl9  Substance is that which accepts non-relational contraries
fasl 10 Accident is not a genus

fasl 11 The impossibility of the transfer of accidents

fasl 12 The permissibility of one accident subsisting in another accident
fasl 13 The impossibility of one accident subsisting in two substrates
fasl 14 That which inheres in a substrate must be divided in accordance

with the divisions of the substrate in which it inheres

fasl 15 One and the same thing may not be a substance and an accident

[11] 1** gumla: ACCIDENTS
[1] mugqaddima

[235-236]
[237-240]
[240-243]

[243-247]

[ed. Beirut 1990, vol. 1, pp. 267-791

bahti  Whether each of the ten categories is a genus
bahtii Whether these ten categories are summa genera
baht iii Whether there is no category outside of these ten

bahtiv How these categories are divided into their species
1" fann QUANTITY fasli - xxiv
2" fann QUALITY muqaddima, qism 1-4

— —
w N
—_—

(with numerous fusil and sub-sections)
[4] 3" fann The rest of the categories

[i] 1°" bab

[ii] 2" bab
[a] IStdfasl
0 Tt
[d] 4™ fasl
[e] 5™ fasl

RELATUM (al-mudaf)

The rest of the categories
‘WHERE

‘WHEN

PosITION

HAVING

DOING and BEING AFFECTED

[5] 4h fann Causes and things caused
ann otion and time
6 5™t Motion and ti

(] 2™ gumla: SUBSTANCES

]
]
]
]
[269-270]
[270-272]
[272-275]

[276]
[277-367]
[368-554]
[555-585]
[555-575]

[578-580

[581
[581-582
[582-583
[583-585]
[586-668]
[669-791]

]
]
]
]

[ed. Beirut 1990, vol. 2, pp. 9-463]

[1] 1" fann Bodies:

[a] MATTER, [b] FOrRM, [¢] COMPOUND OF MATTER AND FORM

[2] 2 fann  Psychology: [d] SouLs

[3] 31 fann Substances detached from bodies: [e] INTELLECTS

[9-228]
[231-439]
[441-463]

Figure 12. Rough Structure of the Second Book of ar-Razi’s al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya
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In his structural recourse to the ten categories ar-Razi does not exclusively con-
centrate on an outline of the accidental genera but deems a systematic division
of the various kinds of substance at least equally important. Since he refrains
from treating the categories as any kind of linguistic scheme of predicates, it is
only consequent that he leaves out the Aristotelian criterion of ‘not being said of
something / being said of something’ by which the distinction between primary
and secondary substances is attained.” Rather than discussing the difference
between primary and secondary substances, he aims at integrating Ibn Sind’s
five ontological sub-divisions of substance into the scheme of categories.’*

According to the division expounded in the Mabahit, if something is not in
a subject, it must be either in a substrate or not in a substrate (first dihairesis). If
it is in a substrate, it is (1) a form. If it is not in a substrate, it must either be itself
a substrate or not a substrate (second dihairesis). If it is itself a substrate, it is (2)
matter. If it is not itself a substrate, it must either be compounded of form and
matter or not (third dihairesis). If it is compounded of matter and form, it is (3) a
body. If it is not compounded of matter and form, it must either have a connec-
tion to the material substrate or not (fourth dihairesis). If it has a connection to
the material substrate, it is (4) a soul. If it has no connection to the material sub-
strate, it is (5) an intellect (see figure 13).%7

On the basis of this account of the five kinds of substances the second
Sumla dedicates three funun to all issues pertaining to substances qua bodies
(including their constituting substantial parts, namely matter and form), sub-
stances qua souls and substances qua intellects. As we will see at the end of the
next chapter of this study, ar-Razi’s insistence on the fivefold distinction of sub-
stance is in line with his view that substance may not in any way be treated as a
unified summum genus.®

All in all, ar-Razi not only uses the Aristotelian categories, which he re-
ceived mainly through the channel of Ibn Sina’s K. al-Magqulat of the Sifa’, as a
convenient structuring tool. Rather, throughout the Mabahit we see him engage
with virtually all of the major issues addressed in the Categories or in the exeget-
ical literature, especially with questions concerning the ontological and episte-
mological status of the ten summa genera.

395 However, it should be noted that in subsequent sections it becomes clear that a rather
general distinction between particular and universal substances is still retained, even if
the ‘predicative language’ with which Aristotle had introduced the respective criterion is
avoided.

396 Cf.Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-llahiyyat (1), I1,1.

397 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 1, p. 236, 1. 17-22.

398 See below, pp. 230-237.
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= Substance

[ not in a subject (mawdi) ]

being in a substrate not being in a substrate
= FORM

not being itself a substrate being itself a substrate
= MATTER

| |
compounded of form and not compounded of
matter = BODY form and matter

connected to the material not connected to the material
substrate = SOUL substrate = INTELLECT

Figure 13. Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s Division of Substances in al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya

3.4.2. The Categories in the Sarh ‘Uyiin al-hikma

Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s Sarh Uyin al-hikma, which in all probability is one of his
latest works,”” offers us a comprehensive summary of what might arguably be
called his mature view on the categories. The section which is dedicated to Ibn
Sina’s short outline of the Aristotelian summa genera in the ‘Uyin al-hikma falls
into two parts: At the beginning — after having clarified that the treatise “does
not in any way pertain to logic” (la ta‘alluga lahu bi-I-mantiqi l-battata) — ar-
Razi tells us that, first of all, he considers it expedient to present a “condensed
scientific account” (kalam ‘ilmi mulahass) of the Categories./*o0 Hence, ar-Razi

399 As Shihadeh observes, the Sarh ‘Uyiin al-hikma in one instance refers to book 7 of al-
Matalib al-‘aliya min al-ilm al-ilahi — a book whose completion, again according to
Shihadeh, can be dated to the year 605/1208-9, that is, roughly one year before ar-Razi’s
death in 606/1210. See Ayman Shihadeh, The Teleological Ethics of Fakhr al-Din al-Razi
(Leiden: Brill, 2006), pp. 10-11.

400 Ar-Razi, Sarh ‘Uyin al-hikma, ed. Ahmad Higazi as-Saqqa (Cairo: Maktabat al-Angla al-
Misriyya, 1979-80 [1400 AH]), vol. 1, p. 95, 1. 5 — p. 96, . 1. Due to the poor quality of as-
Saqqa’s edition, in all cases of doubt I consulted MS Leiden or. 712 (for the part on the
Categories, see fol. 23, 1. 8 — fol. 32, |. 4). I am grateful to Jan Just Witkam for having made
this MS available to me.
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provides us in the first part with a concise outline of what a systematic division
of the categories might look like and only subsequently, in the second part, with
a close commentary on Ibn Sind’s text. The reason why ar-Razi opted for this
way of proceeding presumably lies in the fact that Ibn Sina’s extremely sketchy
presentation would not have offered enough reference points for a satisfactory
integration of issues which ar-Razi deems worthy of discussion. All of ar-Razi’s
systematization efforts, however, are carried out against the background of the
initial caveat that — due to the simple fact that in the Uyun al-hikma Ibn Sina
kept in line with his “predecessors” (al-mutagaddimina) — the investigation of
the issues at hand is conducted in the wrong place.*"’

Right at the beginning of the “condensed scientific account” ar-Razi makes
it clear that the transmitted list of summa genera may not be thought to encom-
pass all kinds of beings:

Being (al-mawgud) - if it does not accept non-being (al-‘adam) - is God. He is that
which is per se necessary (al-wagib li-datihi). If, however, being does accept non-

being, it is that which is per se contingent (mumkin li-datihi); it is either not in a
subject — and this is ‘substance’ - or it is in a subject — and this is ‘accident’.*”

According to this exposition, the overriding classification criterion for a division
of the various kinds of being is the distinction between necessary (that is, the
Avicennian wagib al-wugud) and contingent. Hence, Aristotle’s distinction be-
tween “being not in a subject,” which is generally understood to describe sub-
stances, and “being in a subject,” which is meant to characterize accidents, does
not figure as the superordinate ontological criterion any more but applies only
to the realm of contingent beings.

In the exposition of the list of categories given in the Sarh ‘Uyin al-hikma
two fundamental Aristotelian classification paradigms which cannot easily be
reconciled within one ontological theory both remain operative: The distinction
between “not in a subject” and “in a subject” from the Categories and the form-
matter distinction from Metaphysics. A clear-cut terminological distinction be-
tween “being in a subject” (fi I-mawdu‘) and “being in a substrate” (fi I-mahall) -
echoing previous commentatorial efforts to remove the troublesome equivocity
of the Aristotelian vmokeipevov*® — allows ar-Razi to achieve this integration.
According to this distinction, mawdu‘ (that is, ‘subject’) must be understood to
be more specific than mahall (that is, ‘substrate’). For mahall may both refer to
the matter in which a form inheres (that is, to an inherence of one kind of sub-
stance in another kind of substance) and to a subject in which an accident in-

401 Ar-Razi, Sarh Uyiin al-hikma, ed. as-Saqqa, vol. 1, p. 95, L. 6.
402 Ar-Razi, Sarh Uyun al-hikma, ed. as-Saqqa, vol. 1, p. 96, 11. 3-5.
403 See above, pp. 80-81.
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heres, that is to say, to an ontologically prior substance in which an ontological-
ly posterior accident inheres (or, arguably, also to an ontologically prior acci-
dent in which an ontologically posterior accident inheres). While in the first
case (that is, mahall in the sense of hayula/madda), the inhering thing (hall),
namely the form (siira), is the cause for the existence of the substrate, in the
second case (that is, mahall in the sense of mawdi‘), the inhering thing, namely
the accident (‘arad), owes its subsistence to that in which it inheres. Against this
background, ar-Razi holds that, since the contradiction of a more specific ex-
pression is always more general than the contradiction of the more general ex-
pression, the contradiction of ‘being in a subject’ is more general than the con-
tradiction of ‘being in a substrate.”*** As ar-Razi had already argued in the more
extensive parallel passage of the Mabahit, while ‘not being in a subject’ is an
adequate description of substance, the alternative formula ‘not being in a sub-
strate’ would be too narrow; for the latter fails to include forms. Hence, a gen-
eral relationship of inherence in a substrate (huluil) may not figure as the super-
ordinate criterion for a division of contingent beings. Rather, since a general
relationship of inherence — devoid of implying a clear ontological hierarchiza-
tion — is a feature which stretches across the substance-accident-division (for
accidents are inhering things and substantial forms are inhering things as well),
only the expressions ‘in a subject’ and ‘not in a subject’ are suitable for depicting
relative ontological dependence or independence.*”

Ar-Razi uses the distinction between ‘subject’ and ‘substrate’ to introduce
the five substances whose dihairetic justification he had presented at length in
the Mabahit. Now form, matter, body, soul and intellect become connected to his
outline of a scheme of summa genera. That is to say, five substantial kinds are
contrasted with nine accidental kinds — and neither substance nor accident is
conceived of as genus but only as a concomitant notion.*” In systematizing the
accidental categories ar-Razi does not refer to Ibn Sina’s revised version of the
Themistian approach any more, as he had done in the Mabahit. Instead, he
sketches his own version of the alternative schematization which Ibn Sina -
with recourse to the Ammonian approach - had laid out in the Taligat and
Danesname; however, ar-Razi does not group quantity and quality under a

404 Ar-Razi, Sarh Uyun al-hikma, ed. as-Saqqa, vol. 1, p. 96, 1l. 7-17. In 1l. 9-10 I read with
MS Leiden or. 712, fol. 23a, 1. 15-16 al-mawdu‘ ahass mina [-mahall (instead of al-
mawdii ahsan mina I-mahall, as as-Saqqa’s edition, has it).

405 For the more extensive parallel passage in the Mabahit, see ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-
masrigiyya, vol. 1, pp. 235-236. For Ibn Sind’s discussion of mawdi‘ and mahall, see
above, pp. 113-114.

406 Cf. below, pp. 230-237.
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common description but treats each of these two non-relational categories sepa-
rately:

The accident is either such [1] that it requires a division (yaqtadi gismatan); or [2] a
relationship (nisba); or [3] neither a division nor a relationship. [ad 1] The first one
is quantity (al-kamm). [...] [ad 2] As for the accident which requires a relationship,
none of the predecessors has given a reasonable account (lam yaqul ahadu mina I-
mutaqaddimina kalaman ma‘qulan) concerning its restriction to a limited number
of divisions. In my opinion, it is most suitable that — regarding this [issue] — we
content ourselves with the [method of] induction (istigra’): [2.1] One of them is the
relationship of the thing to its place — and this is the where. [2.2] The second one is
the relationship of the thing to its time or to a term denoting its time (zarf
zamanihi) — and this is the when. [2.3] The third one is relation (idafa), such as [the
relation between] fatherhood and sonship. [2.4] The fourth one is something caus-
ing an effect”’ on something else — and this is doing. [2.5] The fifth one is a thing’s
acceptance of an effect — and this is being affected. [2.6] The sixth one is a thing be-
ing surrounded by another thing, insofar as the latter moves along when the former
moves — and this is having.*” [2.7] The seventh one is the property which occurs to
the body on account of the relationships which come about between its parts and
on account of the relationships which come about between these parts and things
extrinsic to them — and this is position. [ad 3] As for the accident which requires
neither a division nor a relationship, it is quality.*”

Whereas Ibn Sina in the Taligat and Danesname contrasts two accidental cate-
gories for whose conceptualization nothing extrinsic to the subject is needed
with seven accidental categories which can only be conceptualized along with
something extrinsic to the subject, ar-Razi’s two criteria of whether or not an
accident requires the subject to be divisible or whether or not an accident re-
quires the subject to be related to another thing yield a triadic division: Quantity
is an accident which can only occur to a divisible subject; the seven “relational
categories” (al-magilat an-nisbiyya)*'® are accidents which can only occur to a
subject standing in some kind of relationship to another thing; and quality is an
accident which occurs to a subject merely on account of itself. Overall, the divi-
sions which ar-Razi discusses in the Sarh ‘Uyiin al-hikma can be schematized as
two concomitant class terms, i.e., substance and accident, and fourteen generic

407 I read with MS Leiden or. 712, fol. 24a, L. 1 ta’tiru $-Say’i fi $-Say’ (and not, as as-Saqqa’s
edition has it, ma bihi $-Say’u fi Say’in).

408 1 read with MS Leiden or. 712, fol. 24a, L. 2 gida (“possession”), which is a common alter-
native expression for lahi (instead of hadduhi, as as-Saqga’s edition has it).

409 Ar-Razi, Sarh Uyun al-hikma, ed. as-Saqqa, vol. 1, p. 97, 1. 6-7 and 1l. 11-21; MS Leiden
or. 712, fol. 23b, 1. 10 - fol. 24a, 1. 4.

410 Ar-Razi introduces the label ‘relational categories’ only later in the course of his com-
mentary on Ibn Sina’s short outline of the categories; see Sarh ‘Uyiin al-hikma, ed. as-
Saqqa, vol. 1, p. 109, 1. 4. Before that he simply describes them as ‘requiring a relation-
ship.’
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kinds, five of which are subsumed under substance and nine of which are sub-
sumed under accident (see figure 14).

[ Contingent Existent ]

Existing not in a subject Existing in a subject
= Substance = Accident

Requiring Requiring a Requiring nei-

—

division relation ther division
(nisba) nor relation
= QUANTITY = QUALITY

In a substrate (Relation to a place\
= FOorRM L = WHERE

' R R N\
Relation to time

Substrate ~ WHEN
= MATTER ' . ~N
Mutual Relation
= RELATION (iddfa)}
/ﬁ ( R N\
Compound of Causing an effect
form and matter [ L = DOING
= BoDy

4 .
Accepting an
effect
= BEING AFFECTED
(. /

Originating acts
through body
= SouL

(o A\
Being surrounded
by s.th.

= HAVING

Originating acts
without body
= INTELLECT

e ) A
Relation between
parts

= POSITION
—_ @

Figure 14. The Five Substantial and Nine Accidental Kinds
in ar-Razi’s Sarh ‘Uyin al-hikma
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While ar-Razi has stated right from the beginning that this rather tentative list
may not be regarded as the result of deductive reasoning, in the further course
of his exposition he voices his doubts even more clearly: The scholars of the
philosophical tradition not only failed to provide a proof for the claim that all of
the ten categories are genera, let alone summa genera. What is more, they also
did not manage to establish that “their division into the well-known divisions”
(tagsimuha ila l-agsami l-mashura) is indeed “a division of genera into their
proximate species” (tagsimu l-agnasi ila anwa‘iha l-qariba).*"" Eventually, ar-
Razi appears to criticize the Aristotelian tradition for its incapacity to meet basic
Aristotelian demands towards a sound scientific theory. To ar-Razi’s mind, one
needs to accept the fact that whoever wants to arrive at a list of summa genera
cannot resort to anything but a tentative bottom-up approach.

3.4.3. Concluding Remark on ar-Razi’s Reception of the Scheme of Categories

The way in which ar-Razi — whether in the Mabahit or in the Sarh Uyun al-
hikma — refers to and makes use of Aristotle’s list of categories suggests quite a
pragmatic stance: As long as it can be modified in such a way that it allows for
the difference between the Creator and His creation to be respected and as long
as it has not been conclusively disproved, it may serve as a useful working mod-
el for getting order both into the arrangement of things in the world and, related
to that, into our attempts at composing a philosophical summa. Yet since, at the
same time, it must, by and large, be viewed as the product of philosophical con-
vention, one should always keep in mind that this is merely one out of several
human approaches of rationalizing the limited amount of knowledge we have
access to. For ar-Razi, the only ontological distinction we may be absolutely
certain of — regardless of the intellectual tradition in which one converses - is
the fundamental difference between wagib and mumkin, that is, between God
and everything He creates. Thus, in his reassessment of the scheme of categories
we see ar-Razi combine Ibn Sina’s harsh criticism of unfounded claims of the
preceding philosophical tradition both with Ibn Sind’s ontological use of the two
modal notions of wagib and mumkin and with the aim of integrating the philo-
sophical working model of the ten Aristotelian summa genera into the frame-
work of a religiously informed ontology. In doing so, ar-Razi, via Ibn Sina, en-
gages both with the Themistian and Ammonian approaches of systematizing the

411 Ar-Razi, Sarh Uyun al-hikma, ed. as-Saqqa, p. 99, 1. 7-9; MS Leiden Or. 712, fol. 24b,
1I. 13-14.
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categories — but deems neither one of these two approaches nor Ibn Sina’s re-
vised scheme to provide epistemologically satisfying answers.

EBSCChost - printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.confterms-of-use



EBSCChost -

B. TEXTS

a. Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqulat, ch. 4
[ed. Kalbarczyk, p. 331]

[Chapter 4] That Which Is Said in
Combination and without Combination

[§ 29] As for that which is said without combination, truth (sidg) and false-
hood (kidb) do not enter it; for in it there is neither an affirmation (igab) nor a
negation (salb) nor a judgment (hukm); for every judgment comes about by
[predicating] one thing of another thing (bi-Say’in ‘ala Say’in) — and this is a
combination.

As for those which are said without combination, their meanings
(ma‘aniha) fall under one of the ten high genera which are [1] the substance (al-
Sawhar), [2] the quantum (al-kamm), [3] the quale (al-kayf), [4] the relatum (al-
mudaf), [5] the where (al-ayn), [6] when (mata), [7] the possession (al-milk),
[8] the position (al-wad‘), [9] doing (an yaf'ala) and [10] being affected (an
yanfa‘ila). We shall give a detailed account of each of these ten. We do not,
however, occupy ourselves with establishing that they [i.e., the highest genera]
cannot be less or more in number; for this is impossible — and everything which
had been said with regard to this is a forced effort (takalluf), not anything neces-
sary (Say’an daruriyyan).

[§ 30] We do, however, say that ‘the existent’ (al-mawgud) does not com-
prise the ten [genera] as a genus (la ya‘ummu l-‘asarata ‘umuima l-gins) and that
accident (al-‘arad) does not comprise the nine [accidental genera] as a genus (la
ya‘ummu t-tis‘ata ‘umuma I-gins). For everyone holds [1] that it is a condition
for the genus that it be essential (dati); [2] and the majority holds that it has to
apply synonymously and be predicated equally (mutawati’ al-haml) of its par-
ticulars. These two notions are both missing in the case of ‘the existent’ and ‘the
accident.’

[§ 31] [1" condition] This is because whenever we understand the meaning
and definition of a thing,*"* we do not thereby gain an understanding of whether
it is existent or non-existent. For if we know what the rectangular triangle is, we
know which genus or essential differentia it has — and hence it is impossible for
us not to know things like the triangle as such, the figure, and the quality. The

412 Instead of ma‘na Say’in wa-haddahu one might also read ma‘na Say’in wahdahu (“the
meaning of a thing alone”).
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existence [of a rectangular triangle], however, needs to be proven. Therefore,
existence is [only] attached to the quiddity and does not constitute it (lazim la
muqgawwim li-l-mahiyya). Likewise, if we know whiteness and heat, we know by
necessity that they are both qualities, whereas — as long as it has not been prov-
en — it remains unclear to us that they are both accidents. ‘Accident’ attaches to
the nine and is not essential for them (lazimun li-t-tis‘ati la dati). Likewise, it
[ie., accident] does not make known*" their essences but only makes known*'*
their relations to the subject; at first their essences exist in the intellect and only
subsequently they become related to the subject. Hence, it has become clear that
neither ‘the existent’ nor ‘the accident’ is essential.

[§ 32] [Z"d condition] Moreover, they are both not synonymous. For ‘the ex-
istent’ first applies to substance and subsequently, by way of a known sequence
(tartib ma‘lum), to the quale, to the quantum and to the rest of these [i.e., the
other categories]. The same is true for accident; for the quantum is prior to the
where and prior to when; and according to some people the quale is prior to the
quantum, whereas according to others the quantum is prior to the quale. Hence,
it has become clear that neither ‘the existent’ nor ‘accident’ is a genus.

b. Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magiilat, 11,5
[ed. Madkar, pp. 82-88]

Making Known the State of the Number of the Categories

[(ILE) al-Hilli (fol. 47b, 1. 4-5): “The Fifth Issue (matlab): Making Known the State of
the Number of the Categories and That They Are Not More Than Ten (wa-annaha la
tazidu ‘ala l-‘asara)’]

[ed. Madkar, p. 82, 1. 4]

[§ 1] From among the things pertaining to the investigation we are under-
taking what has remained to be examined is a validation of the number of these
categories (tashih al-‘adad alladi li-hadihi I-maqulat) and of the claim that - if
they cannot be reduced to a smaller number — they likewise cannot be extended
to a larger number. This is something which the totality of logicians attempted
to do. And I provide a proper account (haqq al-wafa’) of whatever has reached
me. The way to proceed in this validation requires*" three approaches [of rea-
soning] (anha’):

413 My edition has na‘rifu but I think the reading yu‘arrifu would be preferable.

414 Once again, my edition has na‘rifu but yu‘arrifu would be preferable.

415 [82.6] Read with MSS B, IA2, IC4, ID3, IN1, LB3, LG4, N, OP4, S, SA, TD3, TM5, Y yahigu
instead of yahrugu (EC).
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[(IL.E.1) al-Hilli (fol. 47b, 1. 9-10): “First Investigation (baht): The First Approach
of Reasoning (an-nahw al-awwal mina n-nazar)”]

[§ 2] [ approach: establishing that every category is said of that which is be-
low it by means of a genus-predication] The first one is to establish that none of
these categories is predicated of that which is below it*'® in a different way than
by means of a genus-predication (annahii wa-la wahida min hadihi -maqulati
illa wa-yuqalu ‘ala ma tahtahu qawla I-gins). This [claim] requires that it be
established that their predication of that which is below them [i] does not come
about by means of a coincidence in name (laysa ‘ala sabili l-ittifaqi fi l-ism) [i.e.,
homonymously]; [ii] and that it does not come about by means of predicating
one and the same meaning with differing degrees of priority and posteriority so
that they would be predicated by means of ‘modulation’ [i.e., ‘focal homonymy’]
(taskik); and moreover, [iii] that it [i.e., their predication] does not come about
the way concomitants are predicated (qgawl! al-lawazim); these [i.e., the concomi-
tants] are said of that which is below them in an equal manner without any
difference [i.e., univocally], yet they do not belong to those which are constitu-
tive (al-mugawwimat); rather, they belong to the concomitants (al-lawazim) or
to the relational properties (al-umir al-idafiyya) by which a thing’s quiddity is
not constituted.

[§ 3] As soon as they establish that the category is predicated of that which
they had assumed to be one of its species as a predication with one and the same
meaning which is constitutive for the quiddity of these species — and that it is
not predicated by means of one of the excluded modes (laysa ‘ala sabil ahad al-
wuguh al-mustatnat) —, each of them is a genus in the proper sense for that
which has been assumed to be one of its species; and the relationship of one of
these to that which has been assumed to be one of its species would not be the
relationship which ‘accident’ has to the nine [accidental categories] or the rela-
tionship which ‘existent’ has to the ten [categories] or the relationship which
[the category of] relation has to a number of them, namely to [the relational
categories of] where, when, having, doing and being affected. For if quality, for
example, did not apply to those things which have been assumed to be its spe-
cies in accordance with the conditions by which a genus applies to something,
but if it [i.e., quality] applied to them [only] in the manner of the concomitants
(al-lawazim) [i.e., non-essentially], even if it applied to them with one and the
same meaning, it would not be a genus for that which is below it. Rather, if that
which is below it is predicated of that which is more specific than that which is
below it in the manner in which something constitutive is predicated, every

416 [82.8] Read with MSS AE, B, 1A2, IC4, ID3, IN1, LB3, LG4, N, OP4, S, SA, TD3, TM5, Y
tahtaht instead of tahta (EC).
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single one of those which are below it becomes, properly speaking (bi-I-haqiqa),
the highest genus. Hence, one single genus of it [i.e., of quality] would, for ex-
ample, be that which is called ‘affective quality and affections’ (kayfiyya
infi‘aliyya wa-infi‘alat); and the other genus would, for example, be the ‘posses-
sions and conditions’ (al-malakat wa-I-halat); as a consequence, quality would
be said of these not by means of a genus-predication but in the manner the con-
comitants are said. Thus, the number of genera which would, properly speaking,
be highest genera would be higher than the number that had been mentioned.
This manner of thoroughly examining the theory at hand (hada l-wagh min
tadqiq an-nazar) is something which none of the predecessors had dealt with.

[(ILE.2) al-Hilli (fol. 48a, 1l. 17-18): “Second Investigation (bahi): The Second of the
Three Approaches of Reasoning (an-nazar at-tani mina l-anha’ at-talata)”)

(§ 4] [2" approach: establishing by means of a division of ‘the existent’ that
there is no genus outside of these ten] The second approach is to establish that
there is no genus outside of those [ten categories] that had been mentioned by
means of dividing ‘the existent’ until one reaches the division that results into
these [categories]. Even if in the field of constituting the essence this [way of
proceeding, i.e., a dihairesis] were accepted (wa-in sumiha fi amri t-taqwimi li-d-
dat), it is also a matter in which nothing true has been transmitted from them
[i.e., from previous scholars] to us (wa-huwa aydan ma lam yablugna ‘anhum
fihi Say’un haqiqiyyun). Later on we will set out what they said.

(§5] 3™ approach: another attempt at showing that there is no genus outside
of these ten] Or they establish by means of another approach (bi-wagh ahar),
which is not the [method of] division, that it is impossible that there be any
genus apart from these genera (an yastahila an yakiuina ginsa gayra hadihi I-
agnas), provided that there is a way to do so (in kana ila mitli dalika sabilun). As
far as I can tell, they did, in fact, carry out something which amounts to some-
thing like that (wa-ma ‘indi annahium ‘amali Say’un ya‘taddu bihi fi dalika).

[§ 6] [A] Let us begin [with the presentation of this method]. Thus, we give
an account of one of the well-known approaches of division (wahidan min
anha’i I-qismati I-mashiira) so that we can thoroughly reflect upon its state.
[B] Thereupon, we will burden ourselves (natakallafu) with arriving at a divi-
sion which brings us closer to a means of achieving this aim (gismatan tuqarribu
ila hada l-garadi s-sabila), without there being, however, any warrant that by
doing so a full account of its true nature may be provided (min gayr an tudmana
muwafatu I-haqiqati biha fihi).

[ed. Madkar, p. 83, 1. 11]

[§ 7] [ad A. The well-known division of the categories] To the well-
known division (al-gisma al-mashiira) pertains that which one of them said:
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«Substance is, without a doubt, one of the categories; and as soon as we have divid-
ed the nine which are the accidents into their nineness, the categories have been
completely attained as ten.»

[§ 8] He said:

«The accident is [i] either such that it is fixed in its subject (mustagirran fi
mawdi‘ihi), that it does not occur to it extrinsically on account of something else
(gayra waridin ‘alayhi bi-sababi gayrihi min harigin), and that it is not in need of a
relationship to that extrinsic thing; there are three divisions [of this type of acci-
dent]: quantity, quality, and position. [ii] Or it is such that it [i.e., the accident] oc-
curs to it [i.e., to the subject] extrinsically (waridan ‘alayhi min harigin) — in such a
manner that, for the sake of it [i.e., for the sake of acquiring this accident], it [i.e.,
the subject] does not have the need for any property (amr) originating from itself;
rather, the existence of something extrinsic on which it is based suffices*" for it;
there are three divisions [of this type of accident]: where, when, and having. [iii] Or
it is such that there is a property (amr) which is only fully realized between it [i.e.,
the subject] and something extrinsic; and it is not solely due to something extrinsic;
there are three divisions [of this type of accident]: relatum, doing and being affect-
ed.»

[§ 9] Thereupon, he made this threeness [i.e., the use of three triads] even
stronger; he commended their usage as

«being in accordance with the custom*® which evolved from the usage of rhetoric
with regard to some issues of philosophy (gariyan ‘ala I-‘adati llati arat min is-
ti‘mali l-hitabati fi ba‘di masa’ili I-falsafa), inasmuch as they say in praise (taqriz) of
the threeness: “threeness is a perfect number; therefore, ‘all’ and ‘total’ is only said
of ‘three’; the praises [of God or of several deities] are threefold; the movements are
three; and the dimensions are three, and the like.” This is what they said.»

[ed. Madkar, p. 84, L. 4]

[§ 10] [ad B. Ibn Sina’s revision of the well-known division of the catego-
ries] You have already learned that this [division] is something which is [mere-
ly] carried out by means of an approximation [to the truth] and is not something
which [itself] is in close proximity [to the truth] (‘ala sabili taqribin gayri
qaribin). But it is possible to consolidate this approach and to somewhat
strengthen it by saying: Every accident must be either such that [1] its concep-
tualization requires the conceptualization of something which is extrinsic to its

417 [83.16] Read with MSS IA2, ID3, LB3, LG4, OP4, SA, TD3 (and al-Hilli’s commentary) bal
yakfihu wugudu amrin min harigin instead of bal bi-kayfiyyati wugudi amrin min harigin
(EC); the variant yakfihu is not given in the apparatus of EC - even though MS SA
(which was used for EC) has yakfihu.

418 [83.18] Read with MSS AE, B, IA2, IC4, ID3, IN1, LB3, LG4, N, OP4, S, SA, TD3, TM5, Y
‘ada instead of madda (EC); no apparatus entry.
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subject; [2] or such that it does not require it (imma an yahuga tasawwuruhi ila
tasawwuri $ay’in harigin ‘ani l-mawdii lahii aw la yahuga ila dalika).*”

[§ 11] [ad 2. No conceptualization of something extrinsic is required.] That
which does not require it [i.e., an accident whose conceptualization does not
depend on the conceptualization of something which is extrinsic to the subject
in which the accident inheres] exists in three divisions (agsam): [2.1.] It is either
such that — even though it does not require it — it may require the occurrence of
a relationship with regard to those things which are in it and which are not
extrinsic to it (ila wuqu‘i nisbatin fi asSya’in hiya fihi laysat harigatan ‘anhi); [2.2.
and 2.3.] or it is such that it does not require it at all.

[§ 12] [ad 2.1. Position] If it does require it [i.e., if it requires an intrinsic re-
lationship], this requirement renders the subject divided in a certain respect
(hadihi I-hagatu tag‘alu I-mawdii‘u mungasiman bi-waghin ma), namely in such
a manner that it [i.e., the subject] has parts of which some differ from others
with regard to the relationship; and this is the category of position. For it is the
relationship which the parts of the body have to each other so that each of them
is a [single] where which is [distinguishable] from the whole (huwa nisbatu
agza’i I-gismi ba‘daha ila ba‘din anna kulla wahidin minha ayna huwa mina I-
kull). These are the variations (ihtilafat) which apply to them per se (ta‘ridu laha
bi-d-dat), inasmuch as they are divisible parts (min haytu hiya aqsamun
tangasimu).”*® As for that which is due to other accidents (alladi yakinu bi-
a‘radin uhra), such as colors and odors, these [accidents] only come about after-
wards; they come about after the dividing relationship which holds between
them inasmuch as they are parts by which the thing is divided. Indeed, this vari-
ety is due to an ‘otherness’ (gayriyya) on account of which every single one of
them differs from the other one per accidens; but it is not the case that on ac-
count of that [‘otherness’] the whole acquires one unified property by which it
could be counted (hay’atun wahidatun ya‘taddu biha). However, our [present]
objective (garaduna)™' concerns nothing but a state pertaining to the whole on
account of relationships which the parts have to each other with regard to a
certain property (fi amrin ma) — in such a manner that it is a unified state with
regard to the whole (fi amrin ma halan wahidatan li-I-kull). This appears to be
the [category of] position with regard to the whole and the [category of] rela-
tion (idafa) with regard to the parts.

419 A paraphrase of what follows can be found in ar-Razi’s al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya (begin-
ning with almost the same wording Ibn Sina uses: imma an yahtaga tasawwuruhi ila
tasawwuri Say’in harigin ‘an mawdu‘ihi aw la yahtaga); see above, pp. 178-179.

420 [84.12] Read with MSS OP4, LB3 agza’ tanqasimu instead of agza’ munqasim (EC).

421 [84.15] Read with MSS LB3, LG4, OP4 garaduna instead of ‘aradiyyan (EC).
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[§ 13] [ad 2.2. and 2.3. Quantity and quality] If, however, the conceptualiza-
tion of that [accident] does not require a relationship occurring in it, it must be
either [2.2.] such that it is a property (amr)*** which is due to its essence and
which, inasmuch as it applies to it, makes it possible for substance to be counted
by a single unit, assuming in it a continuous or a discrete count — and this is [the
category of] quantity (kammiyya); or it must be [2.3.] such that it is not like this
and such that it is a property (hay’a) which is realized in the body and whose
conceptualization does not require that one assumes for the body, in order for its
conceptualization to become possible, any relationship to anything else whatso-
ever, be it in actu or in potentia — and this is called [the category of] quality
(kayfiyya).

[§ 14] [Summary: position, quantity, quality] As for the [category of] posi-
tion, it requires a certain relationship which the parts of the body have to each
other, either in actu or in potentia. As for the [category of] quantity, it requires a
certain relationship which the whole has to the part or to the parts in potentia.
These two, i.e., position and quantity, have in common that, in order for their
conceptualization to become possible, they both in a certain way point towards
the division of a multiplicity.*> And each property which, in order to be concep-
tualized, does not in any way require any division and which, in order to be
conceptualized, furthermore does not require any relationship to anything ex-
trinsic is [something which belongs to the category of] quality. Hence, it has
become clear that this division is carried out under three aspects.

[§ 15] [ad 1. The conceptualization of something extrinsic is required) As for
that [accident] which requires a relationship (nisba) [to something which is
extrinsic to its subject],*** it is either [1.1.] such that it requires a relationship
which makes the quiddity be said with regard to that to which it is related (an
tag‘ala I-mahiyyata maqalatan bi-l-qiyasi ila I-mansubi ilayhi); hence, there is a
corresponding reciprocity in the meaning of the relationship — and this is the
[category of] relation (idafa); or it is [1.2.] such that the relationship does not
require that; hence, it is either a relationship [1.2.1.] to substances or [1.2.2.] to
accidents.

[§ 16] [ad 1.2.1.] As for the [relationship to] substances, it is — due to the
way they are — not appropriate to assume that they have a relationship or that
they stand in a relationship to anything (fa-innaha li-anfusiha la tastahiqqu an

422 [84.18] Read with MSS LB3, LG4, OP4 amran instead of ataran (EC).

423 [85.6] Read with MSS LB3, OP4 gismat al-katra instead of gisma wa-katra.

424 [85.9] Read with MSS LB3, LG4, OP4 nisba instead of nisba ila harig; in terms of content,
the latter is, of course, correct; but since ila harig is missing in the earlier MSS, it was
probably added by a subsequent reader or commentator (it is contained in al-Hilli’s
commentary).
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yug‘ala laha aw ilayha nisbatan); rather, they have an appropriate claim to hav-
ing things and states in them through which they are specified (bal innama
tastahiqqu li-umurin wa-ahwalin fiha tahtassu biha).

[§ 17] [ad 1.2.2.] Hence, that which has to be taken into consideration is that
which is related to the accidents. These accidents must either be [1.2.2.1.] such
that they are from among the accidents of relationship (min a‘radi n-nisba); or
[1.2.2.2.] such that they are not from among the accidents of relationship.

[§ 18] [ad 1.2.2.1.] As for the relationship to accidents which are [them-
selves] relationships (ila a‘radin hiya nisbatun), it belongs to those things which
continue in an infinite regress (mina l-umuri llati tatasalsalu ila gayri n-nihaya).
Nonetheless, the relationship to the relationship, in the end, leads up to a rela-
tionship to an ultimate thing for which the relationship holds; it stands still at
the first non-relational thing (tastaqirru ‘inda awwala gayri mansubin); other-
wise it would go on ad infinitum. [ad 1.2.2.2.] Hence, the proper ultimate rela-
tionship (an-nisbatu I-haqiqiyyatu l-ahiratu) is, after all, a relationship to those
accidents in which there is no relationship. Hence, it is either a relationship
[1.2.2.2.1.] to quantity; or [1.2.2.2.2.] to quality; or [1.2.2.2.3.] to position.

[§ 19] [ad 1.2.2.2.1.] The things do not become related to the quantities
(kammiyyat), whichever way they may be, but - if they become related to them
— they must be related to a quantity which renders a substance possessing a
quantity measured*” in relation to another substance; that [substance], in fact,
measures it either by the measure of its essence or by the measure of its [acci-
dental] state.”® And, with regard to the measure of the body, none of the [acci-
dental] states of the body has a fixed measure differing from the measure of the
body. Rather, just like it [i.e., just like the measure of the body], it must be a
non-fixed measure; thus, the state is not fixed; and every non-fixed state is
called motion. Therefore, this relationship [i.e., the relationship to quantity]
either comes about [1.2.2.2.1.1.] by a measure which becomes, on account of its
existence in a body, a body that underwent change in its state, namely with
regard to the fact that it contains it or is contained in it (yuhtawa) — and this is
the ‘spatial container’ (al-hawi); or [1.2.2.2.1.2.] by a measure of the [accidental]
state in the way in which we have [already] described it — and this is time
(zaman).

[§ 20] The relationship to quantity, therefore, must either be such that it is a
relationship to the ‘spatial container’ or such that it is a relationship to time. [ad

425 [85.20] Read with MSS LB3, LG4, OP4 and al-Hilli’s commentary muqaddaran instead of
migdaran (EC).

426 Ar-Razi in his paraphrastic quote of this passage distinguishes between bi-miqdari datihi
and bi-migdari sifatin (whereas Ibn Sina’s text has bi-migdari datihi aw bi-miqdari
halihi); see ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, p. 272, 11. 23-24.
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1.2.2.2.1.1.] The relationship to the ‘spatial container’ is either*”’ a relationship to
[1.2.2.2.1.1.1.] a container which does not move along when the thing moves and
which is not attached to it (ila hawin la yantaqilu bi-ntiqalihi wa-la yalzamuhi)
- and this is the where (al-ayn) which is either a relationship to a first place or
to a second place; or [a relationship] to [1.2.2.2.1.1.2.] a container which remains
attached to it whenever the thing moves (ila hawin lazimin ‘inda n-nuqla) - and
this is, according to the doctrine of some of the validating scholars, the category
of having (maqulat al-gida). Hence, it appears to be clear (ka-I-bayyin) that the
kinds of categories which result from the relationship to quantity are either [the
category of] where or [the category of] when [which is the relationship to time,
ie., 1.2.2.2.1.1.] or [the category of] having.

[§ 21] [ad 1.2.2.2.2.] As for the relationship to quality, you must know that it
does not hold for every substance that it renders one substance related to anoth-
er substance; rather, [this only holds of] a quality which is in this [substance] on
account of that [substance] and [vice versa] which is in this [substance] on ac-
count of that [substance] (kayfiyyatun fi hada min daka aw min daka fi hada).
And if the quality is generated by one of the two substances in the other sub-
stance (min ahadi I-gawharayni fi l-ahara), [1.2.2.2.2.1.] the [accidental] state in
which the quality arises from both of them (al-halu lladi tatakawwanu fihi I-
kayfiyyatu min hadayni) is the category of being affected (maqilat an yanfa‘ila);
and [1.2.2.2.2.2.] the [accidental] state from which the quality arises (al-halu lladi
tatakawwanu minhu I-kayfiyya) is the category of doing (maqulat an yaf ala).

[§ 22] [Ibn Sind’s criticism of this attempt to provide a rationale of why the
categories must be ten] This is a forced kind of approximation (darbun mina -
taqribi mutakallifun) of which I cannot guarantee (la admanu) whether it is cor-
rect and whether it bears up against the examination of the [scientific] set of
rules (imtihan al-qanin). Yet, of that which is presently available to me it is that
which is closest [to attempting to answer the question why there must be ten
categories] (illa annah@ aqrabu ma hadarni fi hada l-waqt). It is possible for you
to seek other methods with regard to this [question] and to burden yourself in a
forced manner (wa-an tatakallafa). If you were to see some benefit (fa’ida) or
[even] a proper argument (hugga haqigiyya) in that, you would want to come up
with yet another division which would be closer [to the truth] than this [divi-
sion]. However, both that which is close [to the truth] and that which is closest
[to the truth] is still remote, as long as it has not arrived at truth itself (al-haqq
nafsuhi). Hence, this amount [of arguing] (hada l-qadr) is sufficient for us to
make the states of these ten [categories] known (fi ta‘rifi ahwali hadihi I-‘asr).

427 Read with MSS LB3, LG4, OP4 imma instead of abadan imma (EC).
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[ed. Madkar, p. 86, 1. 18]

[(ILE.3) al-Hilli (fol. 50b, 1. 1): “Third Investigation (baht): Elucidation of the Sim-
ple and the Compound Expression (bayan al-lafz al-mufrad wa-lI-murakkab)”]

[§ 23] These ten expressions and their meanings are those which are the
parts of that which is compounded. Not every expression (lafz) which is acousti-
cally and linguistically compounded is compounded with regard to the logicians’
terminological convention. For [proper names such as the theophoric names]
‘Abdullah [i.e., “God’s servant”] and ‘Abdurrahman [i.e., “servant of the Merci-
ful’] and [such as the nickname] Ta’abbata Sarran [meaning “who carries evil
under the arm” and referring to the pre-Islamic poet Tabit b. Gabir b. Sufyan]
and other such expressions are — even though they are linguistically compound-
ed — not compounded in the perspective of the logician; for — inasmuch as they
were designated to be nicknames and proper names — it is not intended to signi-
fy any meaning whatsoever through their parts, even though it might be the
case that with regard to a different subject a meaning is signified through them.

[§ 24] It may also be the case that an expression is not compounded with
regard to language but is compounded with regard to the logician’s perspective,
just like when someone says aiSu [“I live”] and ta‘iSu [“you live”]; for the hamza
[i.e., “a’] of a‘iSu and the ta’ [i.e., “t”] of taiSu both signify [something] in the
manner in which a simple expression signifies a simple meaning [i.e., they signi-
fy the simple meanings “I” and “you”]. [The expression] ya‘iSu [“he lives”] with
a ya’ [ie., “y”], in turn, is not counted among the compounds; for the ya’in it
does not signify a relation to [one] concealed subject only; thus, nothing else is
contained in it than merely the signification which the verb has, i.e., it signifies
an unspecified subject. But whenever one says aiSu [“I live”] and ta‘tSu [“you
live”] — with hamza and ya’ — there is a specification of the subject; and this
exceeds the signification which the verb has. We shall clarify this later on.

[§ 25] It is these ten from which one derives the parts of compound expres-
sions which are called “phrases” (agwal). Some of those which are compounded
from these meanings (ma‘ani) are a proposition and a statement (qadiyya wa-
habar); this is that which is capable of being true or false, just like we say “man
is an animal” (al-insan hayawan). Others are not a proposition and a statement;
this is that which is not capable of it [i.e., of being true or false], just like we say
“Zayd the scribe” (Zayd al-katib). The same holds for the composition (tarkib)
which applies to definitions (hudid) and descriptions (rusim). That is to say, the
expressions which are compounded come one after the other by way of adding
to the preceding meaning a defining characterization (ta‘rif) or specification
(tahsis) in such a manner that it is it (‘ala annahé huwa). This is that with regard
to which it is possible to use [the relative pronoun] “who/which” (alladi); for
when you say “the rational mortal animal” this is just like when you say “the
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animal which is the rational one which is the mortal one.” The same [i.e., the
incapability of being true or false] holds for the composition which applies to a
prayer (du‘a@’), a question (mas’ala), an order (amr), a prohibition (nahiy), an
exclamation (nida’) and other things which have been enumerated in other
places.

[§ 26] As for the simple expressions, they signify neither a true nor a false
meaning; as a matter of fact, their meanings or units in the soul (ma‘aniha aw
ahaduha fi n-nafs) are neither true nor false, that is, according to the manner in
which truth and falsehood are in meanings. Rather, when these expressions are
compounded in a specific manner of composition they signify a true meaning or
a false meaning: When their meanings are compounded in the mind they are
true if they correspond to existence (in tabaqat al-wugiid); and they are false if
they do not correspond to it. Thus, even if they [themselves] are neither true nor

false, they are parts of those which are true and false (agza’ as-sadiqga wa-I-
kadiba).
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4. Disputes about the Conceptual Unity and
Generic Predicability of Accident and Substance

A. STUDY

4.1. Problems Concerning the Description of Accident and Its
Relation to the Nine Non-Substance Categories: Ibn Sina’s
Departure from the Preceding Commentary Tradition

4.1.1. General Overview of Ibn Sina’s Assessment of the
Aristotelian Description of Accident

Both in his al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq and in his K. as-Sifa’ Ibn Sina dis-
cusses quite extensively the formula by which Aristotle at Cat. 2, 1a24-25 ex-
plains the expression “in a subject.” Since throughout the commentary tradition
the phrase 0 &v Tvi pr) g pépog vdpyxov ddHvatov ywpig eivar Tod év ¢ Eotiv
(“what is in something, not as a part, and unable to subsist separately from what
it is in”) is taken to refer to all non-substance beings, it is, at the same time, un-
derstood to provide us with an explanation of what an accident is. This is one of
the rare passages in Ibn Sina’s two treatises on the Categories where he quotes
Aristotle verbatim. However, it is worth noting that whereas he uses almost
exactly the same wording both in the Muhtasar and in the Sifa’, his version of
the formula differs from the only extant Arabic translation of the Categories, i.e.,
the translation by Ishaq b. Hunayn:

Ibn Sina: al-mawgudu fi Say’in la ka-g§uz’in minha wa-la yasihhu qiwamuhu (min)

dina ma huwa fihi**®

Ishaq b. Hunayn: al-mawgudu fi Say’in la ka-guz’in minhii wa-laysa yumkinu an

yakiina giwamuhi min gayri lladi huwa fihi.**’

428 Tbn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Magqilat, § 16, p. 329, 1. 3—4; and K. as-Sifa’,
al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 14, p. 28, 1l. 4-5 [= § 1 (4.B.a)]. The Muhtasar omits min before
duna.

429 Mantiq Aristu, al-Maqalat, MS Paris ar. 2346, fol. 159a, 1l. 23-25; ed. Badawi, vol. 1, p. 34,
1. 10-11; ed. Gabr, vol. 1, p-33, 1l.3-4 (Gabr erroneously reads li-§uz’in instead of ka-
Suz’in).
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In the extant Arabic exegetical treatises on this passage written by Ibn Sina’s
predecessors or contemporaries, no deviation from Ishaq’s version can be ob-
served.”’ This is even true for Yahya b. ‘Adi, who according to Ibn an-Nadim’s
Fihrist is reported to have produced his own translation of the Categories.*"
However, for the time being one can only speculate whether Ibn Sina simply
paraphrased Ishaq’s version or whether he did, in fact, have access to another
translation.*”*

According to Ammonius, Aristotle’s formula must be conceived as being
“analogous to a definition” (&véloyov ... 6piop®) and thus as having a genus-
species structure: whereas “in something” (¢v Twvi) functions as the analogue of
the genus, the remaining elements of the formula are the differentiae, that is to
say, they ensure that the manner in which the accident inheres in something is
sufficiently distinguished from the various other ways of “being in some-

430 See, for instance, al-Wahibi, Tafsir ma‘ani Aristutalis fi K. al-Maqulat, MS Istanbul
Ayasofya 2483, fol. 88b, 1. 5-6, and Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Magqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 74
(Arabic), 1L. 1-2.

431 Yahya b. “‘Adi, “Magqalat Yahya b. ‘Adi b. Hamid b. Zakariyya’ fi anna l-‘arad laysa huwa
ginsan li-t-tis* al-maqulat al-‘aradiyya” [= no. 3.34 in Gerhard Endre, The Works of
Yahya b. ‘Adi: An Analytical Inventory], in Maqalat Yahya b. ‘Adi al-falsafiyya, ed.
Sahban Halifat (Amman: Mangarat al-Gami‘a al-Urdunniyya, 1988), p. 144, 1L 11-12. Ac-
cording to the account of the Fihrist, Abtu Sulayman as-Sigistani al-Mantiqi (ca. 300/912 —
ca. 374/985) “had asked Abu Zakariyya’ to translate this book along with the commen-
tary of Alexander of Aphrodisias (annahu istanqala hada I-kitaba Aba Zakariyya’ bi-
tafsiri l-Iskandar al-Afrudisi)”; see Ibn an-Nadim, al-Fihrist, ed. Gustav Fligel (Leipzig: F.
C. W. Vogel, 1871-1872), vol. 1, p. 248, 1l. 24-25; ed. Tagaddod, p. 309, 1. 7-8. If one reads
- as is attested by Ibn al-Qifti - Abu Zakariyya’ instead of Aba Zakariyya’ and thus takes
istanqala to have only one object, it is Yahya b. ‘Adi who commissioned the translation;
see Ibn al-Qifti, Ta’rih al-hukama’, ed. Julius Lippert (Leipzig: Dieterich’sche Verlags-
buchhandlung, 1903), p. 35, 1. 10-11. Cf. Appendix 3. Paul Sbath lists a Kitab Qatiguriyas
li-Aristatalis with the addition naqalahu mina r-rumiyyati ila I-‘arabiyyati Abu Zakar-
iyya’ Yahya b. ‘Adi (“Abu Zakariyya’ Yahya b. ‘Adi translated it from Greek into Ara-
bic”). Provided that the information given by Sbath is accurate (which need not neces-
sarily be the case), at the beginning of the 20" century an additional translation of the
Categories which had been produced by Yahya b. “Adi or at least in his surroundings was
still preserved as part of the private collection of the Greek priest al-Huri Qustantin
Hudari of Aleppo; see P. Sbath, al-Fihris, part I (Cairo: Imprimerie Al-Chark, 1938), p. 69,
no. 563 (for the catalogue entry) and p. VII (for the identification of the collector). Apart
from Yahya b. “‘Adi’s alleged translation, Ibn an-Nadim Fihrist mentions several Arabic
paraphrases — i.e., “abridgments (muhtasarat) and synopses” (§awami) — of the Catego-
ries; see Ibn an-Nadim, al-Fihrist, ed. Fliigel, vol. 1, p. 248, 1. 26-28; ed. Tagaddod, p. 309,
1L. 9-10.

432 In any case, a systematic analysis of all passages in which Ibn Sina appears to quote the
Categories verbatim would be a desideratum for further research.
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thing.”** In the same vein, Abi l-Farag b. at-Tayyib, who refers to the formula

as “the description of accident” (rasm al-‘arad), characterizes the expression “the
existent in something” (al-mawgud fi say’) as “being equivalent to the genus”
(yagri magra l-gins).*** As shall be discussed below in more detail, Yahya b. ‘Adi
treats “the existent” (al-mawgud) as the genus of the formula; thus, whereas the
Greek expression év Tt is devoid of any existential implications, its Arabic
rendering as al-mawgid fi Say’ made it possible for Yahya b. ‘Adi to shift the
emphasis of the discussion to the role which “the existent” plays in the defini-
tion of “accident.”®® Tbn Sina, in contrast, deems Aristotle’s formula to fall short
not only of providing a sufficient “definitional explanation” (bayan haddi) but
also of qualifying as a “real description” (rasm haqiqi); rather, he characterizes it
as a “kind of explanation by which one is led to the name (naw‘un mina l-bayani
I-muhali bihi ‘ala l-ism), just like one explains a name by a name which is more
widespread and more known (bi-smin ashara wa-a‘rafa),” that is to say, a nomi-
nal definition.”® Against the background of Aristotle’s discussion of the various
senses of GAAo év &AL in Phys. A 3 and other common usages of related expres-
sions, Ibn Sina agrees with his predecessors that “in something” is a “homony-
mous expression” (lafz mustarak)®’ which is in need of further qualifications in
order to succeed in making known what an accident is. With a clear recourse to
the commentary tradition, Ibn Sina in his two treatises on the Categories dis-
cusses the following ways of “being in something” (see figure 15):

433  Ammonius, In Categorias, p. 26, 1l. 30-34. Cf. Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 46, 11. 4-6.

434 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 74 (Arabic), 1l. 5-7.

435 Yahya b. ‘Adi, “fi anna l-‘arad laysa huwa ginsan,” p. 144, 1l. 12-13. Cf. below, pp. 213-
214.

436 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,4, p. 28, 11. 8-9 [= § 2 (4.B.a)].

437 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 1,4, p. 28,1. 7 [= § 2 (4.B.a)].
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Ibn Sina, Ibn Sina, Aristotle, Commentaries on
al-Muhtasar, K aé—Sif& ’ Phys. A 3 the Cal‘egories438
al-Magqulat, ch. 3 al-Magqalat, ch. L4

(1) wugud al-kull fi I- (D) hal al-kull fi l-agza’ (210a16-17) | (i) The whole in the
agza’ [§ 17] [p.28,1.16 — p. 29,1 1] 70 8\ov év parts (P/A/S/O/J/E)
TOIG HépeoLY

(2) kawn al-guz’ fi (IV) wugud al-guz’ fil- | (210a16) (ii) The part in the

kullihi [§ 18] kull [p. 31,1. 12] 0 pépog év | whole (P/A/S/O/J/E)
0 O\

(3) kawn as-say’ fi I- (IX) kawn as-say’ fi I- (210a24) (iii) In a place

makan [§ 19] makan [p. 32, 1l. 1-4] év TOmQ (P/A/S/O/J/E)

(4) kawn as-Say’ fi I- (X1m) fi l-ina’ (210a24) (iv) In a container

wi‘a’[§ 19] [p. 35, 1. 16] év ayyeilw (P/A/S/O/J/E)
(falls under
év TOmY)

(5) kawn as-say’ fi z- (VII) kawn as-Say’ fi z- | not men- (v) In time

zaman [§ 19] zaman [p. 31, 11. 17-19] tioned (A/S/O/J/E)

(6) kawn al-gawhar fi (XI) kawn al-gawhar fi | not men- no correspondence

l-a‘rad [§ 19] I-‘arad [p. 32,1. 7] tioned

(substance in the

accidents)

(7) kawn al-illa fi I- -- not men- no correspondence

ma‘lal [§ 19] tioned

(the cause in that
which is caused)

(8) kawn al-hayula fi (XM) al-madda al-ka’ina | not men- no correspondence
s-sura [§ 21] fi sura [p. 35, 1L. 6-7] tioned
(matter in form)
(9) kawn as-siira fi l- (I) hal as-sura fi - (210a21) (vi) Form in matter
hayula [§ 21] madda [p. 31, 1. 8-11] 10 eidog év | (P/A/S/O/J/E)

i) OAn

438 Porphyry (= P), In Categorias, p.77, 1. 37 — p. 78, 1. 5, Ammonius (= A), In Categorias,
p- 29, 1. 5-23; Simplicius (= S), In Categorias, p. 46, 1. 5 — 47, 1. 7; Olympiodorus (= O), In
Categorias, p. 47, 1. 6-21; John Philoponus (= J), In Categorias, p. 32, 1l. 7-26; and Eli-
as/David (= E), In Categorias, p. 149, 1. 16-33. I have already briefly discussed the manner
in which Ibn Sina deals with this formula in his Muhtasar in my “The Kitab al-Maqulat
of the Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq: A Hitherto Unknown Source for Studying Ibn
Sina’s Reception of Aristotle’s Categories,” pp. 314-316.
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-—- (VI) wugud al-madda fi | not men- no correspondence
I-murakkab [p. 31,1. 16] | tioned

--- (VII) as-siira fi I- not men- no correspondence
murakkab [p. 31, L. 16] tioned

(10) al-kulliyyat fi (Oa) wugud al-gins fi I- (210a19) (vii) The genus
Suz’iyyatiha ka-1- anwa‘ min haytu l- T yévog év | in the species
agnas fi l-anwa“ [§ 22] ‘umum and wugud an- 76 €1deL (P/A/S/O/J/E)

naw" fi l-ashas are two
cases of wugud al-kulli fi
l-guz’iyyat min haytu
huwa kulli [p. 31,11 4-7]

- (I1b) wugud tabi‘at al- not men- no correspondence
gins fi tabi‘at an-naw* tioned
al-wahid min haytu
huma tabi‘atani

[p. 31, 11 12-13;

see also p. 32, 1. 9-10]

(11) al-guz’iyyat fi (V) wugad ‘umamiyyat | (210a18) (viii) The species
kulliyatiha ka-l-anwa“ | an-nawfi ‘umumiyyat | &idog év in the genus
fi l-agnas [§ 22] al-gins min haytu huma | yéve (P/A/S/O/J/E)

‘ammani; this is an
instance of hal al-guz’1
fi l-kulli [p. 31, 11. 13-15]

(12) kawn al-‘arad fi (XIV) kawn al-‘arad fi not men- (ix) In a subject in
mawdi thi mawdiiihi / hal al-‘arad | tioned the sense of Cat. 2,
fi l-mawdu* ie., the accident in a
subject (A/S/O/J/E)
--- (X) kawn as-say’ fi I- (210a23) (x) In a goal (télog)
gaya [p. 32,11. 5-6] év e téher | (P/A/S/O/J/E)
--- --- (210a21) (xi) In the ruler;

&v Boothel in that which effects
(example of | something (P év t®

&V T® KpaTodvTL

TPAOT A/S/O/J/E év ¢

KLV TIKQ) apxovTL;
O/E equate this with
€V TTOLNTLKY)

--- --- (210a22) (xii) In the mover

&V ) (év @ xwvodvty) (S)

TPAOTQW
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Figure 15. Different Ways of “Being In Something”
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It is noteworthy that in his earlier K. al-Magqulat of the Muhtasar, Ibn Sina inte-
grates the case of “the cause in that which is caused” (al-‘illa fi I-mail) into his
list of the different senses of “being in something”; in doing so, he draws on the
Neoplatonic principle that “the first cause exists in all of its effects” (al-‘illatu I-
ala tagadu fi l-aSy@’i kulliha “ala tartibin wahidin).*® Moreover, both in the
Muhtasar and in the Sifa’ one of his main foci lies on incorporating various
hylemorphic ways of inherence, that is to say, not only “form in matter” but also
“matter in form,” which is reminiscent of Aristotle’s statement that matter,
when existing in actuality, is “in the form” (¢v 1 €ideL éoTLv, Met. © 8, 1050a15—
16);* in the Sifa’, this is further supplemented by the two cases of inherence in
the cOvolov, i.e., “matter in the compound” (al-madda fi I-murakkab) and “form
in the compound” (as-sura fi I-murakkab).

By drawing on a systematization effort which has most fully been preserved
in Simplicius,*! Ibn Sina groups the criteria by which “the accident in the sub-
ject” is distinguished from other inhering things into three classes: (1) The dis-
tinction may be achieved either solely on grounds of the formula “being in
something” without any qualifying additions (or rather, on grounds of a specific
understanding of that formula); (2) or on grounds of the additional criterion “not
as a part of it” which, inter alia, does not hold of “the part in the whole,” “the
species in the genus,” “matter in the compound” and “form in the compoun
(3) or on grounds of the additional criterion “its subsistence is impossible in
separation from it” which, inter alia, does not hold of “something in time,”
“something in a container,” “something in a place,” “something in a goal,” “the
substance in the accident” and “matter in form.”**> While, on a general level, the

» 442
d’;

439 Anonymous, Liber de causis, ed. Otto Bardenhewer (Freiburg i. Br.: Herder, 1882), p. 102,
L. 2 (§ 23).

440 It should be noted that the scribe of MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763 (which preserves
the Muhtasar in its entirety) seems to have taken issue with Ibn Sina’s addition of “mat-
ter in form”: While in the main body of the text “matter being in form” and “form being
in matter” are both distinguished from “the accident being in the subject,” the marginal
correction by the scriba doctus turns this into a chiastic scheme, i.e., “form being in mat-
ter” needs to be distinguished from “the accident being in the subject” — but “matter be-
ing in form” needs to be distinguished from “the subject being in the accident” (kawn al-
mawdi‘ fi I-‘arad); see MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye 2763, fol. 6b, 1. 8.

441 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 47, 11. 11-28.

442 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqulat, § 18, p. 329, 1. 9; § 22, p. 329, 1. 22 -
p. 330, 1. 2; K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqalat, 14, p. 31, 1. 12-16 [= § 14 (4.B.a)].

443 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Magqulat, § 19, p. 329, 1. 10-17; K. a§—§ifd’,
al-Mantiq, al-Magiilat, L4, p. 31,1. 17 - p. 32, . 10 [= §§ 15-20 (4.B.a)]. In the Sifa’Tbn Sina
does not explicitly state how “something in a container” is distinguished from “the acci-
dent in the subject” but since this is a rather uncontroversial case one may surmise that
he would still group this into the same class as in the Muhtasar. Simplicius also includes
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expositions Ibn Sina gives in the Muhtasar and in the Sifa’ agree with each oth-
er, his tendency of providing a critical reassessment of previous exegetical activ-
ities is much more prominent in the Sifa’.

This becomes particularly clear with regard to the first way of drawing the
distinction which Simplicius’ commentary refers to in the context of a brief dis-
cussion of “the whole in the parts.” According to Simplicius, this case differs
from the inherence of the accident on account of the fact that the whole “is in
several things” (¢v Tioiv éoTv) and thus not “in something” (év tvi);*** this is
quite a subtle distinction which Ibn Sina himself still echoes in the Muhtasar:
“The whole does not exist in one single thing (fi Say’ wahid) but in several things
together (fi asya’ gumlatan).”**> While the idea that év Tivi might mean “in ex-
actly one thing - and not in numerous things” - is introduced here in reply to
the question of whether the formula by which Aristotle characterizes the acci-
dent does indeed exclude all other inhering things, it will soon reappear in the
context of discussing the reverse problem, namely whether Aristotle’s formula
succeeds in including all kinds of accidents.**’ In the Sifa’ Ibn Sina appears to be
quite skeptical of whether this is really an adequate reply at all: Upon further
consideration, it becomes clear that the whole is neither in every single part nor
in the totality of the parts; “for it itself is the totality of the parts” (li-annahu
nafsuhi gumlat al-agza’).*”’ Thus, one should be careful not to confuse “the
whole” (al-kull) with “wholeness” (al-kulliyya), the latter being “a form of com-
pleteness (sira tamamiyya) which does not subsist by itself but rather in the
parts altogether”**® and which functions as a “general accident” (‘arad ‘@mm) in
relation to the parts.**’ Properly speaking, therefore, it is “wholeness” — and not
“the whole” - that exists in the parts, just like, for example, the form of “being
ten” (al-‘ariyya) is realized in the sum of ten ones.*”’ Therefore, if one says that
“the whole is in the parts,” this is merely “figurative speech” (gawl magazi),*'
that is to say, only on the level of language the whole inheres in the parts, “even
if in reality (hagiqa) it is neither in a thing (Ia fi $ay’) nor in numerous instances
of the thing (wa-la fi asya’in minha).”*** Ibn Sina complains that - far from hav-

in this group ‘the inherence of that which is moved in the moving cause’ and ‘the inher-
ence of things which are ruled in the ruler’ - cases which Ibn Sina does not consider.
444 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 47, 11. 27-28.
445 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Magqalat, § 17, p. 329, 11. 5-6.
446 See below, pp. 220-221.
447 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 14, p. 30, 1l. 6-7 [= § 9 (4.B.a)].
448 Tbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, L4, p. 29,1. 1 [= § 4 (4.B.a)].
449 Tbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqilat, L4, p. 30, 1. 12 [= § 10 (4.B.a)].
450 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magiilat, L4, p. 28,1. 16 — p. 29, 1. 5 [= § 4 (4.B.a)].
451 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 1,4, p. 30, 1. 10 [= § 10 (4B.a)].
452 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 14, p. 30, 1. 20 [= § 10 (4.B.a)].
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ing anything to do with Aristotle’s discussion of the formula “being in some-
thing” — the distinction between “the whole in the parts” and “the accident in
the subject” as well as the distinction between “in several things” and “in one
thing” is an innovation on the part of “those who make forced attempts” (al-
mutakallifina).*”® This is one of several instances in which Ibn Sina accuses the
commentators of overloading the text with discussions which only arise as a
result of terminological confusions or other extrinsic problems - in the present
case as a result of the failure to discern the literal and figurative usage of an
expression. Whereas an accident “is an accident precisely because it is in some-
thing” (fa-innama huwa ‘aradun li-annahi fi Say’in), regardless of whether it is
in one thing or in an aggregate that is made up of several things, the whole is
not in anything at all but is only by way of license said to be “in several things
and not in something,” i.e., not merely in one single thing.***

Since in the Sifa’ Ibn Sina - in contrast to Simplicius - rejects the distinc-
tion between “in something” and “in several things” as hair-splitting and instead
differentiates between the literal and figurative usage of an expression, he ar-
gues that by the same token one may also draw a distinction between the way
the accident inheres in the subject, on the one hand, and “the existence of the
universal (kulli) in the particulars (guz’iyyat), inasmuch as it is universal (min
haytu huwa kulli),” on the other hand. This applies both to “the existence of the
genus in the species, insofar as it is general (min haytu l-umum)” and to “the
existence of the species in the individuals (ashas).”*>® While Simplicius discusses
only the case of “the coordinated genus” (to yévog to katatetoypévov) which
“completes (cupmAnpoi) the substance (trjv ovoiav) of the species,”* ie., an
immanent universal which is part of a thing’s essence,*”’ and thus argues that
this case is sufficiently separated from the way the accident inheres in the sub-
ject through the addition of pr} wg pépog, Ibn Sina introduces a distinction be-
tween the genus with regard to being general and the genus with regard to its
nature: Since a universal qua being a universal, i.e., on account of the fact that it
is a general expression and not on account of the fact that it has a certain nature
or meaning, inheres in a species or individual only on the level of linguistic con-

453 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magalat, 1,4, p. 30, 1. 18-19 [= § 10 (4.B.a)].

454 Ibn Sina, K. a§-5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 14, p. 31, 11. 1-3 [= § 11 (4.B.a)].

455 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 14, p. 31, 1. 4-7 [= § 12 (4.B.a)].

456 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 47, 1l. 15-16. English tr. by Chase, p. 61.

457 “Karotetoypévov” refers to a common nature which is realized in an individual; Thiel
translates it as “das Gleichgeordnete” in order to stress the fact that it is a universal
which — in contrast to the universale ante rem and post rem — is on the same level as the
individual thing, i.e., a universale in re or in multis; cf. Rainer Thiel, Aristoteles’ Kate-
gorienschrift in ihrer antiken Kommentierung, pp. 52—54.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

A. Study 209

vention, it cannot be regarded to be a part of it. Only the case of “the existence
of the nature of the genus (wugid tabi‘at al-gins) in the nature of one single
species (fi tabi‘at an-naw* al-wahid), inasmuch as both are natures (min haytu
huma tabi‘atdni),”458 may be distinguished from the accident on grounds of the
“not as a part” criterion.

If one compares Porphyry’s exposition of nine ways of “being in some-
thing” with the more extensive enumerations and systematizations undertaken
by subsequent commentators from the Ammonian tradition (i.e., besides Ammo-
nius himself, his pupils Simplicius, Olympiodorus and John Philoponus, as well
as Olympiodorus’ alleged pupil Elias/David), an important exegetical develop-
ment can be traced: Whereas the later commentators aim at distinguishing the
manner in which an accident inheres in a subject from all other ways of “being
in something,” Porphyry identifies “being in something as in a subject” (¢v t®
Umokeyéve €v Tive) with the manner in which “form is in matter” (év tf) OAp 0
£180¢); for both accidents and forms inhere in something in such a manner that
they are “inseparable” (&ydpiotd) from what they inhere in, ie., from any given
subject or from matter.”” In the extant brief version of his commentary
Porphyry, unfortunately, does not address the immediate problem which ensues
from such an understanding of Aristotle’s formula: The accidental beings of the
Categories would then, unequivocally, share the same fundamental feature as the
substantial forms of Metaphysics, namely their being in a vmokeipevov.*” To
avoid this difficulty, the other commentators list “the being of the accident in
the subject” as a separate sense of “being in something.” Simplicius makes it
explicit that — contrary to previous exegetical efforts — these two senses of “be-
ing in something” may not be equated; “for there is a great difference between
[being] as in a subject and [being] as in matter” (;toAAr) yop Stxpopd €0ty T0D
O¢ &v dokepéve Tpdg O GOC £v BAN).*" Ibn Sina follows the later commenta-
tors’ intuition that one must draw a fundamental distinction between the ex-
pressions “being in matter (wugud fi I-hayula),” in the sense of the form (sira)
inhering in a material substrate, and “being in the subject (wugud fi I-mawdu?),”
in the sense of the accident (‘arad) inhering in an underlying substance. Howev-
er, whereas Simplicius claims that the “not as a part” criterion may be taken to
be a decisive distinguishing mark between “form in matter” and “the accident in

458 1Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magilat, L4, p. 31, 11. 1-3 [= § 11 (4.B.a)].
459 Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 78, 11. 5-10.

460 Cf. above, p. 66.

461 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 46, 1. 22-23. English tr. by Chase, p. 61 (modified).
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the subject,”*** Ibn Sina both in his Muhtasar and in the Sifa’ only accepts the

additional distinction discussed by Simplicius: In the case of the accident, “that
which is in a subject takes its being from the subject” (t0 eivar mapd TOD
vrokepévou AapPéver); but in the case of “form in matter,” the reverse is true,
that is, “form gives being to matter” (10 8¢ £idog 8idwotv T VAN 1O elvau).*”
Against this background, Ibn Sina argues that the difference between the inher-
ence of the accident and the inherence of form does not hinge on Aristotle’s “not
as a part” criterion but becomes clear through a specific understanding of “in
something”: Whereas that in which the accident inheres must be taken to be
“something whose subsistence is realized by itself (fi Say’ mutahassil al-giwam
bi-nafsihi) and whose thingness (Say’iyya) had already been completed without
that which exists in it,” that in which form inheres, i.e., matter, is “by itself not
an actual thing” but is only actualized through that for which it functions as a
“substrate” (mahall), namely through form.*** In a closely related passage from
the beginning of Alexander of Aphrodisias’ quaestio Tpog TO pr) elvon T £180g &v
i VAN wg év dmokepéve (“that form is not in matter as in a subject”) the issue
of whether that which the other thing inheres in exists in actu without that
which inheres in it becomes more explicitly linked with Aristotle’s inseparability
criterion: “that which is in a subject is in something which is in actu and which
is able to exist even apart from what is in it as in a subject” (16 & év bmoxepéve
ov #v Twi éotv évepyeiq dvt 6 Shvarton elvan kol Xxwpig TOD év OTOKEWPEVE
adtd dvroc).*® However, as Ibn Sina stresses in the Muhtasar, on the level of
predication there is “something which they both have in common” (ma
yastarikani fihi); for both form and accident are “predicated by way of par-
onymy” (mahmilatayn bi-l-istigag).**® That is to say, just like an accident is
predicated of any given substance either in the having mode (e.g., “Socrates has
courage”) or by means of a paronymous expression (e.g., “Socrates is coura-
geous”), we say that a “bronze” has a “statue-shape” or is “statue-shaped” (but
not that it is the “statue-shape,” i.e., the form of a statue). Since a genuine under-
standing of the distinction between the two different ways in which they inhere
in a subject lies beyond the realm of the issues properly studied within logical

462 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 46, 11 25-26: “t0 8¢ év DA €ldog &g &v dverdée xoi pépet
ovoing.” English tr. by Chase, p. 61 (modified): “The form which is in matter is [in some-
thing] as in something formless and as a part of substance.”

463 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 46, 1l. 26-27 (my tr.).

464 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 14, p. 31, 1. 8-11 [= § 13 (4.B.a)]. On the
notion of Say’iyya, see Robert Wisnovsky, “Notes on Avicenna’s Concept of Thingness
(Say’iyya),” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 10 (2000): pp. 181-221.

465 Alexander of Aphrodisias, Amopiow kai Avoeig, p. 17, 1. 11-12. English tr. by Robert
Sharples, Quaestiones 1.1-2.15 (London: Duckworth, 1992), quaestio 1.8, p. 43 (modified).

466 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Magqalat, § 14, p. 328, . 21.
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propaedeutics (fi hada l-kitabi wa-ma yagri magrahu mina I-madahil, as Ibn Sina
puts it) accident and form need, at least provisionally, be treated in exactly the
same way (yagri l-‘aradu wa-s-siratu magran wahidan).*”” Thus, in the propae-
deutic context of the Categories important ontological distinctions may become
blurred both by virtue of pedagogical considerations and on account of the fact
that things which considerably differ from each other with regard to their essen-
tial features may, on the level of language, nonetheless share in the same predic-
ative structure. As we have seen before,*®® Ibn Sina’s newly devised fivefold
scheme of attributive relations aims at avoiding this difficulty.

4.1.2. Is Accident a Genus for the Nine Non-Substance Categories?

Already Iamblichus’ pupil Dexippus (4" century AD) reports and repudiates two
closely related approaches of reducing the categories to only two summa genera:
They have all been subsumed (1) under “things which are by themselves” (t&
ko’ avtd) and “things which are in relation to something else” (t& mpog Tv), i.e.,
relata*® - a view which in Simplicius’ commentary will be attributed to Xeno-
crates and Andronicus;*”° (2) or under “substance” (ovoia) and “accident”
(ovpPepnkog), which Dexippus subsequently equates with a division into “sub-
strate” (Omokeipevov) and “accident.”””’ Even though Aristotle, according to
Simplicius’ reading, was well aware of the fact that there is “one
grasp/comprehension” (pio wepiAnyig) of accident — and thus drew the twofold
distinction between “substrate” (Omokeipevov) and “those which are around/with
the substrate” (t& mepi To Omokeipevov)*’” -, he nonetheless refrained from treat-
ing accident as a genus for the various kinds of accidental beings. In Simplicius’
assessment the adherents of both reductionist approaches “somehow seem to
say the same” (tadtév mwg dokodot [...] Aéyew): He complains, inter alia, that
“even though the accidents are many genera” these scholars reduced all of them
to one single genus of accident, namely to the “that which is in relation to some-
thing else” (1o mpog ).

467 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqulat, § 14, p. 328, 11. 19-21.

468 Cf. above, pp. 107-115.

469 Dexippus, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, ed. Adolf Busse (Berlin: Reimer,
1888), p. 31, 1l. 11-13.

470 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 63, 11. 21-24.

471 Dexippus, In Categorias, p. 31, 1l. 13-17. Cf. the English tr. by John Dillon, On Aristotle
Categories (London: Bloomsbury, 1990), p. 64.

472 Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 64, 1l. 9-11.

473  Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 63, 1l. 24-30. Cf. the English tr. by Chase, p. 78.
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4.1.2.1. Al-Farabi, Yahya b. “Adi, al-Wahibi and
Ibn at-Tayyib on Why Accident Is Not a Genus

In the Arabic philosophical tradition, there appears to be a general consensus
that accident may not be regarded to be a summum genus. However, the justifi-
cation strategies advanced by various authors markedly differ from one another.
Al-Farabi in his K. al-Hurif only briefly reports the opinion that the categories
may be reduced to “what that thing there is” (ma huwa hada I-musar ilayhi), i.e.,
substance in the sense of an essential feature or an account of a thing’s essence,
and “its accident” (‘araduhu); that is to say, whereas — according to this opinion
— the first category makes known “the essence of the subject” (dat al-mawdu),
the second category “makes known what is extrinsic to its essence” (‘arrafa ma
huwa harigun ‘an datihi). Without presenting a detailed argument, al-Farabi
repudiates this view on the following grounds: Just like the formulae ‘not in a
subject’ and ‘in a subject,” the distinction between ‘what makes known the es-
sence’ and ‘what makes known something extrinsic to the essence’ provides us
with a “description” (rasm) of substance and accident. However, “the meaning of
accident is not a genus which comprises the nine” (laysa ma‘na I-‘aradi ginsan
ya‘ummu t-tis‘a) but rather “a certain relation that each of these categories has
musari ilayhi), i.e., something which “attaches” (lahiqa) to all accidental genera
and species without amounting to an “intelligible nature” (tabi‘a ma‘qula) by
which they “are characterized” (t@safu).”’* It is noteworthy that, even though al-
Farabi himself does accept the claim that substance is a genus, in this context we
see him hint at the possibility of extending the non-generic status of accident to
substance as well (or at least to a certain understanding of substance): “likewise,
our saying ‘what makes known what that thing there is’ signifies also a relation
that attaches to each of the species of that thing there and to the genera of its
species.”*”> Whereas the predicative characterizations which provide us with an
account of what it means to be ‘the substance of something’” and ‘the accident of
something’ both fail to amount to a genus, al-Farabi’s discussion still leaves open
the possibility that the ontological characterizations ‘existing not in a subject’

474 Al-Farabi, K. al-Hurif, ed. Muhsin Mahdi (Beirut: Dar al-Masriq, 1970), § 54, p. 93, 1. 18 -
p- 94,1 3.

475 Al-Farabi, K. al-Hurif, ed. Mahdi, § 54, p. 94, 1. 7-8. One level above substance and acci-
dent, this also holds for ‘category’: While it is common to all categories, it does not func-
tion as one summum genus but applies to them either as a “a shared name” (ism musta-
rak), i.e., equivocally, or “in such a manner that it signifies the relation that attaches to
them in general” (an takuina dallatan ‘ala l-idafati llati lahiqatha ‘ala I-‘umum); ibidem,
11. 8-10.
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and ‘existing in a subject’ may succeed in functioning as the proper descriptions
of two summa genera.

In an elaborate attempt at tackling this issue, al-Farabi’s alleged pupil Yahya
b. ‘Adi dedicated a separate treatise to the relation in which the general term
‘accident’ stands to each of the nine accidental categories. Like generations of
Peripatetic philosophers before him, he aims at refuting the claim that “the
meaning of accident” (ma‘na I-‘arad), namely “the existent in something, not as a
part of it, and such that its subsistence is impossible without that which it is in”
(al-mawgudu fi Say’in la ka-guz’in minhi wa-la yumkinu an yakina qiwamuhu
min gayri lladi huwa fihi), can be regarded to be a genus which comprises all
nine accidental categories. His approach, however, noticeably differs from what
can be found in the extant commentary tradition.

At the outset, Yahya b. “‘Adi takes it for granted that in the descriptive for-
mula of accident the expression ‘the existent’ takes “the position of the genus”
(manzilat al-gins). Thus, whereas the Greek expression €v tivi does not have any
existential implications, in Ibn “Adi’s discussion of the Arabic expression al-
mawgud fi Say’ the center of attention shifts from fi Say’ to al-mawgud. At the
same time, he makes it clear that since the expression “the existent” (al-mawgid)
is a “paronymous name” (ism mustaqq) and since “every entity from whose
name a name for something else is derived” (kullu datin yustaqqu li-gayriha
ismun min ismiha) must be taken to be “existent in the entity for which the
name is derived” (mawgudatan fi d-dati llati yuStaqqu laha l-ism), ‘existence’
must be existent in the formula ‘the existent in something.”*’® Against the back-
ground of these two presuppositions, he proceeds to show that the expression
‘existence’ signifies neither a “matter” (hayula) or “form” (séira) nor a “genus”
(gins) or “differentia” (fasl).””” Rather, ‘existence’ — which by way of paronymy
is included in the descriptive account of accident, i.e., in the formula ‘the exist-
ent in something’ - is an “accident” (‘arad).””®

However, ‘existence’ could not be an accident “in relation to an entity
which is a genus for the nine [accidental] categories” (li-datin hiya ginsun li-t-
tisi I-maqula); for in this case, it would have to “apply concomitantly to all spe-
cies of that genus” (laziman li-gami‘i anwa‘i dalika I-gins). This would have the
consequence that whenever anything from among the nine accidental categories
“exists in relation to the substance” (wugida ... li-I-gawhar), ie., whenever an
accidental property is present in a substantial substrate, the substance would “by
way of paronymy” (‘ala tariqi istigaqi I-ism) also have “to be characterized by

476 Yahya b. ‘Adi, “fi anna l-‘arad laysa huwa ginsan,” p. 144, 1l. 11-19.
477 Yahyab. ‘Adi, “fi anna l-‘arad laysa huwa ginsan,” p. 145, 1. 4-25.
478 Yahyab. ‘Adi, “fi anna l-‘arad laysa huwa ginsan,” p. 146, 1. 1-5.
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the meaning of the accident” (an yun‘ata l-gawharu bi-ma‘na I-arad).””’ Even
though Yahya b. ‘Adi avoids calling such an attribution “a predication of a sub-
ject,” there is a clear agreement between him and Ibn Sina concerning the as-
sumption that whenever an accidental property is attributed to a substance, the
accident paronymously lends both its name and its definition to the substance;**
for example, on account of the accident of “number” (‘adad) any given substance
becomes “numbered/countable” (ma‘dud) and thus in a certain way also shares
in the “name” (ism) and “meaning” (ma‘na) of number. Since, therefore, a sub-
stance may share in the meaning of any of the accidental genera and since, at
the same time, it is clear that “it is impossible for a substance to share in the
meaning of accident” (al-‘aradu la yumkinu an yasrakahi I-§awharu fi ma‘nahu),
Yahya b. ‘Adi concludes that accident is not an accidental genus. Thus, he con-
structs a syllogism in the modus Cesare which he deems to consist of “two
premises whose truth is evident” (min muqaddimatayni bayyinatay as-sidq):

minor Every ‘genus from among the genera of accidents which occur to a sub-
stance’ [S] is ‘something in whose meaning substance shares’ [M]
[SaM]
maior ‘The meaning of accident’ [P] is not ‘something in whose meaning sub-
stance shares’ [M] [PeM]
conclusio No ‘genus from among the genera of accidents which occur to a sub-
stance’ [S] is ‘the meaning of accident’ [P] [SeP]

This conclusion, according to Yahya b. ‘Adi, can be converted to the proposition
“accident is none of the genera of accidents which occur to substance” (inna I-
‘arada laysa huwa wa-la wahidan min agnasi l-a‘radi l-aridati li-I-§awhar) — and
hence the desired result has been achieved.*'

A much more common and considerably simpler line of reasoning is fol-
lowed in al-Wahibi’'s Tafsir ma‘ani Aristitalis fi K. al-Maqulat: Drawing on the
assumption that genera always need to be predicated univocally, al-Wahibi ar-
gues that the reason why accident may not be regarded to be one single genus
lies in the fact that ‘accident’ is said by way of equivocity, that is, what it means
to be an accident differs with regard to each of the nine accidental categories.‘**

In the Arabic philosophical tradition the most comprehensive account of
why accident is not a genus has been preserved in the Tafsir K. al-Maqulat by
Ibn Sind’s contemporary Abu l-Farag b. at-Tayyib, the main representative of
the later generation of Baghdad Peripatetics. Whereas Simplicius, as we have

479 Yahya b. ‘Adi, “fi anna l-‘arad laysa huwa ginsan,” p. 146, 1l. 10-21.

480 Cf. above, pp. 100-104.

481 Yahya b. ‘Adi, “fi anna l-‘arad laysa huwa ginsan,” p. 147, 1l. 8-12.

482 Al-Wahibi, Tafsir ma‘ani Aristutalis fi K. al-Maqulat, MS Istanbul Ayasofya 2483, fol. 94b,
11. 10-13.
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seen, had attributed to Xenocrates and Andronicus the view that the ten catego-
ries may be reduced to “things which are by themselves” (t& xo®’ odté) and
“things which are in relation to something else” (t& mpoc Tu),”** Ibn at-Tayyib
singles out Xenocrates (Ksanugqratis) as the “head” (ra’is) of a “group” (ta’ifa) of
scholars who held that “substance comprises (ya‘ummu) the substances and
accident comprises (ya‘ummu) the accidents” and who therefore accused Aristo-
tle of an unnecessary “multiplication” (taktir) of summa genera.*** Subsequently,
he outlines five arguments by which Xenocrates’ claim may be refuted: While he
makes it explicit that he deems the first argument to be faulty and the fifth ar-
gument to be “the truth” (al-haqgiqa), he does not spell out his attitude towards
the other three arguments; however, since he did not dispute their soundness
and ultimately constructs the fifth argument on basic tenets of the preceding
arguments, we can surmise that he regarded them to provide adequate reasons,
even though the ultimate argument in his view certainly performs best.

The first argument, which Ibn at-Tayyib quite clearly disapproves of, runs
as follows: If accident were a summum genus, its “name and definition” (al-ism
wa-Il-hadd) would have to be predicated of the nine accidental categories “in one
and the same manner” (‘ala watiratin wahidatin),"” i.e., by way of synonymy.
However, by drawing on the Ammonian assumption that the accidental catego-
ries are divided into quantity and quality, on the one hand, and into “seven rela-
tional categories” (magqilat an-nisab as-sab‘), on the other hand, one might hold
that whereas quantity and quality are indeed “existent in something not as a
part of it” (mawgudatani fi Say’in la ka-guz’in minha), the relational categories
are “existent between two things, not as a part of these two” (mawgudatun bayna
Say’ayni la ka-guz’in minhuma), that is to say, since the category of when, for
instance, is a relationship (nisba) between any given thing and “a time” (zaman)
and since likewise all other relational categories are various types of “relation-
ships” (nisab) “between two extremes” (bayna tarafayni), they fail to be included
under the definitional formula ‘in something.”** The reason why Ibn at-Tayyib
deems this argument to be problematic lies in the fact that — on the basis of a
grave misunderstanding of Aristotle’s explanatory formula - it excludes seven
accidental genera from the proper description of accident: “What Aristotle

483 See above, p. 211.

484 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 99 (Arabic), 1l. 13-18.

485 Ferrari’s edition (p. 99, 1. 20) reads: wagaba an yuhmala ‘alayha bi-l-ismi wahidin [sic]
‘ala watiratin wahidatin. Without having been able to consult the MS, in terms of both
sense and grammar I deem the reading given in ‘Ali Husayn al-Gabiri’s 2002 edition (re-
print Damascus: Dar at-takwin, 2010, p. 179, ll. 12-13) to be preferable: wagaba an
yuhmala ‘alayha l-ismu wa-I-haddu ‘ala watiratin wahidatin.

486 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 99 (Arabic), . 23 - p. 100 (Arabic), L. 9.
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means by describing the accident as ‘existent in something’ is ‘that which is not
self-subsistent’ (alladi huwa gayr qa’im bi-nafsiha) — and this may be both in one
single subject and between two subjects.” Aristotle, according to Ibn at-Tayyib’s
assessment, did provide a complete description of that which is an “existing
accident” (‘arad mawgud), that is to say, not simply “a relationship” (nisba)
which in a certain sense also exists in something, namely “in the intellect (‘agl),”
but rather any extra-mental “non-self-subsistent” property which can only exist
by inhering in something else. The unnecessary linguistic confusion may be
avoided by describing the accident as “existent for/at/in relation to a thing, not as
a part of it (al-mawgudu li-Say’in la ka-guz’in minh)”; for this formula, in Ibn
at-Tayyib’s understanding, makes it clear that an accident may be either “in the
thing” (fi $-Say’) or “between it and something else” (baynahi wa-bayna gayri-
hi).487

The subsequent three arguments which Ibn at-Tayyib cites in support of the
claim that accident is not a genus are closely related to one another. The second
argument draws on the basic structure of a proper Aristotelian genus-differentia
definition: While the genus is always included in a well-formed definition, acci-
dent in contrast is “not present in the definition of one of the nine accidental
categories.”® Against the background of a less rigorous method of giving an
account of what a thing is, the third argument departs from the observation that
“the ancient philosophers” (al-hukama’ al-qudama’) deemed it permissible to
describe the nine accidental categories without any reference to accident; rather,
they described quality, for instance, as that which is said in reply “whenever one
asks about a certain individual ‘how he is’ (kayfa huwa).” From the fact that the
various genera of accidents are not described by means of superior principles,
one can conclude that they themselves are “are nine supreme kinds (ru’us) and
highest principles to the utmost degree (hiya fi I-gayati mina I-‘ultiw),” that is to
say, each of them is “an ultimate form (s@ra) which the soul extracted from the
things (istanbatatha n-nafsu mina l-uman).”*® Ibn at-Tayyib’s fourth argument is
related to the discussion of how one might arrive at a methodologically sound
derivation of the ten categories:*** If accident were to function as a genus, an
inductive approach of justifying Aristotle’s list of nine accidental categories
would have to make it apparent that “they have it [i.e., accident] in common
(istirakuha fihi),” just like it is apparent that “the rational and the non-rational
[...] both have ‘animal’ in common (istirakuhuma fi l-hayawan).” However, as
becomes clear by way of “inductive reasoning” (istigra’), the nine accidental

487 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqalat, ed. Ferrari, p. 100 (Arabic), 1l. 13-20.
488 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 100 (Arabic), 1. 28.

489 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Magqalat, ed. Ferrari, p. 101 (Arabic), 1l. 5-12.
490 Cf. above, chapter 3.
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genera differ from each other “to the highest degree of difference” (‘ala gayat at-
tabayun).*!

With regard to the second and the third arguments Ibn at-Tayyib lays par-
ticular emphasis on the claim that in the Categories Aristotle defines or describes
the nine accidental categories “inasmuch as they are essences (dawat)” and not
“inasmuch as they are accidents (a‘rad),” that is, Aristotle, in Ibn at-Tayyib’s
reading, only gives an account of what they are by themselves and not of what
they are in relation to something else.*”* This idea will be resumed in Ibn at-
Tayyib’s fifth argument which he himself marks as the most decisive one: At the
outset he offers a systematic account of two different ways in which accidents
may be classified: (1) “inasmuch as they are essences (dawat)” each of them falls
under one of the nine accidental genera; (2) and “inasmuch as they are accidents
(a‘rad),” that is, inasmuch as they are considered as being “related” (mudaf) to
something else, they all fall under “the meaning of accident” (ma‘na I-‘arad).*”
While Aristotle pursues the first way, i.e., the per se classification of accidents, as
part of his outline of a tenfold division into summa genera, the second approach,
which hinges on the question of whether or not things “are independent by
themselves” (istiqlaluha ‘ala nafsiha), is operative in the twofold division into
substance and accident. Moreover, in an attempt at integrating Porphyry’s list of
five predicables, Ibn at-Tayyib adds yet a third way of devising a list of supreme
kinds, namely a fivefold division into genus, species, differentia, property and
accident, which is obtained if the classification is carried out under the aspect of
“generality and specificity” (al-husis wa-lI-‘umam).”* Since ‘accident,’ against
the background of these three distinct dimensions of classifying things, does not
apply to the nine accidental categories with regard to their essences but only
with regard to their being dependent on something else, it may not be regarded
to be a summum genus; for the summa genera, by definition, only classify things
with regard to their essences.

4.1.2.2. Ibn Sina on Why Accident Is Not a Genus

Both in the Muhtasar and in the Sifa’ Ibn Sina agrees with the dominant view
that the nine accidental genera may not be taken to fall under a conceptually
unified highest genus of ‘accident.” However, if one takes into account Ibn Sina’s
insistence on drawing a sharp-cut line between “the accident” (al-‘arad), which

491 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 101 (Arabic), 1. 16-20.

492 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 101 (Arabic), 1. 33 - p. 101, 1. 4; and
p- 101, IL. 14-15.

493 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 102 (Arabic), 11. 5-8.

494 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 102 (Arabic), 11. 9-19.
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he identifies with any non-self-subsistent ontological entity in the sense of Cat.
2, and “the accidental” (al-‘aradi), which he equates with any accidental feature
in the sense of one of the Porphyrian predicables,”” it becomes clear that the
justifications offered by his Arabic predecessors and contemporaries are — to a
large extent — unacceptable to him. First of all, Ibn Sina would strongly disagree
that substance and accident as discussed in the Categories may be understood as
‘what makes known the essence’ and ‘what makes known something extrinsic to
the essence’; rather, to his mind this distinction must be treated as correspond-
ing to the dichotomy between dati vs ‘aradi which is a fundamental tenet of
predicable semantics (as he discusses in great detail in Madhal 15-6 of the
Sifa).*® As a result, already at its very point of departure al-Farabi’s argument
for why accident is not a genus cannot be embraced by Ibn Sina. Moreover, even
though, as we shall see, there is a certain resemblance between Ibn at-Tayyib’s
and Ibn Sina’s justification strategies, the fact that Ibn at-Tayyib in this context
understands ‘accident’ exclusively as a relational notion which - in contrast to
the classification into the nine accidental genera — does not have a bearing on
what a thing is per se, suggests that for him something can be labelled as an
‘accident’ only in relation to something else and not because its own essence
requires it to be an accident. Whereas for Ibn at-Tayyib, as a consequence, “the
name ‘accident’ (ism al-‘arad) comprises the nine accidental genera only “inas-
much as they are related (mudafa) to that in which they are,”*”’ Ibn Sina in the
Magalat of the Sifa’is careful to take the more nuanced position that it is pre-
cisely the accident’s “essence” (dat) which “necessitates this relation” (tagtadi
hadihi n—nisbata).498

One of the disagreements which Ibn Sina would have with Yahya b. ‘Adi is
connected to the view that any given substance may in a certain way be said to
share both in the “name” (ism) and the “meaning” (ma‘na) of any of its accidents.
We need to keep in mind that, according to Ibn Sina, the species and genera of
accidents may be predicated of substances only in the having mode of attribu-
tion or by way of paronymy and that hence the meaning or definition of any
accidental attribute is not predicated of a substance as something which it is.*”
One may, therefore, very well say that a substance shares in the meaning of
accident — not in the sense of ‘being something which exists in a subject’ but in
the sense of ‘having something which exists in a subject.” But if ‘sharing in the
meaning’ is understood in this way, Yahya b. ‘Adi’s major premise — i.e., ‘the

495 On this distinction, see above, p. 27 and pp. 89-92.

496 Cf. above, pp. 104-107.

497 Ibn at-Tayyib, Tafsir K. al-Maqulat, ed. Ferrari, p. 101 (Arabic), 1. 13.

498 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,2, p. 65, 1. 13 [= § 15 (4.B.b)].
499 Cf. above, pp. 87-92.
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meaning of accident’ is not ‘something in whose meaning substance shares’ — is
clearly false. However, if ‘sharing in the meaning’ is understood in a stricter
sense, namely not only as having it but as being it, Yahya b. ‘Adi’s minor prem-
ise — i.e., every ‘genus from among the genera of accidents which occur to a
substance’ is ‘something in whose meaning substance shares’ — becomes unten-
able. What is more, Yahya b. ‘Adi’s very understanding of Aristotle’s description
of accident and substance as ‘existent/being in a subject’ and ‘existent/being not
in a subject’ is a prominent instance of an existential reading of these two for-
mulae. As will be shown shortly in the context of discussing the description of
substance, Ibn Sina strongly refuses any interpretation which takes mawgud in
these two formulae to imply a thing’s actual existence in a subject or not in a
subject.’”

With regard to the reasons which Ibn Sina himself provides in support of
the claim that ‘accident’ is not a genus, one can observe a certain shift in focus
which must have taken place between his composition of the Muhtasar and the
Sifa’. In the Magqalat of the Muhtasar the claim that accident (‘arad) is a summum
genus is refuted with precisely the same reasoning which Ibn Sina uses in order
to show that ‘existent’ (mawgid) is not a summum genus: (1) Neither of them is
essential (dati); and (2) neither of them is predicated univocally but rather in a
certain mode of focal homonymy, namely per prius and posterius. The fact that
in Ibn Sina’s view ‘existent’ fails to meet the two basic criteria for functioning as
a genus, i.e., essentiality and synonymy, should come as no surprise: By drawing
on his conviction that one always ought to distinguish between a thing’s essence
and a thing’s existence, Ibn Sina in this context makes it clear that “whenever
we understand the meaning and definition of a thing, we do not thereby gain an
understanding of whether it is existent or non-existent.”’’ Moreover, since a
fundamental distinction between the way substances are and the way accidents
are lies at the very core of Aristotle’s and Ibn Sina’s ontological thinking, ‘be-
ing/existence’ cannot be conceptualized as a notion that is said of all things with
completely the same meaning and in exactly the same manner; rather, it “first
applies to the substance and subsequently, by way of a known sequence (tartib
ma‘lim), to the quale, to the quantum and to the rest of these,”* that is to say,
not only between substances and accidents but even among the various kinds of
accidental beings there is a ranking per prius et posterius. Less obvious might be
the reasons for the claim that accident as well is neither “essential” nor “syn-
onymous” in relation to Aristotle’s nine accidental categories. Mirroring his
remarks on ‘existent’ (mawgud), Ibn Sina argues that when we know whiteness

500 Cf. below, pp. 223-224.
501 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqalat, § 31, p. 331, 1. 11.
502 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqalat, § 32, p. 331, 11. 18-19.
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and heat “we know by necessity that they are both qualities, whereas — as long
as it has not been proven - it remains unclear to us that they are both acci-
dents”; accident, therefore, attaches to the nine accidental categories as a non-
essential “concomitant” (lazim) which “makes known their relations to the sub-
ject,” i.e., to the substance by which the accidents subsist.””> While Ibn Sina will
recall this line of reasoning in the Sif@’, the additional claim that — not only with
regard to ‘existing’ but also with regard to being an accident — some accidents
take precedence over others and hence may not be said to be ‘accidents’ by way
of synonymy,””* subsequently will not be reiterated.

In the Magalat of the Sifa’ Ibn Sina undertakes an extensive “critical re-
view” (ta‘aqqub) of previous assessments of the question of whether accident is
a genus. According to the scholarly opinions reported by him, there had been
particular doubts as to whether the formula ‘existent in a subject’ applies to
(1) “when” (mata), (2) “where” (ayna), (3) “the relatum” (al-mudaf), and (4)
“wearing armor” (tasalluh), i.e., an instance of the category of “having.” Some
interpreters must have held that since when and where have “numerous sub-
jects” (mawdi‘at katira)® and since the relatum and being armed are “in two
subjects,”so these four kinds of accidents cannot be said to be ‘existent in a sub-
ject.” In short, these scholars argued that the reason why accident fails to func-
tion as a genus must be seen in the fact that the account of what it means to be
an accident, namely ‘existent in a subject,” does not comprise all nine accidental
categories “in the proper sense” (tanawulan haqiqiyyan).”” This line of reason-
ing is closely related to al-Wahib1’s claim that - since each of the various kinds
of accidents “occurs to the substance (ya‘ridu li-I-§awhar) in a way which differs
from the way in which the other one occurs to it (‘ala hilafi ma ya‘ridu lahu I-
ahar)” - the expression ‘accident’ is said “by way of homonymy” (bi-l-ittifaq).””®
However, the assumption that the nine accidental genera all have different
quiddities does not need to lead to the conclusion that ‘accident’ is a plainly
equivocal expression. Rather, in the Sifa’ we see Ibn Sina argue for the position
that, while the Aristotelian account of accident does apply to all kinds of acci-
dents, the meaning of accident is not “included” (dahil) in or “constitutive”

503 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Magqalat, § 31, p. 331, 1l. 14-15.

504 Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqulat, § 32, p. 331, 11. 19-20.

505 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5ifdi al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,2, p. 63, 1. 1. 5-8 [= § 2 (4.B.b)] and p. 64,
1. 2-4 [= § 7 (4B.b)].

506 Ibn Sina, K. a§—5iﬁi’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 11,2, p. 64, 1. 12-14 [= § 9 (4.B.b)]. Cf. the first
argument reported by Ibn at-Tayyib, see above, pp. 215-216.

507 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magiilat, 11,2, p. 63,1. 5 [= § 1 (4.B.b)].

508 Al-Wahibi, Tafsir ma‘ani Aristatalis fi K. al-Magulat, MS Istanbul Ayasofya 2483, fol. 94b,
1. 10-13.
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(muqawwim) for the quiddities of the nine accidental genera; thus, “the fact that
it is an accident is not present in the definition of any of them” (la yagadu fi
haddi $ay’in minha annahi ‘aradun).”® In this context, Ibn Sina once again men-
tions the resemblance between the relation in which ‘arad stands to the nine
non-substance categories and the relation in which mawgid stands to all ten
categories, which had been his point of departure in the Muhtasar. However,
whereas the outline offered in the Muhtasar is structured by the parallelism
between ‘existing’ and ‘accident’ — and in connection to that, by a discussion of
non-essentiality and focal homonymy -, in the Sifa’ Ibn Sina endorses the fol-
lowing account of why ‘accident’ never signifies a thing’s “nature” (tabi‘a): In-
stead of being a part of the essence of any of the accidental categories, ‘accident’
signifies the fact that each of the various quiddities of the various kinds of acci-
dents has the same inevitable attachment, that is to say, everything which falls
under one of the genera of accidents — whatever its quiddity may be — must
“have a relation to that which it is in” (lahii nisbatun ila ma huwa fihi),”" name-
ly a relation of ontological dependence. By reflecting on any of the different
accidents’ quiddities alone it still remains unknown “that they are in need of a
subject” (annaha muhtagatun ila mawdu‘in). Rather, the fact that they are onto-
logically dependent can only be proven in metaphysics, not within the logical
propaedeutics offered by the Categories.”""

4.2. The Question of Whether Substance Is a Genus: From Plotinus
via Ibn Sina to the Later Islamic Philosophical Tradition

4.2.1.Ibn Sina’s Argument for the Comprehensive Generic Status of
Substance Against the Background of Plotinus, Porphyry and al-Farabi

In chapter II1,1 of the Magqalat of the Sifa’ - that is, in the first out of three chap-
ters dedicated to Cat. 5 — Ibn Sina holds that the formula ‘being not in a subject’
is a characterization (sifa) by which becomes known “the true nature of being a
substance” (hagigat kawn al-gawhar).”"* Even though Ibn Sina does not explicitly
address the issue of the definability of substance, it becomes clear that - since it
is impossible to devise a genus-differentia definition for any of the categories
(that is to say, for any of the summa genera) — in the context of investigating

509 TIbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 11,2, p. 66, 11. 4-5 [= § 17 (4.B.b)].
510 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqiilat, 1,2, p. 65, 1. 13 [= § 15 (4.B.b)].
511 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,2, p. 66, 11. 1-2 [= § 16 (4.B.b)].
512 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, IIL,1, p. 93, 1. 10 [= § 5 (4.B.d)].
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what a substance is we need to content ourselves with a “description” (rasm)’"”
which makes known a “characteristic property” (hdssiyya).”** Only the formula
‘being not in a subject’ qualifies as a characterization that is common to all sub-
stances and excludes all non-substances; as Ibn Sina puts it: “None of the sub-
stances is in a subject (laysa Say’un mina l-gawahiri fi mawdi‘in); and nothing
which is in a subject is a substance (wa-la Say’a mimma huwa fi mawdu‘in fa-
huwa gvawharun).”515 Thus, in Ibn Sind’s view, the formula ‘being not in a sub-
ject’ equally applies to the quiddity of any given substance, that is to say, it is
true of what it means to be a form, a matter, a form-matter compositum, and a
substance detached from a body (al-mufariq), i.e., a soul and an intellect. As has
been discussed above, against the background of his well-known distinction
between essence and existence Ibn Sina holds that, even though with regard to
their existence some substances may be prior to other substances, such an exis-
tential gradation may not be taken to imply a gradation with regard to the quid-
dity”'® To Ibn Sina’s mind, whoever holds that “not being in need of a subject
and being not in a subject” is primarily true of the quiddity of form and only
secondarily true of the quiddity of a form-matter compositum fails to distinguish
between being prior with regard to essence and being prior with regard to exist-
ence. Rather, the account of what it means to be a substance equally applies to
all substances, regardless of whether some of them exist prior to others. Howev-
er, as should be noted with regard to subsequent discussions, even though Ibn
Sina thus managed to establish that the meaning of ‘substance’ may be predicat-
ed synonymously of all kinds of substances, this argument does not offer a deci-
sive proof for the claim that this univocal predicate must be a genus; rather,
what Ibn Sina achieved was providing a successful refutation of one of the main
arguments for why substance should not be taken to be a comprehensive genus.
Ibn Sina presents his argument as a reaction to a group of scholars who
held that the summum genus ‘substance’ in the sense of the Categories could
only be conceived as a univocal and generic predicate if its scope were restricted
to corporeal substances.””” Ibn Sina briefly hints at two lines of reasoning which
had been pursued by these scholars in their attempts to show that substance
would be predicated “equivocally” (bi-I-ittifaq) or, at least, by means of “focal
homonymy” (taskik), as is the case with the predication of ‘existent’ (mawgud), if
it were understood in a sense which is “more general” (a‘ammy) than ‘corporeal

513 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,1, p. 92, 1. 4 [= § 3 (4.B.d)].

514 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,3, p. 102, 1. 13 [= § 1 (4.B.d)].

515 Ibn Sina, K. a$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magilat, TIL3, p. 102, 1. 16-17 [= § 2 (4.B.d)].

516 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqilat, TIL,1, p. 93, 1. 10~18 [= §§ 5-6 (4.B.d)]. See
above, pp. 70-74.

517 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, TI1,1, p. 91, 11. 7-8 [= § 1 (4.B.d)].
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substance’; on the basis of Ibn Sina’s remarks these two arguments may be re-
constructed as follows:

(1) Matter and form are prior to that which is compounded of them and
they are principles of the compound; likewise, the substance which is detached
from body (al-mufariq), being the cause of matter and form, is prior to all other
substances and is the principle of all other substances. Since these scholars hold
that the “principles” (mabadi’) may not fall under the same category as “those
things which possess the principles” (dawat al-mabadi’),”*® substance may not be
regarded to be a genus commonly shared by these different kinds of substanc-
es.’” To this Ibn Sina briefly replies that if in this context it were valid to restrict
the sense of priority to existential priority, substance would even fail to function
as a common genus for different kinds of bodies; for some bodies are prior to
other bodies (and, as one might add, in a certain sense some are the principles of
others).””

(2) Moreover, some scholars tried to construct an argument on the basis of
the Aristotelian insight that ‘existence’ (wugud) is predicated of ontologically
different things per prius et posterius: If ‘existence’ by itself is predicated by
means of focal homonymy, so the argument runs, by adding the negative quali-
fication ‘not in a subject’ to it one certainly cannot render it a predicate apply-
ing to the things that fall under it without any gradation, i.e., in a univocal man-
ner.””’ As Ibn Sina understands it, this argument rests on the assumption that
‘being/existing’ (mawgiud) in the descriptive formula of substantiality is taken to
refer to “the state of the existent, insofar as it exists” (hal al-mawgud min haytu
huwa m(wvgaa').522 However, if this interpretation were correct, none of the uni-
versals — that is to say, not even the universals of corporeal substances — would
qualify as universals: For the only mode of existence applicable to them is ‘exist-
ence in the soul’; and since this would be a manner of ‘existing in a subject,’
universals would fail to meet the criterion of ‘being/existing not in a subject.” As
a consequence, Aristotle’s secondary substances would be inconceivable. Thus,
Ibn Sina accuses these scholars of having relied upon the erroneous presupposi-
tion that ‘being not in a subject’ is identical with “actual existence in concrete
things (fi l-ayan), not as in a subject.”” This amounts to the claim that actual

518 Cf. Aristotle, Met. B 3.

519 Ibn Sina, K. a§—§ifﬁ’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, TIL,1, p. 91, 11. 9-12 [= § 1 (4.B.d)].

520 Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, IIL,1, p. 92, 11. 1-3 [= § 2 (4.B.d)].

521 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magalat, 11,1, p. 91, 11. 13-15 [= § 1 (4.B.d)].

522 Tbn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqiilat, TIL,1, p.92, L. 6 [= § 3 (4.B.d)]. Cf. Yahya b.
‘Adr’s understanding of ‘existent’ in the description of ‘accident’ as outlined above,
pp. 213-214.

523 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Magalat, TIL1, p. 93,1. 1 [= § 3 (4.B.d)].
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existence is “constitutive” (mugawwim) for the quiddity of any given substance.
In sharp contrast to such an existential import, as it were, Ibn Sina explains the
meaning of the descriptive formula of substantiality as follows: It is “the notion
and the quiddity to which attaches in the realm of concrete things, whenever
they exist, [the property] that their existence is not as in a subject” (al-mana
wa-l-mahiyyata llati talzamuha fi l-a‘yani ida wugidat an yakina wuguduha la fi
mawdii‘in).”** Everything whose essence complies with this requirement — even
if it were an individual which does not exist in actu or a species whose existence
is doubtful - falls under the genus of ‘substance.’

Where are we to look for the anonymous opponents who argued that sub-
stance might only function as a generic predicate if its application is restricted to
the realm of sensible beings? As the locus classicus for such a claim one can cer-
tainly identify Plotinus’ famous critique of the scheme of ten categories in Enne-
ads VI,1-3. Plotinus does not develop an argument which claims that ‘be-
ing/existing’ in the formula ‘being not in a subject’ stipulates actual existence.
However, in close proximity to such a line of reasoning, the point of departure
in his investigation of the scope of the ten categories is the focal homonymy of
the predicate 10 9v, ie., ‘being.” The Aristotelians are correct in claiming that
‘being’ is not predicated synonymously of all ten categories.”> However, then
one needs to ask them whether each of the ten summa genera applies equally to
both “intelligible beings” and “beings perceived by sense,”*® especially whether
substance functions as “one genus” (v yévog) across the intelligibilia-sensibilia
divide or whether it is said homonymously of “that there” and “this here.”””
Plotinus himself provides the following answer: If substance were taken to be
predicated synonymously of both intelligible and sensible substances, an absurd-
ity would result: Even though things which differ from each other by a grada-
tion per prius et posterius cannot fall under a “common genus” (yévog kowvov),
the genus ‘substance’ would have to signify the same meaning with regard to
primary and secondary beings.”® A bit surprisingly, Plotinus does not think that

524 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Svifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, 11,1, p. 92, 11. 10-11 [= § 3 (4.B.d)].

525 Plotinus, Opera, tomus III, ed. Paul Henry and Hans-Rudolf Schwyzer (Oxford: Universi-
ty Press, 1982), Enneas VL1, 1.18-19: “371 y&p 00 cuvdvupov o 8v év &raot, Aéyovot kol
0pO&G Aéyovol.”

526 Plotinus, Opera, tomus IIl, Enneas VL1, 1.19-20: “p&AAov 8¢ ékeivo Tp@OTOV £pwTNTéOV,
ToTEPQL OPOIWG EV TE TOIG VoM TOolg €V Te Tolg aiodnroig ta déka [...].”

527 Plotinus, Opera, tomus III, Enneas VL1, 1.23-25: “[...] xai el T éxel dvra v’ &v yévog
OnaKTéoV TOIG évtadba, 1) OHWVOHKG 1) Te £kel oboia 1 Te évtadba.”

528 Plotinus, Opera, tomus I, Enneas VL1, 1.25-28: “el 8¢ cvuveovipwg, dtomov 1o adTd
onpaively TV obdoiov €l Te TV TPHOTWG OVIWV kal TOGV DOTEPOV 0DK OVTOG YEVOUG
KoLvoD, év oig 10 npdTepov kol Dotepov.” In my rendering of the beginning of this sen-
tence, I follow the German tr. by Richard Harder, Plotins Schriften, Bd. IV (Hamburg:
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the Aristotelians themselves conceived the scheme of categories as a classifica-
tion of all beings: “But in this division they do not speak about intelligibilia; thus
they did not want to divide all beings; rather, they neglected those which are
beings in the highest degree.”” With a view to the subsequent tradition it
should be stressed that Plotinus does not accuse the Aristotelians of having as-
sumed that substance functions as a genus for all substantial beings but rather
reproaches them for having limited themselves to the study of sensible beings
and, as a consequence, for having failed to come up with a classification of intel-
ligible beings.

Thus, the fact that Plotinus’ pupil Porphyry was to establish the Categories,
preceded by his Isagoge, as the fundamental introductory treatise of the Neopla-
tonic logic curriculum - and in doing so considerably fostered the eminent role
this work was to play in the ensuing school tradition — does not compel us to
assume that with regard to their readings of the Categories there must have been
significant doctrinal tensions between these two scholars. Rather, Plotinus’ claim
that the Aristotelians themselves did not extend the scheme of categories to
sensibilia, along with his conviction that it represents an ontologically insuffi-
cient classification, can be seen as paving the way for his pupil’s strict propae-
deutic and logical reading of the Categories.” That is to say, for Porphyry it is a
treatise which out of pedagogical considerations, devoid of any strong meta-
physical commitments, takes the phenomena of the sensible world as its point of
departure. Whereas Plotinus had attempted to prove that the ten categories may
not be conceived as summa genera that comprise both intelligibilia and sensibilia,
Porphyry, as a result of his teacher’s position, limited the scope of the treatise to
“simple significant expressions, insofar as they signify things.”"

When assessing Ibn Sina’s reading of the Categories it is important to keep
in mind that for many centuries of Aristotelian scholarship the “Plotinian-
Porphyrian paradigm,” as I would like to call an interpretation that restricts the
categories to the sensible world, had been the dominant view. In contrast to this,

Meiner, 1967), p. 99: “Sind sie dagegen im gleichen Sinne benannt, so ergibt sich die Un-
sinnigkeit, daf Seinsheit dann dasselbe bezeichnen miifite [...]” - as opposed to the Eng-
lish tr. by Arthur Armstrong, Plotinus VI, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press, 1988), p. 15: “But if ‘substance’ is used in the same sense there as
here, it will be absurd for it to mean the same thing [...].”

529 Plotinus, Opera, tomus III, Enneas VL1, 1.28-30: “GAA& mepl T@®V vontdv Kotd Thv
Swaipeowy o0 Aéyovowv- ob mhvta Gpa T Ovta dwapeicBon EfovAnOnoav, dAAX T&
paAoto Ovta mapaAehoinact.”

530 See Steven Strange, “Plotinus, Porphyry and the Neoplatonic Interpretation of the Cate-
gories.” Cf. above, p. 13, note 23.

531 Porphyry, In Categorias, p. 58, 1l. 5-6: “éoTv yap mepl QOVOV SNUAVTIKOY MITAGDV, kKotbOd
OTHAVTIKAL €l0L TOV TPAYPRATOVY.”
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Ibn Sina sees no reason to doubt that Aristotle’s tenfold classification is an at-
tempt at subsuming all kinds of beings, regardless of their ontological rank, un-
der ten comprehensive summa genera (but one should note that Ibn Sina does
have some doubts about the method and success of that attempt).

Unfortunately, al-Farabi’s Long Commentary on the Categories, where one
could expect an articulate illustration of the manner in which the “Plotinian-
Porphyrian paradigm’ of reading the categories was alive in the generations of
Arabic-Islamic philosophers before Ibn Sina, is not extant — and his Short Trea-
tise on the Categories not only remains silent on the issue of the scope of the
Categories but also refrains from an explicit discussion of the extent to which
substance may function as a genus.”” However, a few years ago Mauro Zonta
was able to identify some Hebrew fragments of al-Farabi’s Long Commentary on
the Categories in a supercommentary on Ibn Rusd’s Middle Commentary on the
Categories, composed by the 150 century Jewish scholar Judah ben Isaac ben
Moses Cohen.”” On the basis of this material it becomes clear that the view
refuted by Ibn Sina, namely the claim that substance may function as a genus
only in relation to corporeal substances, was the position which in the preceding
Arabic tradition was prominently upheld by al-Farabi:

The substance considered here is, generally speaking, the bodily substance. [...]
Other people said that, among the beings, there are substances that are not bodies
and are not at all composed of bodies. Now, Aristotle does not refer here to these
things, and the qualification he gives to the substance does not fit them.

Other people said that some of the substances are composed, and others are simple
- and the former are composed of the latter; they called matter and form ‘simple
substances’ [...]; they thought the substances composed of simple substances were
posterior to them in nature; and they thought that simple substances more deserve
to be called substances than composed ones. Now, Aristotle does not intend here to
speak about the things that those people thought of as simple substances, because
these things and their qualifications have to be self-evident, and the qualification of
substance here does not refer to any of them; rather, Aristotle intends to let us
know the substance that is commonly known as such, that is, some of the sense-

532 But it should be noted that even in the Short Treatise the limitation to corporeal sub-
stances becomes at least implicitly clear; for in the course of his discussion of substance
al-Farabi solely focuses on corporeal substances.

533 This little-known scholar worked probably at the beginning of the 15" century in
Northern Italy (see Zonta, “Al-Farabi’s Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Categoriae in
Hebrew and Arabic,” p. 189) — and is not to be confused with the more famous 13" cen-
tury Toledan scholar Judah ben Moses ha-Cohen. See also Mauro Zonta, “Fonti antiche e
medievali della logica ebraica nella Provenza del Trecento,” Medioevo 23 (1997): pp. 515—
594, esp. pp. 525-526; and idem, “Una disputa sugli universali nella logica ebraica del
Trecento: Shemuel di Marsiglia contra Gersonide nel Supercommentario all’Isagoge di
Yehudah ben Yishaq Cohen,” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 11
(2000): pp. 409-458.
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objects that are said to be substances, their species and their genera; he goes up to
the most general among substances perceived by senses and stops there, assuming
it, in this book, as the supreme genus.

Therefore, this is what should be understood about the substance in this book; it
should be called ‘bodily substance’ or ‘corporeal substance.***

As these remarks on Cat. 2 show, there are two exegetical approaches al-Farabi
discards: Not only does he reject the view that incorporeal substances might be
subsumed under the genus ‘substance’ but, at the same time, he also disapproves
of any attempts at integrating the hylemorphic conception of individual things,
i.e., the view that every particular substance is composed of matter and form, as
Aristotle recurrently states in the context of his Physics and Metaphysics, into
the propaedeutic account given in the Categories.

As we have seen, Ibn Sina in the Magqilat of the Sifa’ argues in favor of both
of these two approaches rejected by al-Farabi. Against the background of his
distinction between essence and existence, this comes as no surprise: For as soon
as the descriptive formula of substantiality, namely ‘being not in a subject,’ is, at
the level of the quiddity, regarded as a property which equally applies to all
kinds of substances, regardless of whether they are simple or compounded,
whether they are sensible or corporeal, or whether they are prior or posterior,
the old Plotinian conviction that things which differ from each other by a grada-
tion per prius et posterius cannot fall under a common ‘genus’ has become obso-
lete.

4.2.2. The Post-Avicennian Debate on Whether Substance Is a Genus
4.2.2.1. A Question by Rukn ad-Din b. Saraf$ah al-Astarabadi

Among post-Avicennian scholars the question of whether and in which way
substance may be thought of as a genus appears to remain the subject of some
considerable controversy. A valuable insight into the divisiveness and confusion
that ensued in the course of this debate can be gained from the scholarly ex-
change between the young Rukn ad-Din b. Saraf$ah al-Astarabadi (d. ca. 715 AH
/ 1315 AD), a philosopher, jurist and grammarian from the intellectual milieu of
the Maraga observatory, and his aged patron Nasir ad-Din at-Tasi: Among the
twenty questions on vexed issues from all philosophical disciplines, which Ibn

534 Mauro Zonta, “Al-Farabi’s Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Categoriae in Hebrew and
Arabic,” English translation on pp. 225-226 (modified), Hebrew text on pp. 250-251. For
al-Farabi’s understanding of the nature of Aristotle’s ten summa genera, cf. Stéphane
Diebler, “Catégories, conversation et philosophie chez al-Farabi,” in Les Catégories et leur
histoire, ed. Otto Bruun and Lorenzo Corti (Paris: Vrin, 2005), pp. 275-305; and Thérese-
Anne Druart, “Al-Farabi, the Categories, Metaphysics, and The Book of Letters,” Medioevo
33 (2007): pp. 15-37.
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Sarafsah al-Astarabadi addresses to at-Tasi, one single question is dedicated to
the doubts which have arisen over the generic predication of substance.

First of all, al-Astarabadi reports that he has come across the following rea-
son for why substance may not be regarded as a genus in relation to the differ-
ent kinds of substances: The substantial species would have to commonly share
in substantiality and would, at the same time, have to be distinguished from
each other by differentiae (fusil); drawing on the assumption that everything is
either an accident or a substance, one would have to hold that these differentiae
are substances as well; for accidents may not be constitutive for substances;
however, these substances once again would need to be distinguished from each
other by means of differentiae — and, as a consequence, an infinite regress would
follow. But this is “impossible” (muhal) — for if it were true, the “quiddity”
(mahiyya) of a substantial differentia (or, one might add, of any kind of sub-
stance) could ultimately “not be conceptualized” (la yatasawwaru).”” Al-
Astarabadi seems to be inclined to subscribe to this line of reasoning”® — but at
the same time he is bewildered by the fact that Atir ad-Din al-Abhari (d. ca. 660—
663 AH / 1263-1265 AD), whom he reverentially refers to as his mawla, rejected
this argument on the grounds that substance might very well be thought of as a
genus in relation to substantial species but not in relation to substantial differen-
tiae.”” What adds to al-Astarabadi’s confusion about the matter is the fact that,
even though Atir ad-Din al-Abhari dismissed the argument just mentioned, he
nonetheless appears to be opposed to the idea that substance is a genus for all
kinds of substances, albeit on different grounds: For al-Abhari, according to al-
Astarabadi, furthermore held that the meaning (ma‘na) of ‘substance,” namely
being “a quiddity which is such that whenever it exists in concrete things it
derives its existence from the concrete thing as something which is not in a
subject” (al-mahiyyatu llati ida wugidat fi l-a‘yani kana laha wugidun mina I-
‘ayni la fi mawdi‘in), may be true of various quiddities which completely differ
from each other and which thus do not fall under a common genus.””® Even
though the term lazim is not used here, this argument clearly points to the idea
that substance may be thought of as a concomitant rather than a genus (a view
which will shortly be treated in more detail’”). Be that as it may, Ibn Sarafsah

535 At-Tusi, Agwibat Masa’il al-Astarabadi li-Nasir ad-Din at-Tiusi, ed. ‘Abdallah Narani, in
Collected Texts and Papers on Logic and Language, ed. Mehdi Mohaghegh and Toshihiko
Izutsu (Teheran: University Press, 1974), p. 260, 1l. 16-20.

536 Cf. his critical remarks on the counterargument provided by al-Abhari; see at-Tasi,
Agwibat Masa’il al-Astarabadi li-Nasir ad-Din at-Tist, p. 261, 11. 2-5.

537 At-Tusi, Agwibat Masa’il al-Astarabadi li-Nasir ad-Din at-Tusi, p. 260, 1. 21 — p. 261, L. 1.

538 At-Tusi, Agwibat Masa’il al-Astarabadi li-Nasir ad-Din at-Tust, p. 261, 11. 6-9.

539 See below, pp. 232-234.
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al-Astarabadi is puzzled both about the issue as such and about the way it has
been treated by Atir ad-Din al-Abhari and therefore kindly asks Nasir ad-Din at-
Tast for a thorough clarification.

4.2.2.2. A Short Excursus on Atir ad-Din al-Abhari

Even though I have not been able to identify the two arguments reported by al-
Astarabadi in a work written by al-Abhari, the “chapter on substance and acci-
dent” (fasl fi I-gawhar wa-I-‘arad) in the Ilahiyyat part of his Hidayat al-hikma
makes it clear that al-Abhari did reject the view that substance is a genus com-
prising all kinds of substances:

Substance is not a genus of these <five> divisions [i.e., form, matter, form-matter
compound, soul, intellect]; for if it were a genus, that which is included under it
would be composed of a genus and differentia. But this is not the case. For the soul
is not composed because it intellects the simple quiddity; thus, it is not composed.
Otherwise it would follow that the simple quiddity which inheres in it is divided
[into genus and differentia]; and this is absurd.’*

As had already been noted by Mulla Sadra in his commentary on this passage,
the argument provided here is problematic in several regards: Not only does it,
without any further explanation, infer from the state of the object of intellection
to the state of the soul — and then, vice versa, from the state of the soul to the
state of the object of intellection —, but it also leaves open the possibility that,
even if substance is not a genus in relation to the soul, it might still be said of
the other kinds of substances by means of a genus-predication.”*' The argument
via the infinite regress of substantial differentiae would have avoided these diffi-
culties — but as we have learned from al-Astarabadi’s account al-Abhari refused
to subscribe to it since he considered the possibility that that which is a genus in
relation to the species may nonetheless be predicated of differentiae in a non-
generic manner. Hence, both from al-Astarabadi’s account and from the “chap-
ter on substance and accident” of the Hidayat al-hikma we get the impression

540 Facsimile of MS Ayasofya 2475, contained in Atir ad-Din al-Abhari, A Guide to Philoso-
phy: The Hidayat al-Hikmah of Athir al-Din al-Mufaddal ibn ‘Umar al-Abhari al-
Samargandi, tr. Syed Ali Tawfik al-Attas (Subang Jaya: Pelanduk Publications, 2009),
p- 255 (folio number not indicated); I have modified al-Attas’ English translation of the
passage (ibidem, p. 162); cf. Sadr ad-Din as-Sirazi [Mulla Sadra], Sarh al-Hidaya al-
Atiriyya, ed. Muhammad Mustafa Faladkar (Beirut: Dar Ihya’ at-turat al-‘arabi, 2001
[1422 AH]), p. 309, 1l. 5-15. While MS Ayasofya 2475 reads wa-I-§awharu laysa ginsan li-
hadihi l-agsam ..., the (unmarked) lemma in the ed. of Mulla Sadra’s commentary reads
wa-l-gawharu laysa ginsan li-hadihi I-hamsa ...; al-Attas’ English translation combines
both readings: “Substance is not a genus of these five divisions [...].”

541 For Mulla Sadra’s rather intricate assessment of this argument, see his Sarh al-Hidaya al-
Atiriyya, ed. Faladkar, p. 309, 1. 11-15.
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that al-Abhari knew and pondered several arguments for the view he favored,
namely the denial of the generic predicability of ‘substance,” but ultimately
failed to provide a full and convincing documentation of this position (or at
least, this was the assessment given by one of his pupils).

The various lines of reasoning sketchily alluded to by al-Abhari and al-
Astarabadi can all be identified as bits and pieces of Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s much
more comprehensive critique of the view that substance is a genus. Against this
background, it appears not too far-fetched to assume that al-Abhari simply in-
herited this doctrinal stance from the dominant figure of the preceding genera-
tion of scholars, namely Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi — and that, as a consequence, Ibn
Saraf$ah al-Astarabadi who attests a strong scholarly affiliation with both Atir
ad-Din al-Abhari and Nasir ad-Din at-Tusi found himself sitting on the fence
between a teacher heavily influenced by what might be called ‘critical Avi-
cennism,” one the one hand, and a teacher who in his days was the main repre-

. N . . . 542
sentative of what Dimitri Gutas has labeled as ‘mainstream Avicennism.’

4.2.2.3. Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s Refutation of the
Claim That Substance Is a Genus

In the introductory part of the second book of his philosophical summa al-
Mabahit al-masrigiyya, that is to say, in the context of paving the way for an all-
encompassing account of contingent beings, both gawahir and a‘rad, Fahr ad-
Din ar-Razi dedicates a separate chapter to the question of “whether or not sub-
stance is said of that which is below it by means of a genus-predication” (fi anna
I-sawhara maqilun ‘ala ma tahtahii qawla l-ginsi am 1a).>*> The manner in
which he treats this issue provides us with an illustrative case in point of what it
might mean to be a ‘critical Avicennist’: For Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi clearly concurs
with Ibn Sina’s refutation of previous arguments which denied that substance is
a genus commonly shared by all substantial beings. However, the futility of
these earlier arguments does not lead him to agree with Ibn Sina’s conclusion
but rather to present some alternative arguments against the generic predicabil-
ity of ‘substance.’

542 Cf. above, p. 38, note 106.

543 Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 1, pp. 243-247. This chapter appears
to be the main source for the corresponding chapter in Mulla Sadra’s al-Hikma al-
muta‘aliya, entitled “whether or not the meaning of substance is predicated of that
which is below it by means of a genus-predication” (fi anna hamla ma‘na I-gawhari ‘ala
ma tahtahii hamlu I-ginsi am la); see Sadr ad-Din a3-Sirazi [Mulla Sadra)], al-Hikma al-
muta‘aliya fi l-asfar al-‘aqliyya al-arba‘a, vol. 4: al-guz’ al-awwal min as-safar at-tani, ed.
M. al-Muzaffar / R. Lutfi, p. 246ff.
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As one of the bad arguments for making the right claim, ar-Razi outlines an
approach which is strongly reminiscent of the Plotinian critique;’** the argu-
ment runs as follows: Whenever things differ from each other per prius et poste-
rius a univocal predication is impossible; since “substances detached [from mat-
ter]” (al-gawahir al-mufariga) have a higher claim to substantiality than bodies,
and since a body has a higher claim to substantiality than uninformed “matter”
(hayila), it is — due to the gradation between these things — impossible to predi-
cate ‘substance’ univocally of all of them. In his refutation of this argument ar-
Razi follows quite faithfully the Avicennian distinction between conceptual and
existential priority:

[...] it is not the case that some substances have a higher claim to substantiality than

others; rather, some of them have a higher claim to external existence (al-wugud al-

harigi) than others. And we have already said that external existence is not included
in the concept (mafhum) of substantiality. In that which is substantiality there is no
difference in priority and posteriority (bi-t-tagaddum wa-t-ta’ahhur). As for priority
and posteriority, they both pertain to existence (‘@’idani ila I-wugud). This is just
like what we have said about numbers: The lower [number] is prior to the greater

[number] with regard to existence; but — since this is not a priority in numberness

(‘adadiyya) but in existence — this does not impair the ‘being-a-genus’ (kawn

ginsiyyan) of number. For the ‘being-a-number’ of three is not due to the ‘being-a-

number’ of two, even if three is only existent on account of two being existent (li-

agli kawni l-itnayni mawgidan).>®
This basic distinction is the common ground which in the subsequent debate
unites ‘critical’ and ‘mainstream’ Avicennists, as it were. To give just one out of
numerous examples, in his al-Asrar al-hafiya fi I-‘ulum al-‘aqliyya al-°‘Allama al-
Hilli, one of Nasir ad-Din at-Tasi’s most prominent pupils, dedicates a longer
passage to establishing the anti-Razian view that substance is indeed a genus -
and in this context he stresses the fact that the counter-argument via the priori-
ty of certain kinds of substances over other kinds of substances had merely been
“transmitted from some of the older scholars” (nugila ‘an ba‘di I-qudama’); thus,
after the refutation of some more challenging objections, the old Plotinian line
of reasoning is briefly alluded to but it becomes clear that in al-Hilli’s days it had

544 It should be noted that Enneads VI,1-3 is not included in the extant Plotiniana Arabica.
Therefore, one can only speculate whether and how certain arguments and doctrines of
these three chapters might have become known to the Arabic tradition. But regardless of
this uncertainty about the channels of transmission, the doctrinal connection is evident.
For an overview of the contents of the Plotiniana Arabica, see Plotini Opera, Tomus II:
Enneades IV-V, Plotiniana Arabica, ed. Paul Henry and Hans-Rudolf Schwyzer (Paris:
Desclée de Brouwer, Brussels: L'Edition Universelle, 1959), pp. 489-501. For a philoso-
phical assessment of Plotinus in the Arabic tradition, see Peter Adamson, The Arabic Plo-
tinus: A Philosophical Study of the 'Theology of Aristotle' (London: Duckworth, 2002).

545 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, vol. 1, p. 244, 1. 24 — p. 245,1. 7.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

232 4. Unity and Predicability of Accident and Substance

been completely deprived of its previous argumentative force. Rather, for al-
Hilli it can easily be filed away by means of a short reminder of the difference
between being prior “with regard to the notion of substantiality” (fi ma‘na I-
Sawhariyya) and being prior “with regard to actual existence” (fi -wugudi I-
i) 5

However, in the ongoing dispute over the generic predicability of ‘sub-
stance’ Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s critical reassessment of Ibn Sina’s reasoning opens
up a new area of disagreement and, in connection to this, significantly alters the
question at stake. The Plotinian argument had only intended to establish that
substance in the sense of one of the ten Aristotelian categories cannot be predi-
cated synonymously of things which differ from each other with regard to prior-
ity and posteriority and thus merely refuted the claim that substance is a genus
of all substantial beings. Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s treatment of the issue, in turn,
aims at a comprehensive attack on the idea that substance might, even to a lim-
ited degree, be taken to be a genus.

One particularly contested argument in this context is derived from the
problematic status of substantial differentiae; as we have just seen, al-Astarabadi
thought that this was a rather convincing line of reasoning and did not under-
stand the objection raised by al-Abhari. Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi bases his argument
on the widely held view that, with regard to their quiddities, the differentiae of
substances would have to be substances as well. Thus, if substance were a genus
in which the five species of substance (that is, form, matter, compound, soul, and
intellect) commonly share, these five species would have to be distinguished
from each other by means of differentiae which, in turn, are substances them-
selves. However, if substance were predicated of these differentiae by means of
a genus-predication (qawl al-gins), there would be an infinite regress of substan-
tial differentiae and genera. This unpleasant consequence can, according to ar-
Razi, only be avoided if substance is assumed to be extrinsic to the quiddity of
those things of which it is predicated, that is to say, if it is predicated of them as
an “extrinsic concomitant” (lazim harigi).>"’

546 Al-‘Allama al-Hilli, al-Asrar al-hafiya fi I-‘ulum al-‘aqliyya, ed. Markaz al-abhat wa-d-
dirasat al-islamiyya (Qom: Markaz-e entesarat-e daftar-e tabligat-e eslami, 2001 [1421
AH / 1379 SH])), p- 424,1. 20 — p. 425, 1. 1.

547 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiyya, vol. 1, p. 245, 1. 8—15: “If substance were a genus, the
species included in it (al-anwa“ ad-dahila fihi) would be differentiated from each other
by means of differentiae (fusiil). And these differentiae would either need to be [i] such
that they are substances in their quiddities; [ii] or that they are not substances. [ad ii] If
they are not substances, they would be accidents; and this is impossible (muhal); for the
subsistence/constitution (giwam) of the accident comes about through the substance;
and that which is constituted by a thing is not, at the same time, constitutive for that
same thing. [ad i] Hence, it would have to be a substance (ta‘ayyana an yakiina
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Thus, we can see that the line of reasoning which, according to al-
Astarabadi’s account, al-Abhari approved of, is based on the second part of ar-
Razi’s argument: Al-Abhari assumes that the quiddities of various things which
all are called substances may completely differ from each other. This clearly
draws on the view that substance is extrinsic to the quiddities of different kinds
of substances and that, as a consequence, substance is predicated of them as a
concomitant. However, al-Abhari seemed hesitant to accept the first part of the
argument, namely the claim that an infinite regress is unavoidable if substance is
a genus and if, at the same time, the differentiae of substances are also sub-
stances. Rather, al-Abhari is quoted as asking the rhetorical question: “Why
should it not be permissible that it [i.e., substance] is a genus in relation to the
species, while not being a genus in relation to the differentia?”. At-Tusi, in his
response to al-Astardbadi’s question, confirms that with this remark al-Abhari
was on the right track and adduces the following example: In the statement
‘body is a three-dimensional substance,” ‘substance’ is predicated of the species
‘body’ as its genus; and in the statement ‘three-dimensional must be a sub-
stance,” ‘substance’ is predicated of the differentia ‘three-dimensional’ as some-
thing which is attached to it, that is, as a concomitant.”*® To put it differently,

Sawharan). In this case, substance would have to be said of it [i.i] either by means of a
genus-predication (qawl al-gins); or [i.ii] the way concomitants are predicated (gawl al-
lawazim). [ad i.i] If [‘substance’ were to be said of the quiddity of the differentiae that
constitute the various kinds of substances] by means of a genus-predication, the differ-
entia would be equal to the species in being constituted by the nature of the genus (fi I-
taqawwumi bi-tabi‘iati I-§ins); hence, it would need yet another differentia; therefore, an
infinite regress would follow. [ad i.ii] If, however, it would be said of it the way extrinsic
concomitants (al-lawazim al-harigiyya) are predicated, this would be that which was
sought [i.e., in this case ‘substance’ would not be predicated as a genus but merely as a
concomitant].” Since ar-Razi appears to hold that there must always be a differentia
above a genus, at the very top of any classificatory scheme we may not assume genera
but only concomitants.

548 At-Tusi, Agwibat Masa’il al-Astarabadi li-Nasir ad-Din at-Tusi, p. 261, 1. 13-21: “Not
everything which is a substance is a species of the substances so that it is distinguished
from the other substances by means of a differentia. Thus you say to ‘laughing / some-
one who laughs’ (ad-dahik) ‘man’ and to ‘writing / someone who writes’ (al-katib) [you
also say] ‘man’; and in applying ‘man’ to both of them there is no need for differentiae.
In this manner the differentia of the substance is a substance — and it [i.e., the differen-
tia] is not a species in relation to substance (wa-laysa bi-naw‘in li-I-§awhar) so that it
would be in need of another differentia. And in this manner the differentia of quantity is
a quantity and the differentia of quality a quality. There is truth in the discourse (kalam)
of the Eminent and Blissful Atir ad-Din — may God have mercy on him. One should not
reply to him: ‘Since it [i.e., substance] is a genus in relation to the species, it necessarily
follows that it is a genus in relation to the differentia of the species [as well].” For ‘sub-
stance’ is predicated of ‘body’ by saying: ‘It is a substance which possesses three dimen-
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‘having three dimensions’ always implies substance but substance is not part of
its quiddity.

In making this distinction, at-Tasi clearly draws on chapter V,6 of the
Ilahiyyat of the Sifa> where Ibn Sina discusses a misunderstanding that might
arise in connection with the ontological status of substantial differentiae:

[...] we say that the genus is predicated of the species in such a manner that it is a
part of its quiddity (‘ala annahi guz’un min mahiyyatihi). And it is predicated of the
differentia in such a manner that it is a concomitant of it, not in such a manner that
it is a part of is quiddity. [...]
After all this, it has become clear that it is not necessary for every differentia to
have a differentia. And it must be known that the statement “the differentiae of sub-
stance are a substance and the differentiae of quality are a quality” has the follow-
ing meaning: It is concomitantly attached to the differentiae of substance that they
are a substance; and it is concomitantly attached to the differentiae of quality that
they are a quality; it does not mean that in the case of the differentiae of substance
it is such that the definition of substance is included in that which is understood by
their quiddities — as if they [i.e., the differentiae] were substances in themselves; and
[it does not mean] that in the case of the differentiae of quality the definition of
quality is included in their quiddities — as if they [i.e., the differentiae] were a quali-
ty.549
Ibn Sina, ar-Razi and at-Tasi commonly acknowledge the difference between
qawl al-gins and qawl al-lazim. However, ar-Razi - in contrast to Ibn Sina’s and
at-TusT’s position — rejects the idea that ‘substance’ may be predicated as a ge-
nus in relation to substantial species and as a concomitant in relation to substan-
tial differentiae. Rather, his argument seems to take it for granted that if ‘sub-
stance’ is predicated of certain substantial entities as a lazim, we are better off to
content ourselves with the view that it is a lazim in relation to all substantial
entities.
This position concurs with ar-Razi’s general skepticism®’ — or even pessi-
mism*' — about man’s ability to grasp genera and differentiae beyond the level

sions’; and it [i.e., ‘substance’] is predicated of ‘that which possesses dimensions’ by say-
ing: ‘that which possesses three dimensions must be a substance,” i.e., ‘substantiality’ is
inseparably attached to it (yalzamu I-§awhariyya), just like it is said: “That which is in
possession of [the art of] writing is a man.””

549 Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’, al-Nlahiyyat (1), V.6, p. 232, 1. 16-17; p. 235, 11. 1-5.

550 Whereas it would be tempting to draw a line between ar-Razi’s nowadays often-quoted
sobriquet Imam al-Musakkikin (literally, “the leader of those who raise doubts”) and ar-
Razi’s skepticism, Shihadeh has convincingly argued that those Safavid philosophers
who called ar-Razi by that name simply intended to refer to the multiple doubts (sukiik)
he had raised against some of Ibn Sina’s views, not to a tendency of general skepticism;
see Ayman Shihadeh, “The Mystic and the Sceptic in Fakhr al-Din al-Razi,” in Sufism and
Theology, ed. idem (Edinburgh: University Press, 2007), p. 103. The pejorative connota-
tion which musakkik may have is reflected in Pines’ translation “Maitre des Ergoteurs”;
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of mere nominal definitions, that is to say, within a widely ramified hierarchy
from summa genera all the way down to infimae species. For example, in the
Mantiq al-Mulahhas, after having outlined the five predicables ar-Razi voices the
following caveat:

Whenever we come to know two things which, in certain regards, have something
in common, and which, in another regard, differ from each other, it is not possible
for us to know about the complete commonly shared set [of properties] which one it
is and how it is; and [it is not possible for us to know] about the complete differenti-
ating set [of properties] which one it is and how it is. If this is [already] very diffi-
cult, acquiring differentiae and genera by means of verification is of the highest de-
gree of difficulty.’”

In his study on Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi’s scientific approach, Bilal Ibrahim refers,
inter alia, to this passage in order to show that ar-Razi fully dispenses with Aris-
totelian-Avicennian quiddities or real definitions and replaces them by nominal
definitions which are devoid of any ontological commitments.”>> However, not-
withstanding the abundance of critical remarks or suggestions of alternative
paths, throughout ar-Razi’s oeuvre there are also significant passages in which
he substantiates and utilizes key elements of Ibn Sina’s theory of definition and
predication. Against this background, I find it difficult to discard these Razian
instances of essentialism as sheer dialectical concessions. Be that as it may, it is
clear that ar-Razi displays a deep dissatisfaction with the fact that even with
regard to some of their most important doctrines the philosophers did not man-

see Shlomo Pines, “Etudes sur Awhad al-Zaméan Abu’l-Barakat al-Baghdadi,” in The Col-
lected Works of Shlomo Pines, Volume I: Studies in Abu’l-Barakat al-Baghdadi (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 1979), p. 74.

551 For an analysis of the epistemological pessimism which ar-Razi displays in two of his
late works, cf. Ayman Shihadeh, The Teleological Ethics of Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, pp. 181-
199. It would be worthwhile to investigate whether and to which degree subsequent
scholars whose philosophical and theological expositions are deeply influenced by ar-
Razi, as is the case with Abhari, for example, follow ar-Razi’s pessimistic attitude. I have
the suspicion that, even though al-Abhari - on a structural and systematic level - very
much depends on ar-Razi, for him the Aristotelian-Avicennian optimism, which does not
envision a fundamental obstacle that might prevent us from arriving at a full set of
shared and distinguishing properties and which thus assumes that one might very well
acquire a complete scheme of genera, differentiae, and species, remains the overriding
attitude towards our scientific efforts.

552 Ar-Razi, Mantiq al-Mulahhas, ed. Ahad Faramarz Qaramaleki and Adine Asgarinezad
(Teheran: Danesgah-e Emam Sadeq, 2002/2003 [1381 SH]), p. 90, Il. 2—6.

553 Bilal Ibrahim, “Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi, Ibn al-Haytam and Aristotelian Science: Essentialism
versus Phenomenalism in Post-Classical Islamic Thought,” Oriens 41 (2013): 379-431; for
Ibrahim’s translation and analysis of the above-mentioned quote from the Mantiq al-
Mulahhas, see p. 3591t.
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age to live up to their own epistemological standards. Thus, after his multifacet-
ed attack on the view that substance is a genus (of which I have focused on one
out of four arguments which ar-Razi deems to be valid), ar-Razi concludes the
chapter by turning the tables on his predecessors: “Those who affirm that it [i.e.,
substance] is a genus do not even have a spurious argument (Subha) in favor of
it — let alone a proper argument (hugga) — so that we would need to refute it.”>>*

In the further course of the Mabahit ar-Razi ultimately extends his doubt to
all ten summa genera. In order to undertake a proper investigation of whether
any of the ten categories is indeed a genus one would, first of all, need to estab-
lish that each of them meets all of the following five criteria:

[1] Firstly, [it is necessary] that we clarify that the divisions which are subsumed
under every single of these ten [categories] commonly share in a certain character-
istic (wasf); for [even] the lowest ranks of the genus must have something in com-
mon [...].

[2] Secondly, [it is necessary] that we clarify that the manner in which they have
something in common is affirmative (tubuti); for if it were negative (salbi), it would
not be a genus. [...]

[3] Thirdly, [...] it is indispensable for us to clarify that this affirmative thing is said
univocally of that which falls under it — and not by means of focal homonymy [...].
[4] Fourthly, [...] it is indispensable for us to clarify that it belongs to the essential
properties (ad-datiyyat), not to the accidental properties. [For example,] if we held it
permissible for [the category of] quality to be said of the four divisions which have
been assumed to be its species in the manner in which a concomitant (lazim) is
predicated, not in the manner in which constitutive properties (mugawwimat) are
predicated, quality would not be a genus. [...]

(5] Fifthly, [it is necessary] that we clarify that this [characteristic (wasf)] which is
[1] commonly shared, [3] predicated univocally, [2] affirmative, and [4] constitutive
(dalika I-mustarak al-mutawati’ at-tubuti al-muqawwim) is the completeness of that
which is commonly shared between the species (kamalu I-mustaraki bayan l-anwa’)

[.]%

In his later Sarh Uyin al-hikma ar-Razi briefly introduces exactly the same list
of five criteria — and now clearly voices his doubt of whether this philosophical
work program could ever be completed: “Establishing (itbat) these five things
with regard to each of the ten [categories] is virtually impossible (ka-I-
m1,ttafagldir).”556 However, as we have seen above,” this pessimistic assessment
leads him neither to lowering the logical standards nor to abandoning the
scheme of summa genera altogether.

554 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, vol. 1, p. 247, 1. 11-12.

555 Ar-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masriqiyya, vol. 1, p. 269, . 6 — p. 270, 1. 10.

556 Ar-Razi, Sarh Uyun al-hikma, ed. as-Saqqa, p. 98, 1l. 17-20; MS Leiden Or. 712, fol. 24b,
1l. 2-4; I read with the MS muta‘addir instead of as-Saqqa’s mu‘tadir.

557 Cf. above, pp. 188-189.
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4.3. Concluding Remark on the Generic Status of Accident and Substance

The old question of whether accident may be regarded to be a summum genus —
which among late Ancient Greek commentators and among Arabic philosophers
up to and including Ibn Sina had predominantly been controversial with regard
to providing the adequate reasons for the non-generic status of accident — ceases
to be a significant issue of debate in the later Islamic philosophical tradition. Ibn
Sind’s view that accident in the sense of ‘being/existing in a subject’ is merely a
“concomitant” (lazim) which applies to all accidental genera and accidents with-
out being included in their various essences was to become the communis opinio.
At the same time, however, Ibn Sina’s approach of treating both accident in
relation to the various kinds of accidental beings and substance in relation to the
substantial differentiae as a concomitant was to pave the way for a more radical
position which assumed substance to be a concomitant in relation to all substan-
tial beings. Thus, when ar-Razi questions the claim that the category of sub-
stance is a genus which comprises all substantial beings no return to the old
Plotinian paradigm is at work. Rather, one can, in a nutshell, trace the following
development: Plotinus’ ontological critique of Aristotle’s scheme of categories
had posed, inter alia, the question of whether substance may be a summum ge-
nus for beings from different ontological grades — which is a problem that sub-
sequently, in light of Ibn Sina’s distinction between essence and existence, was
to become obsolete. Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi initially addresses the question of
whether substance qualifies as a summum genus of anything at all. Ultimately,
he arrives at the fundamental epistemological objection that it is impossible for
us to sufficiently prove that anything whatsoever, including substance, qualifies
as a summum genus.
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For an account of accident in al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, see ch. 3, §§ 15-23, and ch. 4,
§§ 30-32 (for an English translation of these passages, see above, pp. 123—-124 and pp. 190-191).

a. On Accident 1: Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 1,4
[ed. Madkar, pp. 28-38]

Explanation of the Definition of Accident, Namely It Is ‘Existing in a
Subject’ (mawgud fi mawdu)

[(ILD) al-Hilli (fol. 16a, 1. 7-8): “The Fourth Issue (matlab): Explanation of the Defini-
tion of Accident (Sarh hadd al-‘arad); in It Are Several Investigations (mabahit)]
[ed. Madkar, p. 28, 1. 4]
[(1.D.1) al-Hilli (fol. 16a, L. 8): “First [Investigation]: Its Description (rasm)”]

[§ 1] Let us now explain (natabayyanu) the meaning of our saying ‘existing
in a subject’ (al-mawgud fi mawdu). It had been described as follows:

«That which exists in something, not as a part of it, and whose subsistence is im-

possible without that which it is in (annahu I-mawgudu fi Say’in la ka-guz’in minhi

wa-la yasihhu qiwamuhi min duna ma huwa fihi).»

(§ 2] [ Existing in something’ without any additional qualification applies to
many different things] Our saying ‘that which exists in something’ (innahu I-
mawgidu fi Say’in) applies to many things — to some by way of synonymy (bi-t-
tawatu’), to some by way of modulation [i.e., ‘focal homonymy’] (bi-t-taskik),
and to some by way of similarity (bi-I-istibah). The manner in which it [i.e., the
description ‘existing in something’] applies to all of these things is neither the
manner in which a synonymous expression (lafz mutawati’) would apply nor the
manner in which a modulated expression (lafz musakkik) would apply; rather, it
applies [to them] as a homonymous expression (wuqu© lafz mustarak), that is to
say, whenever it is put into relation to all of these things (ida gisa ila gami‘iha).

Nor is this explanation (bayan) which is constructed upon it a definitional
explanation (bayan haddi) — and it is not even a real description (rasm hagqiqi).
Rather, it is a kind of explanation by which one is led forward to the name
(naw‘un mina l-bayani I-muhali bihi ‘ala l-ism), just like one explains a name by
a name which is more widespread and more known (bi-smin ashara wa-a‘rafa).

[§ 3] The shortcoming of this [description] is that the masses (al-§umhir)
know various things which are said to be ‘in something’ (fi $ay’). Therefore, the
one who gives this explanation (al-ati bi-hada I-bayan) intends to say that this
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accident is ‘that which is in a subject’ (al-ka@’in fi I-mawdu) and that its ‘being in
a subject’ is neither like such-and-such a manner of being in something nor like
such-and-such a manner [of being in something] until the homonymy (al-istirak
fi l-ism) ultimately vanishes so that only one single meaning remains which then
— after the uncertainty (Subha) which is due to homonymy has been removed -
is made known by means of examples. For the removal of the uncertainty which
is due to homonymy can come about in two ways:

[1] First, by giving the definition which is intended by the name or by giv-
ing the description.

[2] Second, by negating [all] those meanings which are included under the
homonymous usage of the name (al-ma‘ani ad-dahila tahta istirak al-ism) until
that which remains is indicated (hatta yudalla ‘ala I-baqi), not with regard to its
essence, but by negating all that which does not apply to it.

[ed. Madkar, p. 28, 1. 16]
[Group 1: distinctions on the basis of the interpretation of “being in something”]

[§ 4] [Distinction I: ‘the accident in the subject’ vs ‘the whole in the parts’]
Thus, by his saying ‘that which exists in something’ he distinguishes ‘the state
of the accident’ from ‘the state of the whole in the parts’ (al-kull fi I-agza’). For
the whole has a form of completeness which does not subsist by itself but rather
in the parts altogether, not in every single one of them; ‘tenness’ (al-‘asriyya),
for example, is a certain wholeness (kulliyyatun ma) which is not realized in
every single ‘one’ but in all of its parts — for whenever they are complete and
are added up, the form of ‘tenness’ will be realized as a result. Through first
philosophy this will become clear to you according to its true nature (‘ala kun-
hihi). As soon as one says ‘that which exists in something’ [in contrast to ‘that
which exists in the totality of things’], the uncertain relation between ‘accident’
and ‘wholeness’ (kulliyya) has already been removed.

[ed. Madkar, p. 29, 1. 6]

[(I.D.2) al-Hilli (fol. 16b, 1l. 12-13): “Second Investigation (baht): Replies to the Ob-
jections to Our Saying ‘In Something’ (agwibat i‘tiradat ‘ala qawlina fi Say’in)”]

[§ 5] [Objection (a): ‘Being in something” does not comprise relata] Someone
might say:
«The relations (al-idafat), such as ‘contiguity,” ‘brotherhood’ and others, exist in

two things, not in one thing.»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (a)] — The reply to this is what we will say in
the proper place, namely in the context of defining the relatum (min ta‘rifina I-
mudafa).
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[§ 6] [Objection (b): Time is an accident and yet it is not in something] Some-
one might say:

«Time (az-zaman) is, according to your view (‘indakum), an accident — and it is not
in something.»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (b)] — The reply to this is: It is in something. An
explanation of this will be given in physics (al-ilm at-tabi).

[§ 7] [Objection (c): Place is an accident and yet it is not in that which has the
place] Someone might say:

«Place is also an accident and yet it is not in ‘that which has a place’ (al-
mutamakkin).»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (c)] —The reply to this is: It is in something. An
explanation of this will also be given in physics (al-ilm at-tabii).

The logician cannot provide a sufficient explanation of this. Rather, he must
remind people of the fact that this premise, namely that time is not in a place,
should not be taken for granted; and the same holds for other [premises] as well.

[§ 8] [Objection (d): Wholeness is an accident as well but it does not exist in
one single thing] Someone might say:

«Even though the whole (al-kull) is a substance, the wholeness (al-kulliyya) is in

things and is an accident. For according to your view (‘indakum), the wholeness,

such as, for example, ‘tenness’ and other such things, is not counted among sub-
stances; rather, these are accidents; and their existence is not in one single thing.»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (d)] — [In reply to this] it is said: It is not pre-
cluded that the first subject of the accident is composed of numerous things
whose totality had become a subject for the accident (mu’allafan min asya’in
katiratin takunu gumlatuha qad sarat mawdi‘an li-I-‘arad). This totality, inas-
much as it is a totality, is the subject of that accident. And it is, inasmuch as it is
a totality, one single thing. Thus, if the wholeness (al-kulliyya) is an accident
and has a subject, the subject which bears it is not its subject, inasmuch as it is
[numerous] things, so that every single one of them would bear that accident,
but inasmuch as there is something which is the result of their aggregation
(hasilun min igtima‘iha). It is merely precluded that the accident is in [numer-
ous] things in such a manner that one single accident is an accident in every
single one of these things (‘ala an yakiina l-wahidu minhi ‘aradan fi kulli
wahidin minha).

[§ 9] [Objection (e): If these numerous things make up a unity, why did you
say before that the whole is in numerous things and not in one single thing (see
above: distinction I)?] If someone says:

«Why was your reply [to the question] concerning the existence of the whole in the
parts not this reply? And why did you argue that the accident [in the subject] is dis-
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tinguished from the whole [in the parts] on account of the fact that the whole is in
[numerous] things? For the whole is not in every single one of them but in their to-
tality (§umla) — and this totality is one single thing, inasmuch as it is a totality.»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (e)] — Then we say [in reply to this]: It is not
permissible to say that the whole is in the totality of the parts (innahi fi gumlati
l-agza’) since it itself is the totality of the parts; for the sum of the parts is noth-
ing else than the totality (fa-la yakuinu magmi‘u l-agza’i say’an duna I-kull).
Thus, how should the whole be by itself (fa-kayfa yakinu I-kullu fi nafsihi)? As
for the wholeness (al-kulliyya), it is that with regard to which this is said (allati
tugalu fiha dalika); it is the state of this totality, inasmuch as it is a totality (halu
hadihi I-gumlati min haytu hiya gumlatun).

[§ 10] [ ‘The whole in the parts’ is only a metaphorical expression] In reality
(bi-l-haqiqa), whenever someone says ‘the whole is in the parts,” this is figura-
tive speech (qawl magazi). Its meaning is that the existence of the wholeness
(kulliyya), on account of which the whole is what it is (allati biha l-kullu huwa
ma huwa), is in the parts — as if the parts were things to which occurs a certain
[accidental] property from which the whole is derived (ka-anna l-agza’a asya’un
ya‘ridu laha hay’atun ma yakunu minha l-kull); this property is the wholeness
(al-kulliyya); and this property is a general accident (‘arad gami‘). The whole is
composed (mu’allaf) of that property and of the singular things (al-afrad).
Therefore, one [only] says per accidens (bi-I-‘arad) that the whole is in the parts,
i.e., its wholeness is in the parts and its subsistence is in the parts (ay kulliyatuhu
fi l-agza’ wa-qiwamuhi fi l-agza’).

You do not really need to occupy yourself with this distinction but you only
need to do so in view of the initial confusion over the term in its literal and in its
figurative usage (al-iltibasu fi badi’i l-amri bayna I-musta‘mali bi-lI-haqiqati wa-
bayna l-magazi). With regard to the examples adduced in these places, it may
very well be the case that you also come to know the difference between the
literal [meaning] and the figurative [meaning] (bayna I-haqiqi wa-bayna I-
magazi) of which you initially might not have known that it is figurative. But it
seems that we do not have an urgent need for [knowing] this difference. I think
that the first one who gave this description (ar-rasim al-awwal) did not have
anything in mind which concerns this difference. Rather, this is an invention of
people who make a forced effort (al-mutakallifina). The aspect which consti-
tutes the forced effort is as follows: Whenever one says of the whole that it is in
an object (fi amrin), it is merely said to be in several things (fa-innama yuqalu
innahi fi asya’in), even if in reality it is neither in a thing nor in numerous in-
stances of the thing (wa-in kana huwa bi-lI-haqiqati la fi Say’in wa-la fi asya’in
minha) [since this is only a metaphorical expression].

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

242 4. Unity and Predicability of Accident and Substance

[ed. Madkar, p. 31, L. 1]

[§ 11] [Summary: The accident vs the whole] [1] As for the accident, it is on-
ly an accident because it is in something (fa-innama huwa ‘aradun li-annahi fi
Say’). If it should happen that it is in a certain respect in numerous things, it is
not an accident on account of this fact but on account of the fact that it is in
something, be it a sum of things or something else. [2] As for the whole, its be-
ing a whole is only according to figurative speech ‘in several things and not in
something [i.e., one thing].’

[§ 12] [Distinction II: The distinction between the literal and the metaphorical
usage of ‘in something’ may also be extended to distinguishing the ‘accident in the
subject’ from ‘the genus in the species’ or, generally speaking, ‘the universal in the
particular’ (Ila: ‘with regard to being general’; later on, IIb will be introduced: ‘with
regard to the nature’] This is a way of explaining this difference. In my opinion,
one needs this [i.e., this way of explaining the difference between the accident
and the whole]. If one needs it, this also marks a difference between ‘the exist-
ence of the accident in the subject’ and ‘the existence of the genus in the species
(anwa‘),” with regard to being general (min haytu I-‘umiam), and ‘the existence of
the species (naw?) in the individuals,” and, in general, between it [i.e., the acci-
dent] and ‘the existence of the universal (kulli) in the particulars (uz’iyyat),
inasmuch as it is universal [i.e., a universal exists in the particulars only meta-
phorically].’

[ed. Madkar, p. 31, 1. 8]

[(I.D.3) al-Hilli (fol. 17b, 1l. 20-21): “Third Investigation (baht): The Meaning of

Our Saying ‘In Something Not as a Part of It’ (ma‘na gqawlina fi Say’in la ka-guz’in

minhi)”]

[§ 13] [Distinction III: ‘the accident in the subject’ vs form in matter’] If by
our saying ‘that which exists in something’ (al-mawgud fi $ay’) we mean ‘in
something whose subsistence is realized by itself (fi Say’ mutahassil al-giwam bi-
nafsihi) and whose thingness (Say’iyya) had already been completed without that
which exists in it or is complete without it so that that which it bears [i.e., that
for which it function as a substrate] does not bring it into subsistence (la
yuqawwimuhi ma yahmiluhu), this marks a difference (farg) between ‘the state
of the accident in the subject ‘ (hal al-‘arad fi I-mawdu‘) and ‘the state of form in
matter’ (hal as-sura fi I-madda). For form is the thing which renders its substrate
‘existent in actu’ (al-amr alladi yag‘alu mahallahi mawgudan bi-I-fil) - and its
substrate is by itself not a thing in actu (laysa bi-nafsihi Say’an bi-I-fi‘l) but only
through form (illa bi-s-sira).
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[ed. Madkar, p. 31, 1. 12]
[Group 2: distinctions on the basis of the additional formula ‘not as a part of it’]

(§ 14] [Distinctions IV (part in the whole), IIb (nature of the genus in the na-
ture of the species), V (the species in the genus = the particular in the universal), VI
(matter in the compound), VII (form in the compound)] His saying ‘not as a part of
it’ distinguishes that [i.e., the accident] from [IV] ‘the existence of the part in the
whole’ (wugud al-guz’ fi I-kull), [IIb] ‘the existence of the nature of the genus in
the nature of one single species, inasmuch as both are natures’ (wugid tabi‘at al-
gins fi tabi‘at an-naw* al-wahid min haytu huma tabi‘atani), [V] ‘the existence of
the generality of the species in the generality of the genus, inasmuch as both are
general’ (wugud ‘umimiyyat an-naw* fi ‘umimiyyat al-gins min haytu huma
‘@ammani), and, in general, it distinguishes ‘the state of the accident in the sub-
ject’ from ‘the state of the particular in the universal’ (hal al-guz’t fi l-kulli)
which is the regard in which one says of the particular that it is in the universal.

[VI] Likewise, it distinguishes it from ‘the existence of matter in the com-
pound’ and [VII] from ‘[the existence of] form in the compound.’

[ed. Madkar, p. 31,1. 17]

[(I.D.4) al-Hilli (fol. 18a, 1. 10-11): “Fourth Investigation (baht): The Meaning of
Our Saying ‘Its Subsistence Is Not Possible in Separation from It’ (ma‘na gawlina
wa-la yumkinu giwamuhiu mufariqan lahu)”]

[Group 3: distinctions on the basis of the additional formula ‘its subsistence is not pos-
sible in separation from it’]

[§ 15] [Distinctions VIII (in time), IX (in a place), X (in a goal), XI (substance
in accident), XII (matter in form), IIb (nature of the genus in the nature of the spe-
cies)] [VIII] His saying ‘its subsistence is not possible in separation from it dis-
tinguishes ‘the being of the accident in its subject’ (kawn al-‘arad fi mawdu‘ihi)
from ‘the thing being in time’ (kawn as-Say’ fi z-zaman). For the thing which is
in any instance of time whatsoever (fi ay zaman faradtahu) can be assumed to be
separated from it in favor of another instance of time (ila zaman ahar). But this
is not the case with the state of the accident in its subject.

[ed. Madkar, p. 32, 1. 1]

[§ 16] [IX] And likewise, [the formula ‘its subsistence is not possible in sep-
aration from it’ distinguishes the accident from] ‘the thing in the place’ (as-say’
fi I-makan). For from the fact that it is in a place it does not necessarily follow
that it is such that it would not subsist without the place. For neither from the
fact that this is something which has a place (min haytu huwa di makan) nor
from the fact that that is a place (min haytu dalika makanun) does it follow that
that which has a place cannot be separated from the place. If this should be the
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case [i.e., if the thing should indeed be inseparable from its place], it would have
to be so for a different reason. However, the manner in which an accident is in a
subject necessitates it [i.e., the inseparability], inasmuch as this is a subject and
that is an accident.

[§ 17] [X] And likewise, [the inseparability criterion distinguishes the acci-
dent from] ‘the thing being in the goal’ (kawn as-$ay’ fi I-gaya). For ‘the thing
being in the goal’ may be separated from the goal, such as ‘man in happiness’
(al-insan fi s-sa‘ada), ‘the body in health’ (al-badan fi s-sihha), and ‘the manager
in the management’ (as-sa’is fi s-siyasa).

[§ 18] [XI] Likewise, [it distinguishes the accident from] ‘substance being in
the accident’; for the substance is separable from the accident and its subsistence
is possible without it.

[§ 19] [XII] Likewise, nothing precludes that matter [in form], inasmuch as
it has the meaning of matter, is separated from form in favor of another form.

[§ 20] [ad IIb] And the nature of the genus may exist in separation from the
nature of the species in another species (qad tugadu mufariqatan li-tabi‘ati n-
naw‘i fi naw‘in ahar).

However, logic cannot provide a sufficient investigation of such issues.

[ed. Madkar, p. 32, 1. 11]

[(I.D.5) al-Hilli (fol. 18b, 1. 10-11): “Fifth Investigation (bahi): Replies to the Objec-
tions to That (agwibat i‘tiradat ‘ala dalika)”]

[§ 21] Nonetheless [i.e., even though logic is not the proper place to discuss
these questions], the aporiai with regard to this [description] are numerous
(lakinna s-Sukika ‘ala hada katiratun). Let us mention these [aporiai] and let us
solve them in a certain manner.

[§ 22] [Aporia (a): Six cases in which the inseparability criterion applies to
other things besides accidents] Among them is the following [aporial:

«[i] One says of the thing that it is in time in the absolute sense (innahi fi z-zamani
I-mutlaq); and it cannot be separated from time in the absolute sense. [ii] And one
says of the thing that it is in place in the absolute sense (innahu fi l-makani I-
mutlaq); and it cannot be separated from place in the absolute sense. [iii] Likewise,
one says of a substance that it is in the accident in the absolute sense; and it cannot
be separated from the accident in the absolute sense. [iv] Some bodies cannot exist
unless in the place which they are in — and yet these [bodies] are not accidents, just
like the moon in its orbit (falak). [v] Some matters (mawadd) cannot be separated
from the form which they have in favor of another form, such as the matter of the
celestial sphere (falak) — and yet these are not accidents. [vi] No form (la Say’a mina
s-sura) can be separated from matter — and yet you had said: ‘Form being in matter
differs from the [accidental] thing being in a subject.’»

[§ 23] [Ibn Sina’s solution of aporia (a)] — [In reply to this] we say:
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[ad ¥/ii/iii. An argument to solve these three cases: A specifically determined
accident exists in a specifically determined subject — and not in a thing in the abso-
lute sense] First of all, the meaning of our saying ‘it is impossible for it to be
separated from that which it is in’ is that any specifically determined existent
belonging to it whatsoever (ay mawgiud mu‘ayyan minhi ahadtahi)) which is in
the specifically determined thing in which it exists (fi s-Say’ al-muta‘ayyin alladi
huwa fihi mawgudun) may not be separated from that specifically determined
thing (lam yaguz mufaraqatuhu li-dalika I-mu‘ayyan); rather, the very cause of
its subsistence is that it is in it (bal ‘illatu qiwamihi hiya annahu fihi). It is not
the case that this [i.e., the subject which the accident exists in] is a thing which
it becomes attached to after it [i.e., the accident] had already been constituted in
actu [i.e., after it had already been brought into subsistence]. For this reason, the
accident has specifically been designated by the name ‘that which exists in a
subject’; for this is the manner of [its] existence (id huwa i‘tibaru l-wugid). And
the other one has specifically been designated by the expression ‘being said of
the subject’ (al-qawl ‘ala I-mawdu); for the universal is only existent in the lin-
guistic expression or in conceptualization (id al-kulli innama yakinu mawgudan
fi Hafz aw fi t-tasawwur) — and both [i.e., both uttered language and mental
language] are a statement (gawl) [i.e., universals only exist in language or in
thought, not in extra-linguistic and extra-mental reality]. This is our aim
(garaduna) in what we are saying [here]. Thus, the doubt (Subha) about [ad ii]
place in the absolute sense, [ad i] time in the absolute sense, and [ad iii] accident
in the absolute sense (al-makan wa-z-zaman wa-I-‘arad al-mutlaqat) vanishes on
account of what we have stipulated about the specific determination [of the
accident and its subject] (ma istaratnahu mina t-ta‘yin).

[§ 24] [Another argument: A thing in the absolute sense exists only in the
mind] Moreover, [the doubt vanishes] with regard to the fact that something is
in things in the absolute sense only according to imagination (min gihati anna $-
Say’a innama yakunu fi I-mutlaqati bi-hasabi l-wahm). Our account [of the de-
scription of accident], however, has been given according to [concrete] existence
(bi-hasabi l-wugud). As you know, nothing is in existence except concrete things
existing in concrete things which are all individual (a‘yan mawgida fi a‘yan
kulluha Sahsiyya). Our account concerns the mode of existence which they have
(nahw wugudiha alladi laha) - and not the mode of imagination (nahw at-
tawahhum). If instead we were to consider the mode of imagination, it would
indeed be possible for us to take many accidents as being separable from the
subjects in imagination (mufarigan li-I-mawdi‘at fi t-tawahhum).

[ed. Madkar, p. 33,1. 9]

[§ 25] [ad iv. An argument to solve the doubt about the moon in its orbit] As
for the moon in its orbit, this is something which becomes attached to it by way
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of an extrinsic attachment (amrun lazimahii min harigin luziman) — not in such
a manner that the cause for the existence of the moon, inasmuch as it is the na-
ture of moonness (min haytu hiya tabi‘atu I-gamriyya), would be its being in its
place [namely in its orbit]. Therefore, it is possible to assume that in a certain
regard the moon has a part (an yufrada li-I-qamri guz’un bi-waghin ma); for
every body can be assumed to have a part in a certain regard; and that which is
assumed as one of its parts is not characterized as being in the place of the
whole or as being in any place whatsoever. You will learn this [namely that the
part has no place] in physics. Besides that, the reason for this does not lie in the
fact that it [i.e., the moon] is in the place - so that its being in the place would
make it necessary that it is inseparable from the place. Rather, this becomes
necessary only on account of something else than its being in the place. The
accident, however, has this [i.e., the property of ‘being unable to exist in separa-
tion’] on account of the fact that it is in a subject.

[§ 26] [ad vi. An argument to solve the doubt about form in matter] As for the
form which is in matter (as-sira allati fi I-madda), according to the view of those
philosophers who establish the validity of their claims (‘inda I-hukama’ al-
muhassilina) matter is not the cause of its subsistence (laysat al-maddatu ‘illata
qiwamiha); rather, the cause of [the existence of] form is a thing which is also
the cause of [the existence of] matter, although [with regard to the cause of the
existence of matter] this is only the case through the intermediation of form (bi-
tawassuti s-sura). The fact that its essence has a disposition towards that which
it constitutes as existing in actu [i.e., a certain matter] is [merely] a concomitant
[property] of form.

[ed. Madkar, p. 34, L. 1]

[§ 27] [Report of an earlier account of the difference between ‘the form in mat-
ter’ and ‘the accident in a subject’] Some people said (qala gawmuny):

«The difference between ‘the existence of form in matter’ and ‘the existence of the

accident in the subject’ is that form is a part of the compound (anna s-surata takinu

Suz’an mina l-murakkab), whereas the accident is neither a part of the subject nor
of the compound.»

And the result of this was that some people ultimately said:

«If you do not put form into relation to the compound but to the recipient (al-qabil),
it [i.e., the form] is an accident. And if you put the accident into relation to that
which results from combining it [i.e., the accident] with the subject, it [i.e., the acci-
dent] is a form.»

(§ 28] [Ibn Sina’s critique of this view] This account is quite vicious and con-
fused! This is because in the preceding description [of accident] it had neither
been stipulated that the accident is not a part of anything whatsoever nor that it
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is not™® a part of the compound; rather, [it had been stipulated] that it is not a
part of the subject when it had been said ‘not as a part of it’ (la ka-guz’ minhau),
i.e., ‘of the subject’ (ay mina I-mawdu’), i.e., of that in which it is an accident (ay
mina lladi huwa ‘aradun fihi). So let this be a difference between ‘the existence
of the accident in the subject’ and ‘the existence of form in the compound’! But
that is not what is sought (wa-laysa I-matliubu hada). Rather, what is sought is
the difference between ‘the existence of the accident in the subject’ and ‘the
existence of form in matter’ which is a different consideration than ‘the exist-
ence of form in that which is compounded of it and of matter.” If in the descrip-
tion [of accident] it had been said ‘the accident exists in something not as a part
of anything whatsoever’ (inna I-‘arada mawgudun fi Say’in la ka-guz’in min
Say’in al-battata), then the issue would indeed be in accordance with what they
say. And if therefore the accident were not a part of anything whatsoever, nei-
ther of the subject nor of the compound, and if the form, in turn, were a part of
one of these two, namely of the compound - not a part of matter —, then the
difference [between accident and form] would perhaps be in accordance with
this account [which these other scholars gave].

However, this is not what is understood by our saying ‘existing in some-
thing not as a part of it’; rather, what is understood by this statement is that it is
not a part of the thing in which it exists in the manner in which something ex-
ists in its substrate. Since this is not what had been said — and since, in addition
to that, it is not true — their view is merely a folly (hadayan)!

The reason why this [i.e., their interpretation] is not true is precisely the
fact that accidents may very well be parts of things which are compounded of
them and of substances (agza’ min murakkabat minha wa-mina I-g§awahir). Thus,
from the composition of a substance and an accident a meaning which is com-
pounded of these two (ma‘na murakkab minhuma) and which each of these two
is a part of (kullu wahidin minhuma guz’un minhu) may result, just like [exam-
ple 1] the ‘chair’ is [compounded] of ‘wood’ and an accident in it (‘arid fihi). The
‘wood’ is, in reality, its subject [i.e., that which underlies the shape of the chair]
and not a matter (wa-I-hasabu mawdu‘un lahu bi-I-haqiqati laysa bi-maddatin);
and just like [example 2] in the case of the ‘hollowness’ (taq‘r): for from [the
composition] of it and of the ‘nose’ results a thing, namely ‘the snub-nosed’ (al-
aftas). Hence, this consideration [of the difference between accident and form] is
vicious and futile!

558 [34.6] Read with MSS B (not in app.), LB3, LG4, SA (not in app.), TD3 wa-la fihi an la
yakuina instead of wa-la fihi an yakina (EC).
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[ed. Madkar, p. 35, L. 1]

[§ 29] [Does Aristotle in Cat. 2 refer to accident in a more general sense than
the ontological accident, namely to ‘being in a substrate’ either in the sense of the
accident or in the sense of form?] There is something which you must carefully
pay attention to (Say’un yagibu an tamila ilayhi kulla I-mil), namely that it ap-
pears to be the case that in this description by which the accident had been de-
scribed [the expression] ‘accident’ was not intended to refer to that [accident] of
which - and of whose distinction from form — man attains knowledge as soon as
he has penetrated deeply into philosophy; rather, what had been intended is a
meaning which is more general than this accident [i.e., more general than the
ontological accident which will be treated more thoroughly in metaphysics]
(ma‘na a‘amm min ma‘na hada I-‘arad), namely the meaning which comprises
both this accident and the form (al-ma‘na lladi ya‘ummu hada I-‘arada wa-s-
sira) — and this [comprehensive meaning] is ‘being in a substrate’ (al-kawn fi I-
mahall), whereas that which occurs [to the substrate] is a property of it (wa-I-
hasilu hay’atun lahi), regardless of whether this substrate (mahall) is a matter
(madda) or a subject (mawdit‘). For it is not to be excluded (la yab‘udu) that the
name ‘accident’ is said of these two [different] things [i.e., of ‘form’ and of ‘acci-
dent stricto sensu’] in such a manner that they both coincide in it and in what is
understood by it in a certain respect [namely in the aspect of ‘inhering in some-
thing’] (qawlan yattafigani fihi wa-fi mafhumiha bi-waghin). However, similari-
ty (istibah) is neither unavoidable nor inescapable.

[ed. Madkar, p. 35, L. 6]

[§ 30] [ad v. The reverse case: ‘Matter inhering in form’ (= distinction XII)] As
for the case of the matter which is in a form (amru I-maddati I-ka’inati fi suratin)
in such a manner that the matter cannot be separated from that form in favor of
another one, this is a difficult issue (amr muskil). It is as if it [i.e., the case of
‘matter in form’] would render this description faulty and defective; for it makes
it comprise both this matter and the accident (‘amm li-hadihi I-madda wa-I-
‘arad). And, what is more, one says of matter that it is in this form [in such a
manner that it complies] with these other conditions [i.e., the matter which is
inseparable from the form would fulfill all other conditions which according to
the description of Cat. 2 the accident fulfills].

(§ 31] [A general reply to the problematic case v: The Categories addresses the
general public and is based on commonly known terminological conventions] It
seems that one of the considerations (wuguh) by which one replies to this [ob-
jection] and which serves as a reply to other issues as well is the fact that this
book is only addressed to the general public; for the beginner is also counted as
belonging to the level of the general public. This description is based upon a
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linguistic expression in its commonly known usage (lafz muta‘arif) — and the
explanation of its states is provided in accordance with the linguistic expression.

[§ 32] Furthermore, the commonly known usage of the expression ‘in’
(lafzat fi) includes neither the relation of form to matter nor to the relation of
matter to form. But it does include both the relation of the substances to the
accidents, just like their saying ‘Zayd is in a state of being relaxed’ (Zayd fi r-
raha), and the relation of the accidents to the substances, just like their saying
‘whiteness is in a body’ - along with other things which the commonly known
usage [of the expression ‘in’] comprises, such as [ad distinction VIII] ‘the thing
in time’ (as-Say’ fi z-zaman), [ad distinction IX] ‘[the thing] in the place,” [dis-
tinction XIII] ‘[the thing] in the container’ (fi l-ina’), [ad distinction IV] ‘the part
in the whole’ and whatever follows this pattern. If the difference (farg) [between
the ‘being in something of the accident and the ‘being in something’ of other
things] is attained by means of excluding these commonly known ways [of us-
ing the expression ‘in’], then in the commonly known usage nothing which is
said to be ‘in something’ would remain, except for the accident; hence, the stu-
dent (al-muta‘allim) would immediately be of the opinion that that existence is
‘the existence of the accident in the substance,” even though this is not the case.

[§ 33] We have already indicated that this definition is given in accordance
with the linguistic expression (bi-hasabi Il-lafz) and not in accordance with a
comprehensive meaning (laysa bi-hasabi ma‘nan gami‘in) which is posited in a
general sense and to which subsequently differentiae are attached. If it [i.e., this
definition] is given in accordance with the linguistic expression and its differen-
tiation (bi-hasabi l-lafzi wa-tafsilihi) — and in the manner we have indicated —, it
is not implausible to consider in it the usage of the general public (al-isti‘mal al-
Sumhiari) and not those terminological conventions (istilahat) which are only
attained after the commonly known usage of the general public and which can
be used in the sciences upon closer examination.

Hence, it is not possible to grasp a [strict philosophical] purpose of this
[common-sense usage of ‘in something’ which is applied in Cat. 2]. For the ap-
plication of a name to [numerous] things by way of homonymy or by way of
similarity (bi-l-istirak awi l-iStibah) does not pertain to those things which are
assessed in a precise way or which are defined (mimma yudbatu aw yuhaddu).
One can give a precise assessment or a definition only of things with regard to
which one intends a compliance with the meaning (mura‘atu I-ma‘na), be it by
way of synonymy (tawdju) or by way of modulation (taskik) [i.e., ‘focal
homonymy’], as we have mentioned.

If matter and form are both in accordance with the description (sifa) that
has been given of them, the general public does not use the expression ‘one of
them is in (fi) the other one’ but rather says ‘[one of them] is with (ma‘a) the
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other one,” especially in the case of ‘matter in form’ [i.e., according to the gen-
eral linguistic convention one would have to say ‘matter is with form’].

[ed. Madkar, p. 36, L. 7]

[§ 34] If someone intends to remove this [homonymy on account of] simi-
larity (istibah), which we are now confronted with in light of the existence of
the [strictly scientific] terminological conventions which came up after the
commonly known convention, he needs to augment [the expression] ‘that which
exists in something’ by [the description] ‘in such a manner that it [ie., the in-
hering thing] provides it [i.e., the substrate] with an attribute and a characteri-
zation’ (ga‘ilan iyyahu sifatun wa-na‘tun). For this is not more modulated or
even more homonymous (fa-inna hada laysa asadda taskikan bal ittifagan) than
the expression ‘that which exists in something’ (lafzat al-mawgud fi say’). For
while matter does not provide form with an attribute and characterization, i.e.,
the [kind of] matter with regard to which the objection had been raised, it is the
form which provides it [i.e., matter] with a characterization and an attribute.

[§ 35] [A futile attempt at providing a distinction between matter and form] If
someone says:

«The difference is as follows: It lies in the nature of matter that it can replace a form
through which it is brought into subsistence, such as this form, [by another form];
but it is the form which does not disappear from it. Therefore, it [i.e., the fact that
form is inseparably attached to matter] is a constraint which [is not due to the na-
ture of matter but which] accidentally occurs to it on account of this form. As for
the accident [in contrast to matter], it lies in its nature that it is ‘that which is
brought into subsistence through the subject (mutagawwim bi-l-mawdu?)’ and it
does not lie in its nature that it is transferred from it [to another subject] (wa-laysa
fitiba‘iha l-intiqalu ‘anha).»

— This statement is unacceptable. For it will be verified in the sciences
(‘ulézm) that the matter with regard to which the objection had been raised (inna
I-maddata llati fiha $-Sakk) cannot subsist without a form (la taqumu bi-la sira)
and that the ability to receive another form does not lie in its nature; thus, its
nature relies upon this form (mawgqifan ‘ala hadihi s-sura).

[§ 36] However, we have insured our expression against this [way of draw-
ing a] distinction [between matter and accident] (‘ala anna dammana i‘tibarana
‘an hadihi t-tafriqa) in such a manner that it is not improbable that we have hit
upon a point which concerns the difference [between matter and accident],
namely the fact that we have said: [a] It is not necessary that matter — on ac-
count of its being a matter (li-kawniha maddatan) - is dependent on and con-
nected to a specifically determined form (la yalzamuha an takina muta‘alliqatan
muqaranatan li-suratin bi-‘ayniha); rather, only after its being a matter this [in-
separable connection to a specific form] might become necessary for it on ac-
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count of a species-related property or a nature, whichever it might be (li-
naw‘iyyatin aw tabi‘iyyatin kayfa kanat). [b] As for the accident, [in contrast to
matter] its dependence on the subject is due to the most general of its meanings
(ta‘alluquhi bi-l-mawdi‘i li-a‘amma ma‘anihi), namely its being an accident
(kawnuhu ‘aradan). This is also convincing.

[ed. Madkar, p. 37,1. 1]

[§ 37] [Aporia (b): Inseparable accidents without which the substance could
not subsist] Among the aporiai [which are discussed in connection with the de-
scription of the accident] is also the issue of those accidents which are insepara-
ble (al-a‘rad allati la tufariqu) and without which the substance could not subsist
(la yagadu l-gawharu qa’iman diunaha).

[Ibn Sina’s reply to aporia (b)] — But it is not the case that the reason why
they are inseparable is precisely the fact that the substance is brought into sub-
sistence on account of being in them so that ‘its [i.e., the substance’s] subsist-
ence would not be possible without them’ (Ia yasihhu qiwamuhu dunaha) [cf. the
description of accident above]. Rather, this is a concomitant property of it [i.e.,
of substance] (bal dalika amrun lazimun lahé). And it [i.e., substance] brings
them [i.e., the accidents] into subsistence [and not the other way around]. As for
the accident, the meaning of [the statement] ‘it is inseparable’ (annahu la
yufariqu) is that its subsistence is not possible by itself in separation (bi-nafsihi
mufarigan) but its subsistence is derived from something which is inseparable
(mustafadun mimma la yufariqu).

[§ 38] [Since in the mind accidents are separable from substances the insepa-
rability criterion does not distinguish between accidents and substances at the intel-
lective level] However, with regard to the separation which the imagination
achieves, there is no difference between substance and accident; for the imagina-
tion may separate the accident from the substance (fa-inna [-‘arada qad
yufarriquhii I-wahmu ‘ani I-gawhar).

[ed. Madkar, p. 37,1. 7]

[§ 39] [Aporia (c): Accidents are separated when they vanish] Another aporia
in connection with this description is as follows:

«There are accidents which are separated from the substance by way of vanishing
(mina l-a‘radi ma yufariqu I-gawhara bi-butlanihi). But [in contrast to this phenom-
enon] you have said: “The accident is not separated from the substance.’»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to aporia (c)] — [In reply to this], it is said: By this we mean
that it [ie., the accident] is not separated [from the substance] as something
which subsists without it [i.e., without the substance]. As for the case in which it
[i.e., the accident] is separated from it on account of the fact that it [i.e., the
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substance] remains [in existence], whereas the accident vanishes, this is some-
thing we did not speak about. Don’t you know that we have said: ‘it is impossi-
ble for it to have subsistence without that which it is in’?

[ed. Madkar, p. 37, 1. 11]

[§ 40] [Aporia (d): The fragrance of the apple] Another aporia in connection
with this [description] is the following statement:

«According to your view the fragrance is an accident (inna r-ra@’ihata ‘indakum

‘aradun). Therefore it would have to follow that it cannot subsist in separation from

the apple (mufariqatan li-t-tuffah). But we do see the fragrance subsist in separation
from the apple in another subject.»*”

[§ 41] [Ibn Sina’s reply to aporia (d)] — It is said [in reply] to this: Whenever
the fragrance which comes from the apple exists in the air, it is not the case that
it has been transferred from the apple [to the air] and has abandoned the apple.
Likewise, whenever the heat which comes from the fire exists in the air, it is not
the case that it has been transferred from the fire [to the air] and has abandoned
the fire. Rather, this either happens through the origination (hudit) of another
heat and another fragrance in the air; or through the scattering of parts which
dissolve from it in the air (‘ala sabili inbitati agza’in mutahallilatin minha fi I-
hawa’). Physics will yield the truth about this issue.

[§ 42] If it were correct (law kana sahihan) that whenever the air is fragrant
and whenever it is heated the quality [of heat] has vanished from the fire and
the quality [of fragrance] has vanished from the apple so that both of them
would exist without the respective quality; and if, furthermore, it were correct
that the two qualities would not have vanished from the fire and from the apple
if there had been no transfer [to the air]; and if these two [qualities] did not
exist in the air as a new formation (ibtida’an) but if exactly the same thing
which had previously existed in the fire and in the apple had been transferred,
not in such a manner that it disappeared and thereupon the origination of some-
thing similar took place, [if all this were the case], this [interpretation] would be
true. But physics will show that the situation is quite different! Thus, as long as
this premise cannot be taken for granted, the [alleged] contradiction does not
follow.

[§ 43] The most a logician can achieve is to know that it [i.e., the alleged
contradiction] does not follow! If, however, the logician should occupy himself
with explaining and clarifying how this is the case, as has been customary to do,
he would transgress the boundaries of his discipline without possessing the
sufficient ability to achieve what he intends.

559 Cf. Simplicius, In Categorias, p. 49, 1l. 10-20.
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b. On Accident 2: Ibn Sina, K. a§-§ifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqulat, 11,2
[ed. Madkar, pp. 63-66]

Accident Is Not a Genus for the Nine [Accidental Categories]; a Criti-
cal Review (ta‘aqqub) of What Has Been Said about This

[(I1.B) al-Hilli (fol. 36b, 1l. 2-3): “The Second Issue (matlab): Accident Is Not a Genus for
the Nine Categories; a Critical Review of What Has Been Said about This; in It Are
Two Investigations (bahtani)”]

[ed. Madkar, p. 63, 1. 4]

[(I1.B.1) al-Hilli (fol. 36b, 1l. 3-4): “First [Investigation]: Some of the Indications
They Have Given of This (ba‘d adillatihim “ala dalika)”]

[§ 1] [(I) An erroneous argument for the claim that accident is not a genus of
the nine accidental categories: The definition of accident does not include all acci-
dents (i.e., ‘accident’ is said equivocally)] There are some well-known statements
(agwal mashiura) about the fact that the accident may not be taken to be a genus
in relation to these nine [accidental categories] (fi man‘i ginsiyyatihi li-hadihi t-
tis‘a). Among these is their following statement (minha qawluhum):

«The definition of accident does not include all nine [accidental categories] in the
proper sense [but some of them only figuratively] (inna hadda l-‘aradi la yatanawa-
lu t-tis‘ata tanawulan haqigiyyan).»

[§ 2] [(1) The category of when does not fall under the definition of accident]
They try to corroborate this by way of examples (yuhawiluna tashihahi bi-
amtilatin®®); among these is their following statement:

«In the case of ‘yesterday’ (ams) and ‘last year’ (‘@am awwal) each of these is one
single thing (kullu wahidin minhuma amrun wahidun), whereas their subjects are
numerous (wa-mawdu‘atuhu katiratun). And it is impossible (mustahil) that it [i.e.,
‘yesterday’ or ‘last year’] exists in all of them [i.e., in all of its numerous subjects]
(an yakuna huwa mawgudan fi gamiiha). For an accident which is one in number
(al-‘arad al-wahid bi-I-‘adad) will not be in numerous subjects (mawdi‘at katira) in
a manner as if it were existent in each of them (‘ala annahu mawgudun fi kulli
wahidin minha). Therefore, no such thing is in a subject; and yet it is an accident.»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to (I1.1)] — This is foolish talk (hurafa)!

[§ 3] [a. When] For if by ‘yesterday’ and ‘last year’ we mean the notion of
when (ma‘na mata) — and this is ‘the being in time’ (al-kawn fi z-zaman) -, then
each of the subjects has a specific relation on account of which it — and not
something else — is in its time (lah# nisbatun hassatun huwa biha duna gayrihi fi
zamanihi). For ‘Zayd’s being in his time’ is not exactly the same as “Amr’s being

560 [63.5] Read with MSS B (not in app.), LB3, LG4, OP4, SA (not in app.), TD3 bi-amtilatin
instead of bi-as’ilatin (EC).

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

254 4. Unity and Predicability of Accident and Substance

in that time’ — as if the two instances of being [in time] were one in number
(‘ala anna l-kawnayni wahidun bi-I-‘adad).

[§ 4] [b. Two views on ‘time itself”: (1) One single subject vs (2) numerous sub-
jects but one single primary moment of time with regard to which things are said
to be ‘in time’] If however, one means by it ‘the time itself’ (az-zaman nafsuhu),
then the time is in the subject in which the motion, whose number is the time,
takes place (fa-inna z-zamana fi I-mawdu‘i lladi fihi l-harakatu llati z-zamanu
‘adaduha). [b1] This is according to the view of some people (‘inda gawm) one
single subject (mawdu‘ wahid). [b2] And according to the view of some other
people (‘inda gawm) it is numerous subjects (mawdiu‘at katira); according to
their view, one out of numerous moments of time is prior [to the other moments
of time] (wa-yakuinu ‘indahum zamanun mina l-azminati mutaqaddiman) — and
this is the one [moment of time] with regard to which things are considered, so
that one says that they are in ‘one single time’ (fi zaman wahid). As for the sepa-
rate parts of movable things (tafariq al-asya’ al-mutaharrika), each of them has,
according to their view, a specific time (zaman hass). However, when people say
‘such-and-such a thing and such-and-such a thing are in a moment of time
which is one in number’ (inna kada wa-kada fi zamanin wahidin bi-l-‘adad),
according to their view this refers to nothing else than ‘the primary single fixed
moment of time’ (laysa illa bi-z-zamani t-tabiti I-wahidi l-awwal).

[§ 5] I did not give an indication of whether this doctrine or the other doc-
trine is correct; rather, I merely indicated that this manner of providing an ar-
gument, which is meant to establish the claim that the definition of accident
does not include time, is futile.

[§ 6] Some people said:

«Time does not depend on a subject (la yata‘allaqu bi-mawdu‘in).»
Thus they said (fa-hunaka qali):
«It is a substance (innahi gawharun).»

However, the knowledge of what is correct and what is futile of these doc-
trines will be attained in the discipline of the natural philosophers (fi sina‘at at-
tabi‘iyyina). Since there is no other doctrine besides these three [i.e., views a, b1,
b2] — and since these three are such that ‘time’ is either assumed to be a sub-
stance [so that it is not a problem that the definition of accident does not include
it] or such that it is assumed to be defined by the definition of accident - this
statement [i.e., argument I] can be neglected.
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[ed. Madkar, p. 64, 1. 2]

[§ 7] [(I.2) The category of where does not fall under the definition of accident]
Likewise, these people [i.e., the same people who presented argument I] stated
the following argument:

«The definition of accident does not include the [category of] where (al-ayn). For
‘being in the marketplace’ (al-kawn fi s-siq) is one single notion (ma‘na wahid) in
which many things commonly partake (yastariku fihi katirina); thus, it is inadmis-
sible that each of these [things] functions as a subject of it [i.e., of ‘being in the
marketplace’]; nor [is] the totality [a subject of it]; for otherwise nothing except the
totality would be characterized by it [i.e., by the attribute ‘being in the market-
place’].»

[§ 8] [Ibn Sina’s reply to (1.2)] — The reply to that is this same reply (hada I-
gawab nafsuhu): Even though the marketplace is one in relation to all things
[which are in the marketplace], since it is not ‘the real place’ (al-makan al-
hagqiqi), it is precluded that several things commonly partake in it. Rather, it
belongs to ‘the place in general’ (al-makan al-‘amm); thus, each single thing has
a ‘being in it’ [i.e., in the marketplace] which is specific to it and not to anything
else. For the marketplace is not a where but falls under the category of sub-
stance. If they equated this place with the place which falls under the category
of the accident [i.e., under the category of where], it would be impossible for
them to assume in it [i.e., in the market in the sense of an accidental where] a
number of things. The where — provided that there is such a thing, and this is
indispensable (in kana wa-la budda) — is merely ‘the relation to the marketplace’
(an-nisba ila s-siiq); and each of the things which are in the marketplace has a
relation which is specific to it, [a relation] which concurs with the other relation
[i.e., with a relation which another thing has to the marketplace] in species but
which differs from it in number. What we consider here, however, concerns that
which is ‘one in number’ and not ‘that which is one in species.’

[ed. Madkar, p. 64, 1. 12]

[§ 9] [(II) Another erroneous argument for the claim that accident is not a ge-
nus of the nine accidental categories: (1) Relation is in two subjects, not in one sub-
Jject] Moreover, they said:

«The relatum (al-mudaf) can only exist in two subjects. Thus, it does not exist in
something [i.e., one thing] but in two things.»

[§ 10] [(IL.2) The Category of having is in two subjects, not in one subject]
Moreover, they said:

«‘Armament / being armed’ (at-tasalluh) is a notion which is not in a subject be-
cause it is in two subjects. For its subject are the arms and the bearer [of arms] (al-

labis).»
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[§ 11] [Ibn Sina’s reply to (IL.1)] — Thus, we say: As for the relatum, things
are not as they surmised them to be. First, because the fact that something is in
two things perhaps does not preclude that it is in each of the two. And if it is not
precluded that it is in each of the two, then the fact that it is in two things does
not remove its ‘being in something’ (fa-laysa kawnuhu fi Say’ayni rafi‘an
kawnuha fi Say’). For it had not been said ‘only in one single thing’ — just like
the fact that the father is a father in relation to two sons does not preclude his
being a father in relation to one single son; and the fact that ‘animal’ is said of
several things does not preclude its being said of each of them.

[ed. Madkar, p. 64, 1. 18]

[§ 12] [The difference between ‘that which exists in a subject’ and ‘the whole
in the parts’] For some things it may indeed be the case that ‘the existence in
many’ (al-wugud fi I-katra) precludes that something is in one thing simultane-
ously with being in those many things. The difference between ‘that which ex-
ists in a subject,’ inasmuch as it exists in something (min gihati annahu
mawgudun fi Say’), and ‘the whole being in the parts’ (kawn al-kull fi l-agza’) is
that the whole is in several things but is not in one single of these things at all.
In the case of that which is in a subject, in contrast, it is not to be excluded (laysa
yab‘udu) that it exists in several subjects (an yakuina mawgiudan fi mawdiu‘at)
and that nonetheless it exists in every single of these subjects (fi mawdi‘in
mawdii‘in minha); these two states do not exclude each other (la tamani‘a bayna
l-halayni).

This would be the case if the doctrine they followed — namely the claim that
there is a relation which is one in number (idafa wahida bi-I-‘adad) and which is
commonly shared by relata which are two in number (mustarika bayna
mudafatayni itnayni bi-l-‘adad) — were a correct doctrine (madhaban sahihan).
The truth, however, will be shown to be contrary to this. And in those passages
where we will speak about the relatum we will clarify in which way this is the
case (sa-nubayyinu kayfiyyatahu).

[ed. Madkar, p. 65, 1. 7]

[§ 13] [Ibn Sina’s reply to (IL2)] As for ‘armament / being armed’ (at-
tasalluh) and whatever they stipulated with regard to it (wa-ma ta‘allaqu bihi
fihi), the reply to this is as follows: ‘Armament / being armed’ (at-tasalluh) is a
relation (nisba) and a state (hal) which the bearer (labis) has towards arms (‘inda
s-silah) and by which ‘the one who is armed’ (al-mutasallah) is characterized
(yasafu). Thus, one says ‘he is armed’ (innah@i mutasallah) on account of an ‘ar-
mament’ (bi-tasalluh) which is a characterization that applies to him (huwa
wasfun lahil), even if it comes about on account of the relation to another thing
[i.e., to ‘arms’] (wa-in kana bi-n-nisbati ila gayrihi). Even if it comes about on
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account of the relation to another thing, it is not necessary that it [i.e., the rela-
tion of ‘being armed’] is in that other thing [as well] (fa-laysa yagibu an yakina
fi dalika I-gayr). For there is a difference between ‘the existence in something’
(al-wugud fi $-Say’) and ‘the relation to something’ (an-nisba ila $-Say’).

(§ 14] [Concluding remark on the above-mentioned arguments] Such follies
(mitla hadihi I-hadayanat) are of no help in claiming that accident is not a genus,
even though it is true that accident is not a genus.

[ed. Madkar, p. 65, 1. 12]

[(I1.B.2) al-Hilli (fol. 37b, L. 22): “Second Investigation (baht): The Proof of This (al-

burhan “ala dalika)”]

(§ 15] [(III) A valid argument for the claim that accident is not a genus of the
nine accidental categories] However, they [also] said something else, namely:

«‘Accident’ does not signify the nature of ‘whiteness’ and ‘blackness’ (la yadullu
‘ala tabi‘ati I-bayadi wa-s-sawad) nor does it signify the natures of the other acci-
dents. Rather, it signifies that it [i.e., ‘whiteness’ or ‘blackness’ or any given acci-
dent] has a relation to that which it is in (‘ala anna lahu nisbatun ila ma huwa fihi)
and that its essence necessitates this relation (wa-‘ala anna datahu taqtadi hadihi n-

nisba). The genus, in contrast, signifies the nature of things and their quiddity in

themselves (al-ginsu yadullu ‘ald tabi‘ati l-aSya’i wa-mahiyyatiha fi anfusiha®'

and not a relation which is [merely] attached to their quiddities (wa-Ia ma yalhaqu
mahiyyataha mina n-nisba).»

[§ 16] This account hits the target (sadid)! An indication (dalil) of this lies in
the fact that the expression ‘accidentality’ (lafzat al-‘aradiyya) [a] either signi-
fies the fact that something exists in a subject — and hence it signifies this rela-
tion [of being in a subject] (fa-takunu dalalatuhi ‘ala hadihi n-nisba); [b] or it
signifies the fact that on account of its essence something is such that it is indis-
pensable for it to have a subject (annahu fi datihi bi-haytu la budda lahi min
mawdiu‘) — and this is also an accidental notion (ma‘na ‘aradi). This is because
the relation in which this notion stands to most accidents, such as quality (kay-
fiyya), quantity (kammiyya), and position (wad"), is a property which is not con-
stitutive for their quiddities (amrun gayru muqawwimin li-mahiyyatiha); for
their quiddities are [first of all] represented as being perceived and compre-
hended (tatamattalu mudrakatan mafhiimatan) — and only subsequently a doubt
arises with regard to many of them: For it is [still] not known that they are in
need of a subject until this will be proven in first philosophy, so that some peo-
ple assumed these things to be substances.

561 [65.14] Read with MSS LB3, LG4, OP4, SA (not in app.) mahiyyatiha fi anfusiha instead of
mahiyyatiha fi anfusiha (EC).

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

258 4. Unity and Predicability of Accident and Substance

[§ 17] The relation in which ‘accident’ stands to these things is the relation
in which ‘existent’ (al-mawgud) stands to the quiddities of the ten [categories],
inasmuch as it is not included (dahil) in the quiddity. Just like ‘existent’ is not
constitutive for the quiddity of these ten [categories], ‘accidentality’ (al-
‘aradiyya) is not constitutive for the quiddity of the nine [accidental categories].
Therefore, the fact that it is an accident is not present in the definition of any of
them (la yagadu fi haddi Say’in minha annahu ‘aradun).

¢. On Substance 1:

Ibn Sina, al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-mantiq, al-Maqalat, ch. 5
[ed. Kalbarczyk, pp. 332-333]

[Chapter 5] On Substance

[§ 33] The adequate description (ar-rasm al-musawi) of substance [i.e., the
description which equally applies to all substances] is: It is that whose existence
is not in a subject. What is universal of it shares with what is particular of it in
this description. For the universal is a substance as well; this is because man is a
substance and his substantiality is not due to the fact that he is Zayd; rather,
when ‘Amr is a substance, his substantiality is completed on account of the fact
that he is a man; for the meaning of ‘mankind’ (ma‘na l-insaniyya) necessitates
substantiality, whichever way this may be. It may accidentally occur to ‘man-
kind’ that one considers with regard to it the generalness (‘umim) so that it
becomes a species; and that one considers with regard to it the specificity
(husis) so that it becomes an individual (Sahs). The substantiality of everything
which is per se a substance (ma huwa gawhar bi-datihi) does not cease on ac-
count of the fact that accidents are attached to it, whichever way these might be.
If the universal man were not a substance, it would not be predicated of the
substance in such a manner that it is it (bi-annahi huwa) but rather it would be
predicated in such a manner that it has it (bi-annahi dii huwa). On account of
this it is known that the summa genera of substances are substances as well; for
it [i.e., the genus] is predicated of the substance in such a manner that it is it, not
in such a manner that it has it.

[§ 34] A property (Sa’n) of the differentiae is the fact that the differentiae
are predicated in two manners: [1] Firstly, when>** one says that man is rational,
rational is taken as a differentia which is predicated of the substance in such a
manner that it is it. [2] Secondly, it is predicated of man in such a manner that
man has rationality so that rationality alone is taken as a simple differentia

562 My edition has ka-ma; I now think that lamma would be the better reading.
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which is predicated in the sense of ‘having.’ These differentiae, however, are
parts of the substances. And whatever is not a substance may not be a part of
substance; for whatever is not a substance may not be prior to substance. These
differentiae, therefore, are forms — and the forms are substances, not accidents.

[§ 35] Hence, it has become clear that the universals of substances are sub-
stances [as well] and that — after the particular substances — they are the ones
which underlie the accidents. The particular substances, however, are the prima-
ry substances; for they subsist in reality on account of themselves without any
underlying subject whatsoever. One can imagine an individual to be existent
alone without there being a universal which is said of it and of other things. In
the case of the universals, however, it is impossible for a universal to subsist as a
universal without there being a particular below it; for the existence of the uni-
versals is [an existence] of a subject. Thus, the primary substances are the par-
ticulars, the secondary [substances] are their species and the tertiary [substanc-
es] are their genera; for the relation (giyas) in which the genera stand to the
species is like the relation in which the species stand to the individuals.

[§ 36] [1% characteristic of substance: it is not receptive of more or less]
Among the properties which are characteristic of substance (hawass al-gawhar)
- as opposed to many [other] categories — is the fact that it is not receptive of a
stronger and weaker intensity and of an increase and decrease in the nature of
its species. For a man does not have a higher claim (la yakunu insanun awla) to
being a man than another man; nor is his ‘mankind / being a man’ less than it
[i.e., than someone else’s ‘being a man’]. The quantum, however, shares with it
[i.e., substance] in this; and the same holds for a species of the quale and for the
where, as you shall come to know in the proper place.

[§ 37] [Z”d characteristic of substance: a ‘certain this’] A characteristic prop-
erty of substances which is specific to substance alone is the fact that it signifies
something which is intended (magqsid ilayhi) by means of a pointer (bi-l-iSara)
[i.e., a. T0d¢e ). The other categories do not share with it in this [property]; for
pointing to something amounts, in reality, to pointing to their substances. If it
were not for their substances, it would be impossible to point to where they are.
Thus, one points to them [i.e., to the accidents] per accidens (bi-l-‘arad) and to
the substance per se (bi-d-dat). This characteristic property, however, does not
comprise every substance. For one cannot point to an intellected substance
(gawhar ma‘qul), regardless of whether it is particular or universal. Also, when-
ever a particular sensible substance (§awhar guz’i mahsus) is taken as a univer-
sal, it is transformed into an intellective [substance] so that one cannot point to
it. Therefore, only the particular sensible substances share in this characteristic

property.
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[§ 38] [3" characteristic of substance: it is receptive of contraries] Among the
properties which are characteristic of substance is the fact that exactly one and
the same [substance] is — by way of a change in itself - an underlying subject
for contraries. This is unlike the case of the opinion which at one time is charac-
terized as being true — and then the state of affairs [which one has an opinion
about] changes, while it [i.e., the opinion] remains the same, so that it is [now]
characterized as being false; this is [not like the case of substance] because this
change does not occur to the opinion on account of itself (bi-datihi) but rather
on account of the fact that the state of affairs undergoes a change in itself; thus,
that which changes is the state of affairs. The opinion, in turn, remains in its
state — and the only change that occurs to it concerns its relation to the state of
affairs. The change of a relation is unlike the change of the thing itself. There-
fore, no change has occurred to the opinion itself — and even if it should have
occurred to it, this would not be due to a change in itself and on account of itself
but rather due to a change of something else. This characteristic property does
not apply to every substance. This is because the intellective substances (al-
ZGawahir al-‘aqliyya) may not be receptive of contraries. Moreover, the secondary
substances, inasmuch as they are secondary substances, are not receptive of a
succession of contraries.

(§ 39] (4™ characteristic of substance: nothing is contrary to it] Among the
properties which are characteristic of substance is the fact that nothing is con-
trary to it (la didd lahw). Certain species of the quantum and a species of the
quale may share with it in this [characteristic property]. However, one may be
of the opinion that it does not hold of every substance that nothing is contrary
to it; for the forms are substances and they are contrary one to another. In reply
to this it is said: If by ‘contraries’ (mutadaddat) one means those which succeed
one another in one and the same subject by way of nullifying one another,
whereas they differ from one another to the greatest extent, then there is no
contrariety among forms; for they are not in a subject. This characteristic prop-
erty, therefore, comprises all substances. However, if this is not what is meant
[by the expression ‘contraries’], it does not hold for every substance that noth-
ing is contrary to it.
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d. On Substance 2: Ibn Sina, K. as-Sifa’,
al-Mantiq, al-Maqulat, 111,1-3

Chapter III,1
[ed. Madkar, pp. 91-95]

The Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Substances; and in General, the
State of the Gradations between Universal and Particular Substances
with Regard to Substantiality

[(II1.A) al-Hilli (fol. 51a, 1. 21-23): “The Third Section (fasl): The Category of Substance;
in It Are Several Issues; the First Issue (matlab): The Primary, Secondary and Tertiary
Substances; and in General, the State of the Gradations between Universal and Par-

ticular Substances with Regard to Substantiality; in It Are Several Investigations
(mabahit)’]

[ed. Madkar, p. 91,1. 7]

[(IIL.A.1) al-Hilli (fol. 51a, 1l. 23-24): “First [Investigation]: Report of an Argument
of Someone Who Assumes Substance to Apply by Way of Modulation to Bodies
and to Non-Bodies (naqlu d-dalili man ga‘ala I-gawhara wagqi‘an bi-t-taskiki ‘ala I-
agsami wa-gayriha)”]

[§ 1] Let us now talk about the category of substance.

[Report of a doctrine that had been upheld by some predecessors: ‘Substance’

may not be said univocally of bodies and non-bodies] Some people had made the
following claim:

«[1a] It is possible for the expression ‘substance’ to be said by way of synonymy
and generic predication (‘ala t-tawatu’i wa-l-qawli I-ginsi), if one intends to apply it
to bodies only. [1b] If, however, one intends to apply it to a meaning which is more
general than ‘body’ (‘ala mana a‘amm mina l-gism), this can only come about by
way of homonymy or by way of modulation [i.e., ‘focal homonymy’], as is the case
with ‘existent’ (fa-innama taqa‘u bi-l-ittifaqi awi t-taskiki wuqu‘a I-mawgud). [1b.1]
This is because matter (al-hayila) and form (as-siuira) are — with regard to the mean-
ing of substantiality (fi ma‘na I-gawhariyya) — prior (agdam) to the compound (al-
murakkab); and that which is detached [from body] (al-mufariq), which is the cause
(sabab) of the existence of these two [i.e., of matter and form] (sababu wugudihima)
and the cause for the fact that one of them [i.e., matter] is brought into subsistence
through the other one [i.e., through form] (wa-sababu qiwami ahadihima bi-l-ahar),
is prior to all of these [i.e., matter, form, and compound]. [1b.2] And [this is] be-
cause the principles (al-mabadi’) do not fall under one and the same category
(maqula wahida) as the things which possess the principles (dawat al-mabadi’).»

In spite of that (wa-ma‘a dalika), they had acknowledged that their ‘existing
not in a subject’ (anna kawnaha mawgiudatan la fi mawdi) is something which
all of them [i.e., matter, form, compound and detached substance] share in, even
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if ‘existing not in a subject’ should apply primarily to some of them and only

subsequently to others of them. And they said:
«[2] If [already] ‘existence’ (al-wugud) [by itself] is said of these per prius et posteri-
us (bi-t-taqaddum wa-t-ta’ahhur) [and hence by way of modulation], attaching ‘not
in a subject’ to it [i.e., to ‘existence’] — and this is a negative notion (ma‘na salbi) -
does not make ‘existence’ apply to them at one and the same level (‘ala martaba
wahida) [and therefore does not change the fact that ‘existence’ is predicated by
way of modulation].»

[ed. Madkar, p. 91, 1. 16]

[(TIIL.A.2) al-Hilli (fol. 51b, 1. 23): “Second Investigation (baht): The Reply to This

(al-gawab “an dalika)”]

[§ 2] Thus, first of all we say (fa-naqilu awwalan): [ad 1b] From these con-
siderations (gihat) it does not follow that the category of substance is not a ge-
nus both for that which is a body and for that which is not a body. As for [ad
1b.1] the state of priority and posteriority and [ad 1b.2] the state in which the
principles share and do not share in the same genus with the things which pos-
sess the principles, this is an issue which we had already explained to you (gad
salafa laka minna bayanan). And besides that, even the bodies [themselves],
which without any doubt share in the genus of ‘body,” are not on the same level.
Rather, some bodies are prior to other bodies.

[§ 3] [ad 2. Existence applies to substance accidentally since it is not a part of
its quiddity] As for the discourse (hadit) about the [expression] ‘existent’ which
is employed in the description (rasm) of substance and [the claim] that, un-
doubtedly, it applies primarily to some of them and only subsequently to others,
this is an aporia which deserves to be solved (fa-huwa Sakkun wa-haqquhi an
yuhalla). Thus we say: When we say ‘substance is that which exists not in a
subject” we do not mean by ‘that which exists’ in it [i.e., in this formula] the
state of that which exists, inasmuch as it exists, as we will clarify shortly. For if
this were the case [i.e., if in the description of substance ‘that which exists’ were
to refer to ‘the existent, inasmuch as it is existent’], it would be impossible to
assume that the universals are substances. This is because they do not have any
existence whatsoever in concrete things (li-annaha la wuguda laha fi l-a‘yani I-
battata). And their existence in the soul is merely like ‘the existence of a thing in
a subject.” If by ‘existing / that which exists’ one were to mean this*”’, namely
‘that which exists in concrete things,” the state of affairs would indeed (bi-I-
haqiga) be as they had thought: Some of them [i.e., some substances] would be
prior to others [with regard to substantiality]. However (bal), by ‘that which
exists not as in a subject’ they intend the meaning and the quiddity (al-ma‘na

563 [92.9] Read dalika instead of w-I-k (EC).
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wa-lI-mahiyya) which is such that it concomitantly applies to it in concrete
things, whenever it exists, that its existence is not as in a subject (allati talzamu-
ha fi l-a‘yani ida wugidat an yakuna wuguduha la fi mawdi), just like one says
‘laughing / able to laugh’ (dahhak), that is, ‘it has the disposition to laugh in a
state of amazement (‘inda ta‘aggub).” If you want the difference between these
two affairs to become clear to you [i.e., between the two ways of understanding
the phrase ‘existing not in a subject’], and that one of these two is the meaning
of ‘substance,” whereas the other one is not, then [a] consider a certain individu-
al (Sahsan ma), such as Zayd, whenever it [i.e., the individual thing] is absent
from you (ida gaba ‘anka); [b] or [consider] a certain species from among the
substances along with the possibility that it disappears from the world, provided
that in your opinion its disappearance is possible [i.e., under the condition that
(contrary to Aristotle’s doctrine) you deem it possible for a species to become
extinct]; [c] or [consider] a species whose existence is doubted: [In all of these
three cases] you know that it [i.e., the certain individual, or the substantial spe-
cies which is extinct or whose existence is doubted] is a quiddity which is such
that, whenever it exists in concrete things, it exists not as in a subject (annahu
mahiyyatun ida kanat mawgidatan fi l-a‘yani kanat la fi mawdi‘); and you
know that this meaning (ma‘na) is the first constituting property of its true na-
ture (al-mugawwim al-awwal li-haqiqatihi), just like you know that it is a sub-
stance. However, you do not know whether it exists in actu (bi-I-fi‘]) in concrete
things (fi l-a‘yan) not as in a subject; rather, it might still be non-existent
(ma‘dum) for you. For [the description] ‘existence in actu in concrete things not
as in a subject’ is not constitutive for the quiddity of Zayd nor for any from
among the substances; rather, it is something which is attached [to it] in the
manner in which ‘the existent’ is attached, which — as you have learned - at-
taches to the quiddity of things (lahiqun li-mahiyyati l-a$ya’). This [i.e., ‘exist-
ence in actu in concrete things not as in a subject’] is not a genus but rather the
first one [i.e., ‘existing not as in a subject’ (without any existential import)].

(§ 4] [The case in which a thing’s quiddity is existence, i.e., the case of God’s
quiddity: God is not a substance and does not share in a constituting property with
substances] Therefore, whenever the quiddity of a thing is existence and when-
ever it is free from a subject, it is not [included] in a genus and it does not share
[in something] with the substances - in the sense that they [i.e., the substances]
are things and meanings to which existence merely attaches [rather than being
its quiddity], whenever this attribute (sifa) [i.e., existence] is attached to them.
Indeed, there is no constituting property (amr mugawwim) which that thing
[whose quiddity is existence] and the various species-like things of substances
(naw‘iyyat al-gawahir) would have in common (bi-$-Sarika). For that which is
constitutive in relation to that thing [i.e., in relation to that whose quiddity is
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existence], is, in turn (nazirahu), an accident in relation to these [i.e., in relation
to the substances], just like the existence which comes to be (al-wugud al-hasil)
[i.e., the existence which occurs accidentally to a substance], regardless of how it
comes to be [i.e., regardless of whether it is realized in re or in intellectu]. And
likewise, that which is constitutive in relation to these [substantial] species-like
things (naw‘iyyat) — namely that which is understood from the meaning of sub-
stantiality — is not said of that thing [i.e., of that whose quiddity is existence];
for there is no quiddity other than existence to which existence would attach
(mahiyyatu gayru l-wugudi yalhaquha I-wugid).

[ed. Madkar, p. 93, 1. 10]

[§ 5] [“Being not in a subject” is said of all substances without modulation /
focal homonymy] Thus, you have come to know the true nature (haqiqa) of ‘be-
ing a substance’ (kawn al-gawhar) on account of the attribute (sifa) of ‘being not
in a subject’ (mawgudun la fi mawdu‘). And you have come to know that ‘being
a substance’ on account of this attribute is something with regard to which there
is neither priority (tagaddum) nor posteriority (ta’ahhur) — even if the attain-
ment of existence (husul al-wugud), which this aspect [of considering the quiddi-
ty, namely the quiddity qua quiddity] becomes related to [so as to attain one of
the two modes of existence] (alladi hada l-i‘tibar magqis ilayhi), should occur per
prius et posterius (waqi‘an bi-taqaddumin wa-ta’ahhurin) —, just like in the con-
cept on account of which ‘rational’ is said of man there is neither priority nor
posteriority and neither a higher nor a lower intensity. However, as for the
specification as ‘[existing] in actu,” which is [subsequently] attached to this
[quiddity] and which is such that the differentia amounts to a primary potency
to acquire it [i.e., existence in actu] as well as other [accidental] properties, there
is a difference [per prius et posterius or by way of another mode of modula-
tion].”**

[§ 6] That which indicates that with regard to the true nature of substantial-
ity, which we have expounded, there is neither priority nor posteriority is the
fact that it is not possible for you to say: “The fact that form is per se a quiddity
which is such that — whenever it exists in concrete things (ida wugida fi I-a‘yan)
— it is not in need of a subject and does not exist in a subject is prior to the fact
that the same is true for the compound.” Or [the truth is indicated by the fact
that it is not possible to say]: ‘This true nature in the compound depends - in-

564 [93.14-15] Al-Hilli’s commentary (fol. 52b, 1. 23 — fol. 53a, 1. 1) adds some helpful expla-
nations (marked in bold):
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asmuch as it is characterized by this attribute [i.e., by ‘being not in a subject’] -
on the fact that [prior to it] the form is characterized by this attribute (mu-
ta‘alliqatun bi-kawni s-surati ‘ala hadihi s-sifa),” just like you say: “The fact that
the form exists in the manner in which it does, namely not as in a subject, is
prior to the existence of the compound; for its existence [i.e., the existence of the
form] is prior to its existence [i.e., the existence of the compound]; and its exist-
ence [i.e., the existence of the compound] depends on its existence [i.e., the ex-
istence of the form]; and that existence which it [i.e., the form] has is the exist-
ence not as in a subject.” As a result (fa-idan), this does not make it necessary
that substance is not a genus.

This is the meaning of the essence of substance (ma‘na dat al-gawhar).
Thereupon, after this [discussion], we must defer some special aporiai (Sukik
hassiyya) to “The Book of Appendices’ (Kitab al-Lawahiq).””

[ed. Madkar, p. 94, 1. 4]

[(IIL.A.3) al-Hilli (fol. 53a, 1l. 9-10): “Third Investigation (baht): Division of the

Substances; and Completion of the Account on the Fact that Existence in actu Is

Not a Condition for Substantiality (tagsim al-gawahir wa-tatimmat al-kalam fi

‘adam istirat al-wugud bi-I-fi'l fi I-gawhariyya)”]

[§ 7] [Simple substance vs compounded substance; four types of substances:
compounded substance; matter; form; detached substance] Rather [i.e., instead of
dealing with these special aporiai], we say: Substance is either [1] simple (basif)
or [2] compounded (murakkab), i.e., of the things which substance is compound-
ed of, i.e., matter (madda) and form (sura).

[1.1] The simple [substance] either does not partake intrinsically (gayr
dahil) in constituting the compound (tagwim al-murakkab), but is pure and de-
tached (barr’un mufariqun) [i.e., incorporeal].

[1.2.1] Or it does partake intrinsically in constituting it. And that which par-
takes intrinsically in constituting it does so either in the manner in which wood
partakes intrinsically in the existence of the chair; and this is called matter.

[1.2.2] Or it does so in the manner in which the shape (Sakl) of the chair
partakes intrinsically in the chair; and this is called form.

[ad 1.2.1] Matter is that by which - if considered on its own - the com-
pound does not have existence in actu but only in potentia.

[ad 1.2.2] Form is that through whose attainment the compound becomes
that what it is in actu.

And all of this (§ami dalika) exists either as a universal or it exists as a par-
ticular.

565 For an account of Ibn Sina’s Appendices, see Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian
Tradition, gnd ed., pp. 160-164.
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[§ 8] If substance, as you have learned before, is only a substance on ac-
count of its quiddity, to which the existence in concrete things (a‘yan) or in
thoughts (awham) is [subsequently] attached, and not inasmuch as it exists in
concrete things — for otherwise that which is understood by the expression ‘sub-
stance’ would be modulated [i.e., focally homonymous] (musakkik) and not
synonymous, as they [i.e., those who restrict substance in the sense of the Cate-
gories to corporeal substances] had said; rather, we mean by ‘substance’ the
thing whose specific quiddity has, whenever it exists in concrete things, a claim
(haqq) to existing not as in a subject — [if all this is the case], it necessarily fol-
lows that this [substantial] quiddity, such as, for example, ‘man’ (al-insan), is on
account of its true nature (li-haqiqatiha) [and not on account of its existence] a
substance; for man is only a substance because he is a man, not because he exists
in concrete things in a mode of existence (nahwan mina l-wugid).

[ed. Madkar, p. 94, 1. 16]

[(IIL.A.4) al-Hill1 (fol. 53b, 1l. 11-12): “Fourth Investigation (baht): The Universals
of Substances and Their Individuals Are Substances (anna kulliyyat al-gawahir
wa-Sahsiyyataha gawahir)”]

[§9] If he [i.e., man] is a substance because he is a man (wa-ida kana
Sawharan li-annahu insanun), then all of his attachments (fa-ma lahiqahu mina
l-lawahiq) [i.e., properties which are not included in the notion of ‘humanity’], I
mean, [attachments] such as individuality and generality (as-Sahsiyya wa-I-
‘umum) [i.e., existence as a particular vs existence as a universal] and, moreover,
such as being realized in concrete things (al-husil fi I-a‘yan) or being established
in the mind (at-taqarrur fi d-dihn), are properties which become attached to a
substance. The attachments (lawahiq) of substance are concomitants (lawazim)
and accidents (a‘rad) [i.e., lawahiq comprises both lawazim and a‘rad]; they are
such that its [i.e., the substantial thing’s] substantiality does not vanish (la tabtu-
lu) along with them so that its essence would vanish; thus, they would have
become attached to something other than the substance; for the essence of the
substance would have already vanished.

[ed. Madkar, p. 95, 1. 1]

[§ 10] [Both individuals and universals may be substances] As a result (fa-
igian),566 the individuals in concrete things are substances; and the universal
intelligible (al-ma‘qul al-kulli) is a substance as well; for it is true (sahih) of it
that it is a quiddity which, whenever it exists in concrete things, has a claim
(haqq) to being not as in a subject. And this is not because it is an intelligible of
substance (ma‘qul al-gawhar). For with regard to the intelligible of substance

566 [95.1] Read with MSS OP4, LB3, LG4, TD3 fa-idan instead of fa-inna (EC).
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there might be a doubt about its property (Sakk fi amrihi); for one might hold
that it [i.e., the intelligible of substance] is knowledge and [therefore] is an acci-
dent. Rather, the fact that it is knowledge is a property (amr) that occurs to its
quiddity only accidentally; and this [property] is the accident [i.e., the accidental
occurrence of being knowledge is the accident, not the intelligible of substance].
But as for its quiddity, it is the quiddity of substance. And that which shares
with substance in its quiddity is [itself] a substance.

[§ 11] Moreover, the definition of the species, inasmuch as it is a nature,
and the definition of the genus as well, inasmuch as it is a nature, are both pred-
icated of the individuals about which there is no doubt that they are substances.
Thus, that which shares with them in their definition is [itself] a substance.

If they were only substances because they exist in concrete things and are
surrounded by accidents, the substantiality of the things (umiur) would occur
accidentally to their quiddity; for it is true (sahha) that existence is an accidental
occurrence with regard to these quiddities; and [as a further consequence], the
accidental occurrences would render something which by itself is not a sub-
stance a substance; thus, it would be a thing to which it would occur accidental-
ly that it is a substance; and substantiality would occur accidentally to a thing.
Since this is impossible, the universals of substances are — with regard to their
quiddities [and thus on account of themselves and not on account of the indi-
viduals] - substances.

Chapter 11,2
[ed. Madkar, pp. 95-102]

The Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Substances

[(IIL.B) al-Hilli (fol. 54a, 1l. 20-21): “The Second Issue (matlab): Primary, Secondary and
Tertiary Substance; in It Are Several Investigations (mabahit)”]

[ed. Madkar, p. 95, 1. 15]

[(IIL.B.1) al-Hilli (fol. 54a, 1l. 21-22): “First [Investigation]: The Specification of
Primary Substance (ta‘yin al-gawhar al-awwal)”]

[§ 1] [(A) Two ways of being ‘first/primary’] The primary substances, how-
ever, are the individual things (lakinna I[-gawahira l-ula hiya $-Sahsiyyat).
Among the things which share in one and the same nature (al-umdr al-
mustarika fi tabi‘a wahida) ‘primary/first’ (al-awwal) may be [said] in two ways:

[1] It [i.e., any given thing sharing in this common nature] may either be
‘primary’ with regard to precisely this meaning (fi dalika l-ma‘na bi-‘aynihi),
just like substance — in relation to accident — is ‘primary in existence’ (awwal fi
l-wugad).
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[2] Or it is with regard to this meaning neither first nor last (an la yakiina fi
dalika I-ma‘na awwalan wa-la ahiran) but primary in another regard and anoth-
er meaning (awwalan bi-waghin ahara wa-ma‘nan ahara).

[ed. Madkar, p. 96, 1. 1]

[§ 2] [ad 1. Primary substances are not primary with regard to the meaning of
substantiality] As for the individual substances, they are not primary with re-
gard to the true nature of substantiality (laysat awwalan fi haqiqati I-
Sawhariyya), even if they are worthier [of it] (wa-in kanat awla). There is a dif-
ference between ‘first’ (awwal) and ‘worthier’ (awla); for not everything which
is ‘worthier of something’ (awla bi-Say’) is ‘prior with regard to it’ (gablun bi-
hi).>*’ Rather, it may be worthier of it if the attachments®*®
thing (lawahiq as-Say’ wa-kamalatuhu) apply to it more than to something else
(takunu lahu aktara mimma li-gayrihi) or if, with regard to existence, they apply
to it earlier than to something else (aw aqdama lahu fi l-wugud mimma li-
gayrihi). The particulars are not primary with regard to the true nature of sub-
stantiality (fi haqiqati I-§awhariyya). For this true nature applies to the quiddity
they have — and with regard to it they do not differ from something else [to
whose quiddity applies the nature of substantiality].

and perfections of the

[ed. Madkar, p. 96, 1. 5]

[(IIL.B.2) al-Hilli (fol. 54b, 1. 9): “Second Investigation (baht): The Individuals Are
Worthier of Substantiality Than the Universals (anna l-ashas awla bi-l-gawhariyya
mina I-kulliyyat)”]

[§ 3] [(B) There are four ways in which primary substances are worthier of
substantiality] However, the individual substances are worthier of substantiality
(awla bi-l-gawhariyya). [i] For they are primary (awwal) with regard to existence
(awwal min gihat al-wugud); [ii] and [they are primary] with regard to the fact
that the property on whose account the substance is a substance is [already]
established (min gihati taqarruri l-amri lladi bi-i‘tibarihi kana I-gawharu
gawharan), namely the realization in concrete things not as in a subject (huwa I-
husilu fi l-a‘yani la fi mawdi); [iii] and [they are primary] with regard to per-
fection (kamal) and excellence (fadila) as well; [iv] and [they are primary] with
regard to the fact that they take precedence [over secondary substances] in be-
ing named [by the name ‘substance] (min gihati s-sabqi ila t-tasmiya).

567 [96.2] I retain the rather unusual form gablun bihi which is attested, inter alia, by MS
LB3. Four MSS listed in the apparatus of EC (D, SA, M, N) and MS OP4 have gabluhii.

568 [96.3] Read with MSS B, OP4, LB3, LG4 and TD3 lawahiq instead of w->-h-q (wa-ahaqq?)
(EC); the omission of the initial lam is probably a mere misprint.
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[§ 4] [ad i. An individual substance is primary with regard to existence] As
for [being primary] with regard to existence, the universal substances, inasmuch
as they are universal in actu (min haytu hiya kulliyya bi-I-fil), are either said in
relation to the particulars in actu (maqulatun bi-l-giyasi ila I-guz’iyyati bi-I-fil)
or one considers for them a relation to them [ie. to the particulars] (aw
mu‘tabarun laha nisbatun ilayha). This [type of] existence which they have is
that they are in a certain manner said of certain subjects (an takiina maqulatan
bi-waghin ma ‘ala mawdi‘at); thus, it is indispensable for them to have subjects
(fa-la budda laha mina I-mawdi‘at). The individual [by contrast] is — for the
sake of being an individual, i.e., something whose meaning is not said of many,
neither on the level of existence nor on the level of imagination (gayru maqulin
ma‘nahu qawlan wugudiyyan aw wahmiyyan ‘ala katratin) — not in need of an-
other thing being said of it and of other things (ila an yakina Say’un aharu
magqilun ‘alayhi wa-‘ala gayrihi). Otherwise, in the case of any given individual
the fact that its existence is established would be conditioned by the fact that
there is another thing along with it. But since every individual can - for the sake
of being established in existence (fi tagarrur wugudihi) — dispense with its fellow
(sahib) [i.e., it can exist without something else which falls under the same uni-
versal], it can also dispense with the universal (huwa mustagnin ‘ani l-kulli).

[ed. Madkar, p. 96, 1. 14]

[§ 5] [Objection (a): The particular, inasmuch as it is particular, depends on
the universal (just like the universal, inasmuch as it is universal, depends on the
particular)] If someone should pose a question and say:

«Just like the universal is only a universal in relation to the particular, the particular
is only particular in relation to the universal; and just like the quiddity of the par-
ticular, inasmuch as it is a quiddity, does not depend on the universal, but [depends
on the universal] only inasmuch as it is a particular, the quiddity of the universal,
inasmuch as it is its quiddity, does not depend on the particular, but depends [on
the particular] only inasmuch as it is a universal.»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (a)] — The reply to this is: We do not speak here
of ‘universal’ and ‘particular,” inasmuch as they are a pair of relata (mu-
tadayifan). Rather, by ‘universal’ we mean ‘that which is said of many’ [i.e., the
account of what it means per se to be a universal]; and by ‘particular’ we mean
‘that which is not said of many but which is one in number’ (ma laysa maqulan
‘ala katirina bal huwa wahidun bi-I-‘adad) [i.e., the account of what it means per
se to be a particular], just like Zayd and ‘Amr. And this meaning does not de-
pend on the universal. We do not consider Zayd and ‘Amr, inasmuch as he [i.e.,
Zayd or ‘Amr] is a particular of its universal (Juz’iyyu kullihi),”” but inasmuch

569 [97.2] Read with MSS OP4 and LB3 kullihi instead of kulliyyatihi (EC).
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he is a single individual (Sahs mufrad). This is opposed to the universal not in
the manner in which relata are opposed to each other (mugabalatu gayra
mugqabalatu I-mudaf); and the existence of this [particular, i.e., the particular per
se not as a relatum] does not depend on the nature of the universal.

[ed. Madkar, p. 97, 1. 5]
[§ 6] [Objection (b)] And if someone should say:

«Just like the existence of a specific individual (as-Sahs bi-‘aynihi) does not depend
on the universal being existent (bi-an yakuna I-kulliyyu mawgudan), the universal
as well does not depend on a specific individual (as-Sahs bi-‘aynihi).»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (b)] — We say: We too did not consider a specif-
ic individual [only]. Rather, we say that the individual nature in the absolute
sense (inna t-tabi‘ata $-Sahsiyyata ‘ala l-itlag) — for the sake of its existence -
does not depend on the existence of the universal nature, inasmuch as it is uni-
versal, so that it would be indispensable for it [i.e., for the individual] to be asso-
ciated with it [i.e., with the universal]. The universal nature, however, inevitably
depends on a certain individual.

[§ 7] [Objection (c)] If someone should say:

«The nature of ‘man’ is prior (agdam) to the nature of Zayd [and not the other way
around].»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (c)] — We say: We did not assume the quiddity
of substance, inasmuch as it is a quiddity. Rather, we assumed it [i.e., the quiddi-
ty of substance], inasmuch as it is a universal quiddity. And only afterwards we
made this judgment (tumma hakamna hada l-hukma); thus, this [i.e., our judg-
ment about the priority of Zayd] is according to the priority in existence (nahwa
taqaddumi l-wugid).

[§ 8] [Objection (d)] If someone should say:

«You assumed one of the two [i.e., the universal or the particular], inasmuch as it is
a relatum, and you assumed the other one, inasmuch as it is not a relatum.»

[Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (d)] — We say: No one is entitled to judge us
with regard to the fact that [first of all] we assume it [i.e., the universal or the
particular] in whichever way we want to assume it and subsequently pass a
judgment on it which is only true under the condition that it is assumed in this
way. Rather, if we passed a false judgment on that which has been assumed -
regardless of the way in which it has been assumed — he would be entitled to
dispute it.

(§ 9] [The logician considers only universals as such and not universals inas-
much as they are related to external things, i.e., inasmuch as they are existent]
Besides that (wa-ba‘da dalika), the usefulness in [all] this lies in the fact that the
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logician considers these things only inasmuch as they are universal. As soon as
he puts them into relation to external things (harigat), he considers them inas-
much as they are existent; hence, it would necessarily follow that the thing
which is put into a relation [to something else] is universal and that the external
thing to which it is related is singular, just like it is in existence.

This is one manner (nahw) [in which individuals substances are primary].

[ed. Madkar, p. 97,1. 19 / p. 98, L. 1]

[§ 10] [ad ii. An individual substance is primary with regard to the degree to
which the property on whose account it is a substance is established] As for the
mode of its priority according to the manner in which the property on whose
account one evaluates the substantiality of substance is established, it is as fol-
lows: Substantiality is the quiddity which is such that, whenever it exists, it is
not in need of a subject. This property [i.e., ‘being not as in a subject’], to which
the quiddity is put into relation [i.e., with regard to which one evaluates wheth-
er the quiddity of a thing is such that it is a substance or not], has already been
realized (qad hasala) for the primary substances. However, it has not been real-
ized for the universal substances.

[ed. Madkar, p. 98, 1. 4]

[§ 11] [ad iii. An individual substance is primary with regard to perfection
and excellence] As for the discourse about perfection and excellence, some peo-
ple said:

«Since they [i.e., the individual substances] are subjects [i.e., underlying things]

(mawdu‘at) and principles (usul) for other things, and since the subject and the
principle are more excellent, they are more excellent.»

This is haphazard talk (kalam guzafi)! For it is not evident that the principle
and the subject must be more excellent. Rather, it may be the case that some-
thing which possesses the principle (di asl) and which, in addition to having the
principle, has even more excellence is more excellent and more perfect than the
principle [itself]. For that reason [it is true to say]: How much more excellent
than matter [which is an underlying thing and a principle of some sort] is every-
thing [which possesses matter]! However [i.e., instead of the futile reason ad-
duced by these other scholars], the excellence of these individual things is [due
to] the fact that the purpose (qasd) in nature is directed towards the existence of
these individuals. The acts and states which must be realized are only (in-
nama)’”’ realized from these and for these.

570 [98.9] Read with MSS OP4 and LB3 fa-innama instead of fa-inna ma (EC).
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[ed. Madkar, p. 98, 1. 10]

(§ 12] [ad iv. An individual substance is primary with regard to ‘being
named’; a recourse to the Aristotelian distinction between ‘of a subject’ and ‘in a
subject’ (Cat. 2)] As for the discourse about the precedence in being named, it is
as follows: Since the first things of which one knows that they exist not as in a
subject are the particular individuals, it is appropriate for them to take prece-
dence over all [other] things. For they are subjects for their universals in the ‘of
mode’ (‘ala sabili ‘ala); and [they are subjects] for the accidents in the ‘in mode’
(‘ala sabili fi). Thus, the existence of every [other] thing is such that it is either
said of them or exists in them [i.e., the existence of universals depends on their
predicability, i.e., they need to be predicated of particulars].

[ed. Madkar, p. 98, 1. 13]

[(IL.B.3) al-Hilli (fol. 55b, 1l. 22-23): “Third Investigation (baht): That There Is a
Difference between Universal Substances with Regard to Priority (anna bayna I-
Sawahir al-kulliyya tafawut bi-s-sabq)”]

[§ 13] [(C) The gradation between species and genus — relations between
things on different levels of the arbor porphyriana (‘vertical relations’)] Even
though [in a certain sense] these universal substances are [all] secondary [sub-
stances], there is something on account of which they differ from each other [in
rank] (fa-inna laha fima baynaha tafawutan). For among them the species (naw?)
is worthier (awla) of substantiality than the genus (gins). This is because it
shares in the quiddities of primary substances to a more intensive degree (li-
annahu asaddu musarakatan li-I-gawahiri l-uwali fi mahiyyatiha); for it signifies
them to a higher degree than the genus signifies them (yadullu ‘alayha dalalata
aktara min dalalati I-gins). For if you ask: “What is Zayd and what is ‘Amr?’ and
you say ‘[he is] a man’ (insanun), this is a more complete reply (§awab atamm)
than if you reply ‘he is an animal’; in the latter case, no full account of the quid-
dity has been provided yet (la takunu qad wufiyat al-mahiyya). Rather, it is pos-
sible for the one who asks [‘what is Zayd?’] to continue the investigation. Eve-
rything which has a higher degree of commonality with the first one, inasmuch
it is first, is closer to it, inasmuch as on account of this [closeness to the first
one] it is prior and posterior. Thus, it is worthier of substantiality.

[§ 14] The state (hal) of the genus, inasmuch as it is universal, in relation to
the species which is below it is just like the state of the species in relation to the
individual which is below it. And just like the individual is prior to the species
only because it is a subject for genus and species, so is the state of the species in
relation to the genus [i.e., the species is prior to the genus because the species is
a subject for the genus]. It [ie., the species] is — after the individual (ba‘d as-
Sahs) — also a subject for the universal accidents so that these [accidents] exist in
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it (fa-tugadu fihi). For [the species] ‘man’ is a subject for many accidents, e.g.,
for ‘walking’ (al-masi) and ‘two-footed’ (di riglayn); and [the species] ‘raven’ [is
a subject] for ‘black’ (al-aswad). Thus, the relation (giyas) of the species to the
genus and the other things which come after the individual things is just like the
relation of the individual to the species and to the other things.

[ed. Madkar, p. 99,1. 7]

[§ 15] [Objection (a)] However, someone might say:

«The solution which you had presented in reply to the above-mentioned objection,
namely [the objection] ‘just like the universal depends on the particular, the partic-
ular depends on the universal’ — [which you had solved] by saying ‘the individual is
not the same as the particular which is a relatum of the universal, with regard to the
meaning’ [see above (B), objection (a) and reply (a)] - is a solution which is of no use
if one raises the analogous objection with regard to the species [in relation to the
genus]. For the species is not like the individual; rather, it is only said in relation to
the genus. Hence, the species is only a species in relation to the genus, unless by
‘species’ you were to mean the infima species (an-naw* as-safil) whose ‘being a spe-
cies’ (naw‘iyya) is due to its relation to the individuals [and not to its relation to the
genus]. As a consequence (tumma), the account you had given would be restricted
to the relation (mugayasa) between the infima species (an-naw* al-ahir) and its gen-
era and would not include (la@ yatanawalu) the relation which holds between an in-
termediate species (naw‘ mutawassif) and a genus that is higher than it. Hence, it
would be a non-comprehensive explanation (bayan gayr mustaw‘ab); and it would
not be posited in the sense of a primary imposition (wa-la mawdii‘an haytu yakinu
waduhi@’”' awwaliyyan). For [even though you have not provided an argument
which suits this case] you undoubtedly assume that the relation which holds be-
tween that which is an intermediary species and that which is a genus above it is
the same as this relation [between infima species and genus; or between the indi-
vidual and the universal].»

[§ 16] [Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (a)] — We say: We did not consider
‘man,” inasmuch as it [i.e., the expression ‘man’] is a species which is said in
relation to genus. Rather, we first of all considered the relation (muqayasa) be-
tween the universal (al-kulli) [on the one hand] and that which is not universal
and which shares with the universal in the [same] quiddity and of which the
universal is said [on the other hand]. What we consider now concerns only the
universal which — among a pair of universals which have something in common
and which differ in generality and specificity - is a genus, namely the question
of what its state (hal) is in relation to the universal which has something in
common with it and which is more specific than it and is not a genus. Thus, we
define this state! The universal ‘man’ - for the sake of being a universal ‘man’ —

571 [99.14] Read with MSS OP4 and LB3, along with MSS S, AE, AL, H, Y (in app.), wad‘uhu
instead of wasfuhii (EC).
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is not in need of a thing above it whose species it [i.e., the universal ‘man’] can
be. Rather it is in need of a thing below it. Indeed, the universal ‘animal’ — for
the sake of being a universal ‘animal’ - is not in need of a universal ‘body’ above
it, but not the other way around. Even if ‘man,” inasmuch as it is a species,
should be in need of the genus, and likewise ‘animal,” we now do not consider
the nature of ‘man’ and [the nature of] ‘animal,” inasmuch as it is a species. Ra-
ther, we consider the nature of the species, inasmuch as it is a universal only.
Considering the nature of the species, inasmuch as it is a universal, is not the
same as considering the nature of the species, inasmuch as it is the nature of the
species or inasmuch as it is a species.

[ed. Madkar, p. 100, L. 8]

[§ 17] [Objection (b)] Someone might say:

«You have assumed the intellective substances (al-gawahir al-‘aqliyya) to be poste-
rior to the sensible substances (al-mahsusat). From this it would have to follow that
[ii] the intellect (‘aql) and [i] the Creator (bari) — praised be He — are posterior to
the sensible individuals.»

[§ 18] [Ibn Sina’s reply to objection (b)] — We say in reply to this: [ad i: God
is not a substance] First, as for the Creator — exalted be He —, from what had
been said above you should know that He is not included under the genus of the
substances.

[§ 19] [ad ii. Besides species and genera there are also ‘singular intellective be-
ings’ — and these rank highest, i.e., they rank even above individual sensible be-
ings] Second, even if the species and the genus are intellective substances
(gawahir ‘aqliyya), not all intellective beings (‘aqliyyat) are species and genera.
Rather, among intellective beings there are [also] singular beings (mufradat)
which subsist per se (qa’ima fi datiha) and are not dependent on a subject which
they are said of or which they inhere in (la tata‘allaqu bi-mawdiu‘in tuqalu
‘alayhi aw fihi). And these [1] intellective singular beings (al-mufradat al-
‘aqliyya) are worthier of substantiality than every other thing. As for [their be-
ing worthier of substantiality] than [2] corporeal singular beings (al-mufradat
al-gismaniyya), it is because they [i.e., the intellective beings] are the causes of
their existence. As for [their being worthier of substantiality] than [3] intellec-
tive universals (al-kulliyyat al-‘aqliyyat), provided that they [i.e., the intellective
beings] have them [i.e., provided that singular intellective beings have species
and genera], it is because they are singular beings (mufradat), as we had indicat-
ed before. As for [their being worthier of substantiality] than [4] natural sensible
universals (al-kulliyyat al-hissiyya at-tabi‘iyya), it is because they [i.e., the intel-
lective beings] are worthier of substantiality than those which are worthier of
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substantiality than these, I mean, the corporeal singular beings (al-mufradat al-
Sismaniyya).

[§ 20] As for the relation we had assessed before (al-mugayasa llati taqad-
damat minna), we did not assess the relation between sensible beings (al-
mahsiusat) and these intellective substances (al-gawahir al-‘aqliyya) but between
individuals (Sahsiyyat) and [their corresponding] universals (kulliyyat). Provided
that among intellective universals there is indeed an ‘individual multitude’
(katra $ahsiyya) which ‘[the property of] being a [certain] species’ comprises
(ta‘ummuha naw‘iyyatun), and ‘[a property of] being a [certain] species’ which
‘[the property of] being a [certain] genus’ comprises, the relation (munasaba)
between them would be in accordance with this relation.”” It seems that this
only exists among some of them, not among others [i.e., there are intellective
beings to which the particular/universal distinction does not apply].

[§ 21] The same is true for the state of the simple things (al-basa’it) which
the sensible [substances] have (allati li-I-mahsisa) [i.e., form and matter which
are both simple and which make up the compound]: The individual forms (as-
suwar as-Sahsiyya) are prior to the species-forms (as-suwar an-naw‘iyya). For
example, the form of ‘this water’ and ‘that water’ is prior to the form of ‘water
in the absolute sense’ (al-ma’ al-mutlag).

Since we have finished the assessment of the relations which hold between
these substances vertically (‘umgan), let us now consider the relations which
hold between them horizontally (‘urdan).

[ed. Madkar, p. 101, L. 5]

[(I1L.B.4) al-Hilli (fol. 57a, 11. 23-24): “Fourth Investigation (baht): Relations Which
Hold Horizontally (al-mugayasat ‘urdan)”]

[§ 22] [(D) Relations between things on the same level of the arbor por-
phyriana (‘horizontal relations’)] Thus we say: [i. Relations between individuals]
Even if the particular individuals (al-ashas al-guz’iyya) may surpass each other
(tafadalat) with regard to certain properties (umiir), they nonetheless, inasmuch
as they are individuals, do not precede each other on the level of their quiddities.
[ii. Relations between species] And the same is true for their species.

[§ 23] [ad i] For Zayd is not worthier of the nature of his species being said
of him than another individual [man] is. He may, however, be worthier of cer-
tain accidents which occur to his individual substantiality. For example, if he is
more knowledgeable than he [i.e., another individual man] is, he is worthier of

572 That is to say, regardless of whether things are intellective or sensible, any given indi-
vidual always ranks higher than its corresponding universal; thus, if an individual intel-
lective being has a corresponding universal, the intellective universal would rank below
the intellective individual.
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knowledge than he is [i.e., then Zayd has a greater claim to ‘knowledge’ being
said of him than someone else does].

[§ 24] [ad ii] And in the same manner, ‘man in the sense of the species’ (al-
insan an-naw<) is — with regard to his claim to the rank of the ‘species-related
substantiality’ (fi istihqaqihi daragata l-§awhariyyati n-naw‘iyyati) and with
regard to his claim of the genus being predicated of him — not worthier (awla)
than the ‘[species] horse,” even if he may be worthier than it if one considers
him in relation to dignity (Saraf) and excellence (fadila).

[ed. Madkar, p. 101, . 10]

[§ 25] [(E) The status of substantial differentiae] In reality (fi I-haqiqa),
there are no other substances after the primary substances except their species
and their genera [i.e., in reality the differentiae of substances are not substanc-
es]. As for the differentiae, in a certain respect (min gihatin) they are like the
species (tagri magra l-anwa‘); from this you have already learned what they
depend on (ma ta‘tamiduhu) [i.e., what their ‘basis’ is, namely individual be-
ings]. In another respect, however, it is as follows:

(§ 26] [i. ‘Simple differentiae’: Differentiae in the sense of form are substanc-
es)] By ‘differentiae’ (fusul) one either means the form (séira) which is like ‘ra-
tionality / ability to speak’ (nutq). These [differentiae in the sense of forms] are
not predicated of Zayd and ‘Amr, even though they are substances (wa-in kanat
gawahir). The assessment of the relation between them [i.e., the forms] and the
individuals and species is not undertaken with regard to generality and specifici-
ty (fi i‘tibari I-‘umumi wa-Il-husis) [i.e., the question one needs to ask is not
whether the form is a universal, or whether the form is more or less general or
specific than an individual or the corresponding species]; rather, [this assess-
ment is undertaken] with regard to simplicity and composition (bi-i‘tibari I-
basatati wa-t-tarkib) [i.e., while the form is simple, the individual and the species
are compounded]. They are ‘formal substances’ (§awahir suriyya) [i.e., they be-
long to one of the five species of substance, namely form] in relation to them
[i.e., either in relation to the individuals or in relation to the species], whereas
exactly the same relation holds between their particulars [i.e., particular forms,
such as ‘“Zayd’s rationality’] and their universals [i.e., universal forms, such as
‘rationality’]. If they are put into relation with compounded things (al-
murakkabat), inasmuch as they are their simple [parts] (basa’ituha), they are
prior (agdam) [to them] in the manner in which the principle (mabda’) is prior
to that which possesses the principle (‘ala di I-mabda’). In relation to their par-
ticulars, they are species and genera. Thus, they are also species and genera of
substances, even if in relation to something else they are differentiae.

(§ 27] [ii. ‘Logical differentiae’: Differentiae which are predicated of substanc-
es do not include substantiality] As for the differentiae which are real logical
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differentiae (fusul mantiqiyya haqiqiyya), such as ‘the rational / able to speak’
(an-natiq), in the case of such differentiae, even though [in existence] they can-
not be anything but substances, the meaning of substantiality, as you have
learned, is not included in them (gayr mudamman). Rather, the meaning of such
a differentia, say, of ‘the rational,” is that it is ‘a thing which is in possession of
rationality’ (Say’un du nutqin). Thereupon (tumma), this thing cannot be any-
thing but a substance, i.e., it is indispensable for it that substantiality is attached
to it (la yahlu min luzami l-§awhariyyati lahu) [i.e., it implies substantiality but
does not include substantiality]. This issue had previously been verified for you
[i.e., in the context of explaining the modes of signification and their importance
in the context of predicable semantics in al-Madhal (Isagoge)].””

[§ 28] To sum up, the substances are the individuals of substances, their
species and their genera. And in the manner which has been outlined their dif-
ferentiae are counted among their genera and species.

[ad i] If the detached differentiae (al-fusul al-mugarrada), which are the
forms, are put into relation with the natures of the species which are com-
pounded of them [i.e., of the forms], they are worthier of substantiality by way
of precedence. However, they are not worthier of substantiality by way of per-
fection (kamal).

[ad ii] As for the logical differentiae, they are posterior with regard to sub-
stantiality in a different regard. For substantiality is [merely] attached (lazima)
to them [i.e., they merely imply substantiality] but is not intrinsic (dahila) to
that which is understood by them (fi mafhimiha). For you have already learned
that ‘the rational’ must not be taken®’* to be ‘a substance or an animal which is
in possession of rationality’ but ‘a thing which is in possession of rationality’
(Say’an da nutqin).

573 On the three modes of signification in Ibn Sina, see Nora Kalbarczyk, Sprachphilosophie
in der islamischen Rechtstheorie (Leiden: Brill, 2018), chapter 2.2.
574 [102.8] Read with MSS LB3 and OP4 an la yu’hada instead of an la yigada (EC).
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Chapter II1,3
[ed. Madkar, pp. 102-111]

The Descriptions and Characteristics of Substance

[(II1.C) al-Hilli (fol. 58a, 1. 25): “The Third Issue (matlab): The Descriptions and Charac-
teristics of Substance; in It Are Several Investigations (mabahit)”]

[ed. Madkar, p. 102, . 13]

[(IIL.C.1) al-Hill1 (fol. 58b, L. 1): “First [Investigation]: The Characteristic Property
by Which It Is Described (hassiyyatihi llati rusima biha)”]

[§ 1] [A. ‘Being not in a subject’] All substances share in a characteristic
property which equally applies to them (hassiyya musawiya laha), namely their
being ‘existent not as in a subject’ (hiya annaha mawgudatun la fi mawdu‘in).
Since the logical differentiae are [by way of implication/attachment] substances
- even though the genera and species are worthier of that, as you have learned
[i.e., they are worthier of substantiality since substantiality is part of their quid-
dity] - they are also ‘existent not as in a subject’; for they give to their individu-
als [i.e., the individuals of which they are predicated] their names in accordance
with their definitions (id kanat ta’ti Sahsiyyataha asma’aha bi-hudidiha) [i.e.,
they are predicated both at the level of the linguistic expression and the mean-
ing]. [In contrast to that,] those which are said as ‘being in a subject’ [i.e., as
accidents] may apply [to them, i.e., to substantial individuals] in name only
(wafaqat fi l-ism faqat).

[§ 2] [The fact that substantial parts and particulars are in something does not
mean that they are in a subject] None of the substances is in a subject; and none
of the things which are in a subject is a substance. If the parts of substance are in
the wholes (al-kullat) which are the compounds (al-murakkabat), and [if] their
particulars (§uz’iyyatuhu) are in the universals (kulliyyat), it does not necessarily
follow from this that they [i.e., the parts in the wholes and the particulars in the
universals] are [in something as] ‘in a subject’; for you have already learned that
‘the existence in the subject’ differs from ‘the existence of the parts in the
wholes’ and ‘[the existence of] the particulars in the universals.’

[§ 3] [Critique of the view that one and the same thing may be a substance
and a quality in two different regards] Do not pay any attention to the following
statement (ma yugalu):

«The forms and the non-logical differentiae (inna s-suwara wa-I-fusila gayra I-

mantiqiyya) only belong to the category of substance with regard to their being a

part of substance (bi-hasabi i‘tibari kawniha guz’an li-l-§awhar). However, in rela-

tion to their ‘matters’ (bi-I-qiyasi ila mawaddiha) [i.e., with regard to their existence

as material beings], they are accidents and belong to the category of quale (magqulat
al-kayf).»
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You have already learned that nothing belongs per se [i.e., on account of its
essence] (bi-d-dat) to two categories. And you have learned that these too are in
relation to their ‘matters’ not accidents and that quality (al-kayfiyya) is said of
them and of the meaning of the category [of quality] by way of sharing in the
name [but not in the meaning, i.e., homonymously], not by means of a genus-
predication (bi-stiraki l-ismi la ka-gawli I-gins).

[§ 4] [ Real substances’ and ‘logical differentiae’ share in the description ‘be-
ing not in a subject’] Thus, the real substances (al-gawahir al-haqiqiyya) [i.e.,
substantial individuals, species, and genera which are substances on account of
their quiddities] and the logical differentiae (al-fusul al-mantiqiyya) share in this
characteristic property; for these [i.e., the logical differentiae] are also substanc-
es. The logical differentiae and the secondary substances [i.e., substantial species
and genera] share in the fact that in relation to the individuals of substances
they are said in the manner of ‘that which is said of a subject’ (qawla I-maquli
‘ala mawdu‘in).

[§ 5] Thus, this characteristic property, i.e., ‘being not in a subject’ (al-kawn
la fi mawdu), is [i] in relation to ‘substance in the absolute sense’ (al-gawhar al-
mutlaq) [i.e., regardless of whether it is simple or compounded, particular or
universal, real or logical] an equally applying (musawiya) and convertible
(mun‘akisa) property [i.e., ‘being not in a subject’ equally applies to every sub-
stance; and ‘being not in a subject’ and substance are convertible], and [ii] in
relation to the real substances (al-gawahir al-haqigiyya), i.e., the individuals, the
species, and the genera, it is more general (a‘amm) [for, in addition to real sub-
stances, it also comprises the logical differentiae of substances].

[ed. Madkar, p. 103, 1. 13]

[(II1.C.2) al-Hilli (fol. 59a, 11. 6-7): “Second Investigation (baht): Substance Can Be

Intended by a Pointer (anna I-gawhar maqsid ilayhi bi-l-iSara)”]

[§ 6] [B. ‘A certain this’] There are other characteristic properties [besides
the description ‘being not in a subject’]. One of them is the characteristic prop-
erty which - according to the commonly held view (ma yura fi I-mashur) — ap-
plies to every substance. But this is not the case! Rather, it only applies to some
substances. Thus, it belongs to those characteristic properties which specify that
which is [already] specific and which do not comprise it [as a general property]
(mina l-hawassi lati tahussu l-mahsisa wa-la ta‘ummuhu). This characteristic
property is: ‘Substance is something which can be intended by a pointer’ (anna
l-gawhara magqsidun ilayhi bi-l-iSara). For a pointer (al-iSara) is a sensible or
intellective indication of a specific thing with which no other thing shares in this
[indication] (dalalatun hissiyyatun aw ‘aqliyyatun ila Say’in bi-‘aynihi la
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yasrakuhii fiha Say’un gayruhii), even if it belongs to its species (wa-law’” kana
min nawhi) [i.e., even if it falls under the same species as the thing indicated].

[§ 7] [This characteristic property does not apply per se to accidents] This
pointer does not apply to accidents, except accidentally. For they [i.e., the acci-
dents] become distinct and multiple only through the substances to which they
pertain (innama tasiru mutamayyizatan mutakattiratan bi-lI-gawahiri llati laha).
Each of them becomes a single specific thing on account of the specification of
its subject (kullu wahidin minha yasiru wahidan muta‘ayyinan li-ta‘ayyuni
mawdiui‘ihi).

[§ 8] [The ‘sensible pointer’ is restricted to substances which occupy space]
The sensible pointer which specifies the subject (al-iSara al-hissiyya al-
mu‘ayyina li-l-mawdi) only includes the substances which have a specification
on account of their delineation in space (al-gawahir dawat at-tamayyuz bi-t-
tahayyuz).

[§ 9] [What is an ‘intellective pointer’? Can there be an ‘intellective pointer’ to
accidents as well?] As for the pointer which is commonly held to be intellective
(wa-amma l-iSaratu I-mashuratu bi-annaha ‘aqliyyatun), this includes the acci-
dents as well. [i] However, if it includes them with regard to their meanings
(min haytu ma‘aniha), this is not the pointer which we designated; for their
meanings admit of being shared (saliha li-$-Sarika) [i.e., if one indicates a mean-
ing, it is such that more than one thing can share in the meaning — and hence
such a pointer would not be specific]. [ii] And if it includes them [i.e., accidents]
and if they [i.e., these accidents which are pointed to in the mind] are such that
nothing shares in them — and this must be specifically designated by the name
‘pointer’ —, the intellect (al-‘aql) is unable to do this, unless it [i.e., the mind] had
already specified them by means of various intellective subjects through which
the accidents are multiplied [i.e., one cannot imagine a specific accident which is
not shared by many without imagining a specific subject which this accident
belongs to]. These [subjects] had already been multiplied on account of them-
selves before those accidents were multiplied; or they are multiple because of
causes which had multiplied them before the accidents were multiplied, just like
certain ‘matters’ (mawadd) which these [subjects] have and to which they stand
in a certain relation, as you will learn in the appropriate place. Thus, in this
meaning as well the ‘intellective pointer’ does not include the intellective acci-
dents by way of a primary intention, provided that they [i.e., the intellective
accidents] exist [at all] (la tatanawalu aydan al-a‘rada I-‘aqliyyata in kanat
mawgidatan tanawalan bi-I-qasdi l-awwal). Therefore, those which can be in-

575 [103.16] Read with MSS OP4, LG4, TD3, along with MSS SA, N, Y (in app.), wa-law in-
stead of law (EC).
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tended by a pointer, i.e., by way of a primary intention by way of a pointer (ay
bi-l-qasdi I-awwali bi-1-iSara), are the substances and not the accidents.

[ed. Madkar, p. 104, 1. 9]

[§ 10] [The ‘pointer’ which is characteristic for certain substances is either
taken to be a ‘sensible pointer’ only or a pointer in a more general sense which
comprises the ‘sensible pointer’ and the ‘intellective pointer’ (but it is not taken to
be the ‘intellective pointer’ only)] There is no dispute (la munaqasata) that the
‘pointer” which had been mentioned [as a characteristic property of some sub-
stances] is either [a] taken to be ‘sensible’ (an tugala l-iSaratu I-madkuratu
hissiyyatan) so that it points to the sensible substances only (ila I-gawahiri I-
hiyyiyati faqat) or [b] that it is taken to be more general than that so that it
comprises both pointers [i.e., the ‘sensible pointer’ and the ‘intellective pointer’],
even if this is not by way of synonymy [i.e., even if ‘pointer’ should be said
equivocally of these two different types]; for many of the descriptions and defi-
nitions which had been mentioned for these things are [said] in this [mode of
predication, i.e., equivocally] (fa-inna katiran mina r-rusuimi wa-l-hudidi
sabiluha hadihi s-sabila) [i.e., in the context of the Categories the strict criteria of
proper scientific definitions are not always fulfilled].

[§ 11] [This characteristic property is restricted to primary substances] How-
ever, this is a characteristic property of the primary substances [only], not of
secondary [substances]. For there is no pointer to universals (fa-innahi la isara-
ta ila l-kulliyyat) since there is no distinct specification in them (id la ta‘ayyuna
fiha). Do not think that if you pointed to Zayd you have already pointed to
‘man’ (fa-qad asarta ila l-insan). For there is a difference (farq) between ‘man’
and Zayd, even if ‘man’ is predicated of Zayd. If there were no difference, it [i.e.,
‘man’] would always be predicated of Zayd only (la-kana abadan mahmulan “ala
Zaydin faqat) and every man would be Zayd. Indeed, ‘man’ and the other uni-
versals do not signify ‘something which can be pointed to’ (la tadullu ‘ala
musarin ilayhi) but [they signify] ‘anything whatsoever from among those
which can be pointed to (‘ala ayyi wahidin ittafaqa mina l-musari ilayhi).

(§ 12] [Species, in contrast to genera, give things a distinct ‘whichness’ (but in
contrast to individuals they cannot be pointed to)] Among them, i.e., among the
secondary substances, [1] there are those which in addition to that (ma‘a dali-
ka)’’ [ie., in addition to signifying ‘any single thing whatsoever from among

576 [104.16] Read with MSS LB3, N (not in app.), TD3, TM5, Y (not in app.), along with MSS
BH, D, AE, M (in app.), and with al-Hilli’'s commentary ma‘a dalika instead of ma‘na
(EC). Ma‘na is attested by MSS B (which in the margins, i.e., BH, is corrected to ma‘a
dalika), 1C4, ID3 (which has ma‘a without dalika and as an interlinear correction ma‘na),
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those which can be pointed to’] gives them [i.e., the individuals] a ‘whichness’
(ayyiyya)’”’ by which they are distinguished (yatafarrazu’® bihi), such as the
species-related things (ka-n-naw‘iyyat). [2] And there are those which do not
give them a ‘whichness’ (ayyiyya) by which they are distinguished, such as the
genus which is the genus of genera [i.e., the highest genus]; if, however, it [i.e., a
highest genus] does accomplish a distinction (infiraz), this does not come about
in relation to those things which share in the genus but in relation to ‘existence’
[which is even more general since it encompasses the ten summa general.

[§ 13] Whenever these secondary substances convey a ‘whichness’ (ayyiy-
ya) [about the primary substances], they convey about them an essential
‘whichness’ (afadatha ayyiyyatan datiyyatan). This amounts to distinguishing a
group [of things] on account of the essence (wa-huwa ifrazu gumlatin bi-d-dat)
without, however, considering that they are under a general one which encom-
passes them or not (annaha tahta ‘@ammin ya‘ummuha aw laysa). Therefore, this
‘whichness’ is not the ‘whichness’ of the differentia (laysat tilka l-ayyiyyatu
ayyiyyata l-fasl). For the distinction which the differentia yields is a distinction
under the [common] genus (ifrazun tahta I-gins). This manner of yielding a dis-
tinction is not said of the species, except in a certain regard per accidens (la
yuqalu ‘ala n-naw illa bi-l-‘aradi min waghin ma), as you have already learned.
By saying ‘per accidens’ (bi-I-‘arad) I mean that which something possesses not
in a primary manner (awwalan) but [only] on account of something else; by
saying ‘per accidens’ (bi-l-‘arad) I do not mean that its nature [i.e., the nature of
the species] in reality does not yield a distinction (anna t-tabi‘atahu la tufrizu bi-
l-haqiqa). Quite the contrary, for [the species] ‘man’ does yield a distinction.
However, it only yields a distinction because there is a ‘distinguisher’ (mufriz) in
it which is the first one in it [i.e., which is primary with regard to yielding the

IN1, LG4 (which in the margins is corrected to ma‘a dalika), and S. MSS OP4 and SA
have neither ma‘a dalika nor ma‘na.

577 [104.16] Read with MSS B (not in app.), ID3, LB3, N (not in app.), OP4, TD3m, and with
al-Hilli’s commentary (where the word has explicitly been dotted, even though the
scribe usually omits the diacritic dots) ayyiyya instead of anniyya (EC). See also Amos
Bertolacci, “A Hidden Hapax Legomenon in Avicenna’s Metaphysics: Considerations on
the Use of Anniyya and Ayyiyya in the Illahiyyat of the Kitab al-Sif@,” in The Letter be-
fore the Spirit: The Importance of Text Editions for the Study of the Reception of Aristotle,
ed. Aafke M.I. van Oppenraay (Leiden: Brill, 2012), pp. 289-309. Anniyya is clearly attest-
ed by MSS AE, LG4, S, TD3 (corrected in the margins to ayyiyya). In MSS IC4, IN1, SA,
TM5, and Y the second letter is not dotted and thus one could read both anniyya and ay-
yiyya.

578 [104.16] Read with MSS LB3 and OP4 yatafarrazu instead of tanfarizu (EC). I tend to
follow the reading of MSS OP4 and LB3 but both readings would render the same mean-
ing.
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distinction; the species which contains this ‘distinguisher,” in turn, only yields a
distinction on account of the ‘distinguisher’ and thus only secondarily or ‘per
accidens’].

[§ 14] [The two modes in which universal substances signify something, with-
out however pointing to one specific ‘certain this’] Thus, the universal substances
signify (tadullu) anything (‘ala ayyin) in two modes (min waghayni): [1] The first
[mode] is that they do not signify ‘precisely this thing which can be pointed to’
(hada I-musar ilayhi bi-‘aynihi) but rather ‘anything whatsoever’ [from among
those which can be pointed to] (‘ala ayyi wahidin kana). [2] And the second
[mode] is that they yield a distinction by way of a substantial distinction (an-
naha tufrizu ifrazan gawhariyyan).

[§ 15] [This characteristic property applies to substances only, albeit not to all
substances] Thus, this characteristic property which is related to the pointer (al-
mansiba ila l-iSara) is a characteristic property of substance in such a manner
that it does not apply to anything else but to substance (‘ala sabili annaha la
tugadu illa fi I-§awhar), even though it does not apply to all substances (wa-in
kanat la tugadu li-gamii I-§awahir). Therefore, the manner in which it is specific
to substance is due to the fact that one says that among the categories (mina I-
magqilat) substance is the category which applies to things which this condition
comprises (tugadu fi l-umuri llati yastamilu ‘alayha hada s-sart), just like one
says that the Ka‘ba is a characteristic property of Mecca — not in such a manner
that all of its [i.e., Mecca’s] parts are the Ka‘ba but in such a manner that some
of its parts are the Ka‘ba, whereas the same is not true for Medina.

[ed. Madkar, p. 105, L. 14]

[(II1.C.3) al-Hilli (fol. 60a, 1. 12): “Third Investigation (baht): Substance Has No
Contrary (anna I-gawhar la didd lahi)”]

[§ 16] [C. ‘Nothing is contrary to a substance’] Substance has a characteris-
tic property which encompasses all of its species but which is not a characteris-
tic property of substance [by which it is distinguished] in relation to every acci-
dent but only in relation to some accidents. This [characteristic property] is that
it does not have a contrary (didd) since it does not have a subject.

The contrary (ad-didd) which we talk about in this place (alladi I-kalamu
fihi hahuna) is a property (amr) which shares in the subject with that which is
its respective contrary, whereas they [i.e., the two contraries which have the
same subject] are two essences which apply to it successively and for which it is
impossible to be in it simultaneously.

If, however, by ‘contrary’ one should mean everything which shares in a
substrate (mahall), be it matter or a subject, the account which would have to be
given with regard to that issue would be different; and it would be conceivable
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that the form-substances (al-gawahir as-siiriyya) have a contrary [namely if one
form succeeds another form as inhering in the same material substrate].

[ed. Madkar, p. 106, L. 3]

[§ 17] It is not upon the logician to make an attempt at proving these things
by way of verification (an yuhawila ibanata hadihi l-aSya’i bi-t-tahqiq); for he
will not have the capability to do so sufficiently. Rather, the most that can be
achieved [in the context of logic] is to obtain knowledge of this [issue] by way
of induction (bi-l-istiqra’) or by means of arguments which are taken from com-
monly known things (bi-hugagin ma’ahudatin mina l-mashirat), and [in addi-
tion to that] to remove from him [i.e., the logician] some of the doubts (Sukiik)
he is faced with by way of inductive examples which make him understand that
that which he himself finds troublesome (ma ihtalaga fi sadrihi) or those doubts
which are presented to him [by other people] are false (kadib), even if their re-
moval [by itself] does not make it necessary for him to be convinced that this is
true (la yugibu i‘tiqadahii anna hada sadiq).

Induction makes it evident that ‘man’ and ‘horse’ do not have a contrary
(didd). As for the ‘hot body’ (al-gism al-harr) and the ‘cold body’ (al-gism al-
barid), they are not contrary to each other on account of their essences (laysa
yatadaddani bi-datayhima) but only per accidens (bi-l-‘arad); for those things
which are contrary to each other in them are ‘the heat’ (al-harara) and ‘the
coldness’ (al-buriida).

[§ 18] [This characteristic property does not pertain to substances alone] Oth-
er categories share in this characteristic property as well; for there is also no
contrary to quantity (al-kammiyya). If someone should raise a doubt by present-
ing ‘the small’ (as-sagir) and ‘the big’ (al-kabir) as a case which contradicts this
view, it would be upon me to solve this and to falsify this. However, it would be
upon him to contemplate the fact that he knows that four and three and five do
not have contraries; for no number is worthier [than another number] of being
assumed to have the utmost degree of difference in relation to these [numbers,
i.e., four, three and five] so that it would be a contrary - unless there would be
some [number] which is the farthest away from it and which differs from it to
the utmost degree. As soon as one knows through this kind of explication that
there is nothing which is contrary to three and four, one has found something
from [the category of] quantity which shares with substance in having no con-
trary, i.e., certain species [of quantity] as we have mentioned, even if there
should be something from [the category of] quantity which does have a contra-
ry, such as, for example, ‘numerousness’ (al-katra) and ‘fewness’ (al-qgilla), pro-
vided that both are quantities and that both are contraries. Since the objection
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(al-i‘tirad)’” is removed as soon as one concedes that contrariety is present in
‘bigness’ (kibar) and ‘smallness’ (sigar), and in ‘numerousness’ and ‘fewness,’
there is no use in making an effort of clarifying that ‘numerousness’ and ‘few-
ness,” and ‘the big’ and ‘the small’ are neither quantities nor contraries.

Thus, even if quantity shares in this [characteristic property] with sub-
stance, certain species of other categories do not share in it. For most things
belonging to [the category of quality] have contraries, even if some of them also
do not have a contrary.

[ed. Madkar, p. 107, L. 1]

[(IIL.C.4) al-Hilli (fol. 61a, L. 13): “Fourth Investigation (bahit): Substance Is Not Re-
ceptive of a Stronger and Weaker Intensity (anna I-gawhara la yaqbalu $-Siddata
wa-d-da‘fa)”]

[§ 19] [D. ‘A substance is not receptive of more and less’] This characteristic
property is followed by another one, namely that substance, moreover, is not
receptive of that which is more and less intensive (anna [-gawhara aydan la
yaqbalu l-asadda wa-l-ad‘afa). For that which increases in intensity becomes
more intensive by starting from a state which is the contrary of the state to
which it moves in the process of becoming more intensive; hence, it gradually
leaves behind the state of weak intensity (halat ad-da9) as it turns towards the
state of strong intensity (halat al-quwwa); or it leaves behind the state of strong
intensity as it turns towards the state of weak intensity — and both states are
contrary opposites which cannot co-exist [in one and the same subject] (mu-
taqabilatani mutadaddatani la yagtami‘ani). If they were accidents, the stronger
intensity and weaker intensity would be in the accidents [but not in the sub-
stances in which these accidents are] — and this is how it is (wa-hada mimma
yakunu). If, however, they were substances, there would be a contrariety in sub-
stance; and this had been excluded [for nothing is contrary to substance]. Thus,
if the characteristic property which preceded this one had been posited in an
absolute manner (ida wud‘iat al-hassatu llati qabla hadihi wad‘an mutlaqan),
[then simultaneously] this characteristic property had been posited as well; for

579 [106.15] This passage is most likely corrupted. MSS OP4, ID3, LG4, TD3, TM5, Y (all
unambiguously dotted in this place) have al-garad instead of al-i‘tirad (i.e., “since the ob-
Jjective has been removed ...”); according to the apparatus of EC, MS Y has al-‘arad but
this information is not correct; in MS Y, al-garad is followed by la yartafi‘u (the negation
has been correctly noted in the apparatus of EC). The reading favored by EC, namely al-
i‘tirad, can be found in MSS B, IC4, IN1, LB3 and N. MSS AE, S, TD3m have al-a‘rad; the
apparatus of EC attributes the reading al-‘arad to AE but this is false; the apparatus of
EC does not give a variant for MS S; in the marginal correction in TD3 al-a‘rad is fol-
lowed by la taga‘u. MS SA has al-‘arad (not in app.); al-Hilli’s text reads: wa-id yartafi‘u
l-i‘tirad.
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an increase and decrease in intensity is excluded along with the exclusion of
contrariety.

[ed. Madkar, p. 107, L. 8]

[§ 20] Thereupon, the type of contrariety which is such that in its removal
from substances no intensification comes about (tumma d-darbu mina t-tadaddi
lladi lam yatasaddad fi rafiihi ‘ani I-gawahir), belongs to those things for which
it is impossible that one of them is [gradually] transformed to another one of
them by means of an increase and decrease in intensity (mimma la yahtamilu I-
masiru min ba‘diha ila ba‘din ‘ala s-sabili l-istidadi wa-t-tada“uf). For it is not the
case with all contraries that the transformation from one of these [things] to
another one comes about in this way [i.e., by way of a gradual increase and
decrease in intensity]; rather, it may come about instantaneously (daf‘atan).
Indeed, the removal of the receptivity to contrariety removes [the receptivity to]
a decrease and increase in intensity. Positing it, however, [i.e., positing the re-
ceptivity to contrariety] neither necessitates nor posits it [i.e., the receptivity to
a decrease and increase in intensity].”*

[ed. Madkar, p. 107, 1. 12]

[§ 21] [Refutation of a false opinion] Someone had been of the following
opinion:

«An increase and decrease in intensity may come about with regard to things which
are not between the contraries [i.e., excluding contrariety does not exclude a recep-
tivity to more and less]. An example of this is that ‘health’ (as-sihha) is neither a
contrary of ‘beauty’ (husn) nor of its contrary; and ‘the beauty’ [of an individual]
may be more [intensive] than ‘the health’ [of this individual] (wa-rubbama kana
husnun aktara min sihhatin).»

You should not pay any attention to this! For the doctrine advocated by the
person who holds this opinion is a manner of considering the more and the less
which differs from what we have advocated here [i.e., what he means by ‘more
and less’ differs from what we mean by ‘more and less’] (naw‘un min i‘tibari z-
ziyadati wa-n-nuqsani gayru lladi dahabna ilayhi hahuna).

[§ 22] [What kind of ‘more and less’ is intended here?] Just like substance is
not receptive of an increase and decrease in intensity by way of motion (al-
istidad wa-t-tanaqqus ‘ala sabil al-haraka), there is no substance which is more

580 Excluding the property of ‘being receptive of contraries’ excludes the property of ‘being
receptive of more or less’; but the mere fact that someone assumes that something has
the property of ‘being receptive of contraries’ does not mean that the same thing must
also have the property of ‘being receptive of more and less’ - for there is a type of con-
trariety in which there is no transformation from more to less or less to more.

printed on 2/12/2023 5:21 AMvia . Al use subject to https://wmv. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

B. Texts 287

intensive and less intensive (la yakiénu minhii ma huwa asadd wa-ma huwa
ad‘af). I do not mean [that nothing among substances is more or less intensive]
by way of assessing the relation [between various substances] in accordance
with being worthier and more entitled and by way of regarding it vertically [i.e.,
between genera, species, and individuals]. For it had already been said that in a
certain respect (min waghin) some substances are worthier (awla) of substantial-
ity than others. Rather, what I mean is assessing the relation in such a manner
that it is specified as belonging to one nature (tabi‘a wahida) and one definition
(hadd wahid). And [in this respect] no individual man is more intensive in ‘being
a man,” which is his substance, than another individual man — in the manner in
which a ‘whiteness’ (bayad) may be more intensive in ‘being whiteness’ than
another whiteness. Moreover, no individual man is more intensive in ‘being an
individual man’**! than an individual horse in ‘being a horse’ — in the manner in
which one may imagine that a ‘whiteness’ is more intensive in its ‘being white-
ness’ than a ‘blackness’ in its ‘being blackness’ and that ‘heat’ in its ‘being heat’
(harariyya) is more intensive than ‘coldness’ in its ‘being coldness.’

The same is true for the species which are on the same level (al-anwa“ allati
fi daraga wahida). For none of them is more intensive in its ‘belonging to this
kind’ (fi babihi) than another one since we assumed that the genera are always
predicated of them in an equal manner (id faradna anna l-agnasa innama tuhma-
lu “alayha bi-s-sawiya).

(§ 23] [The difference between ‘being worthier’ and ‘being more intensive’]
Even though the primary substances are worthier of substantiality than the sec-
ondary substances, they are, nonetheless, not more intensive in substantiality
(laysat asadd fi -gawhariyya). Being worthier is not the same as being more
intensive (wa-l-awla gayru l-asadd). For being worthier depends on the existence
of substantiality (yata‘allaqu bi-wugudi lI-gawhariyya). Being more intensive, in
contrast, depends on the quiddity of substantiality (yata‘allaqu bi-mahiyyati I-
Sawhariyya).

[Quantity shares this characteristic property with substance] The quantum
(al-kamm) also shares with substance in this [characteristic property], as we
shall explain later.

[ed. Madkar, p. 108, 1. 9]

[(IIL.C.5) al-Hilli (fol. 62a, 1. 10): “Fifth Investigation (baht): Substance Is Receptive
of Contraries (anna l-gawhar qabil li-l-addad)”]

[§ 24] [E. ‘A substance is receptive of contrary properties’] On the surface,
one might believe (wa-qad yu‘taqadu fi zahiri l-amr) that the characteristic

581 [108.2] Read with MSS LB3, OP4 Sahsu insanin fi annahu Sahsu insanin instead of Sahsu
insanin (EC).
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property which is most specific for substance (ahass al-hawass bi-l-§awhar) is
that its quiddity is a quiddity which, whenever it is individualized, becomes a
subject for contraries (wudiat li-l-addad’®); for one specific substance (al-
Sawharu ma l-wahidu bi-‘aynihi minhi), not the universal substance, is such that
it may be receptive of contraries on account of a change in itself. The universal
substance, in turn, is not receptive of contraries; for the universal comprises
every individual — and it is not true that every individual is black and that every
individual is white.

[ed. Madkar, p. 108, 1. 13]

[§ 25] [Refutation of the view that the universal accident is receptive of con-
traries as well] If someone should be of the following opinion:

«The universal accident is also receptive of a pair of contraries, just like ‘color’ may
be ‘whiteness’ and ‘blackness,’»

— his opinion (zannuhu) is refuted by the fact that it is not ‘the color that is
blackness’ which is receptive of ‘the color of whiteness’ so that ‘blackness’
would be stripped off from ‘color’ and instead it [i.e., ‘color’] would be covered
by ‘whiteness.” Rather, one says about ‘color taken absolutely’ (al-lawn al-
mutlaq) that it is receptive of a pair of contraries only in the sense that it is the
one and the other [i.e., ‘blackness’ and whiteness’]; or in such a way that the
nature of being a color is isolated in the mind in an abstract sense (bi-an tufraza
t-tabi‘atu l-lawniyyatu mugarradatan fi l-wahm) so that in the mind it becomes
receptive of any of the two differentiae [i.e., black or white] whatsoever. How-
ever, we do not speak about such things. Rather, we speak about the receptivity
in the realm of existence (al-qubal alladi fi l-wugud) and about the receptivity
which concerns one single recipient (gabil wahid). If the universal ‘color’ were
indeed to receive both of them, every ‘color’ would have to be ‘blackness’ and
every ‘color’ would have to be ‘whiteness.” If the abstracted nature of color were
to be receptive of that, it [i.e., the nature of color] would not be ‘blackness’ and
‘whiteness,” but rather it would be ‘blackened’ and ‘whitened’ so that it is not
the case that a certain color (lawnun ma) is ‘blackness’ and that a certain color is
‘whiteness’; these two would succeed one another (la-kana ‘ala t-ta‘aqub) and
would not apply [to ‘color’] simultaneously (wa-la ma‘an).

[ed. Madkar, p. 109, L. 3]

[§ 26] [This characteristic property does not comprise all substances but only
‘changing substances’ (both particulars and corresponding universals)] This char-

582 [109.10] Read with MS OP4, along with MSS D, H, Y (in app.), and with al-Hilli’s com-
mentary li-l-addad instead of al-addad (EC).
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acteristic property does not comprise every substance (la ta‘ummu kulla
ZSawharin); for not every substance is receptive of contraries. The simple intellec-
tive substances (al-§awahir al-‘aqliyya al-basita) might not change at all (gad la
tatagayyaru l-battata); and whatever does not change at all is not receptive of
contraries. Rather, only the substances which change (al-gawahir al-
mutagayyira) and the corporeal substances which are compounded of matter
and form (al-gawahir al-gismaniyya al-murakkaba min hayila wa-siira) are re-
ceptive of them [i.e, of contraries] — but not all corporeal compounds (al-
murakkabat al-gismaniyya); for many celestial bodies (al-agsam as-samawiyya)
are not receptive of contraries. Only some corporeal substances are receptive of
that.

[§ 27] [This characteristic property equally applies to those to which it applies]
This characteristic property applies equally to those [substances to which it
applies, i.e., to changing substances]; and it is a characteristic property which is
not restricted to the particulars of those substances only but which applies to all
of them [i.e., both particular and universal ‘changing substances’]. For one also
predicates of their universals that whichever of them is one in number is recep-
tive of such-and-such [contraries] (anna l-wahida minha bi-I-‘adadi yaqbalu
kada wa-kada), and that, even though its universality is not receptive of that on
account of its universality, its universality is characterized by the attribute that
‘whichever of them is one in number is receptive of that.” As for the individuals,
whichever of them is one in number is receptive [of contraries].

[ed. Madkar, p. 109, 1. 12]

[§ 28] [An objection and Ibn Sina’s reply] If someone should say:

«If you assume this characteristic property to be such that it is suitable to apply to
universals, it is not suitable to apply to particulars; for one does not say about Zayd:
‘Whichever of him is one in number is receptive of contraries.’»

— The reply to this is: This is true and correct (haqq sahih). According to the
first consideration of the nature of corporeal substance which had been men-
tioned (fi n-nazari l-awwali li-tabi‘ati I-gawhari I-gismani I-madkur) this charac-
teristic property is considered [only] with regard to its [i.e., the nature’s] quiddi-
ty. Of those which belong to it, there is a universal and a particular (fa-minha
kulli wa-minha guz’) — and this characteristic property becomes attached to the
universal on account of the fact that it is attached to the nature and that it is
attached to the category [of substance] in such a manner that it [i.e., the ‘at-
tachment’] is said with regard to some substances [only] which are specific and
do not comprise the subjects of that which is specified.
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[ed. Madkar, p. 109, 1. 18]

[§ 29] [Refutation of the opinion that some accidents are receptive of contra-
ries as well] Someone could be of the following opinion:

«There are accidents which follow the same pattern [and which therefore admit of
contraries as well]; this is because [example 1] a statement (al-qawl) can be true and
can be false; and [example 2] an opinion (az-zann) can be true and subsequently be-
come false; and [example 3] the surface (as-sath) can be white and then become
black.»

— This doubt (Subha) is clarified in the following way:

[ad 1] As for the statement, it does not remain exactly the same (bi-‘aynihi)
in relation to truth and falsehood. Thus, whichever of it is one in number is not
receptive of truth and falsehood.

[ed. Madkar, p. 110, L. 2]

[ad 2] As for the opinion, it does remain the same — and thus it is subject to
this doubt.

[§ 30] [The commonly known reply to this problem] The commonly known
reply (al-gawab al-mashiur) to this doubt comprises both [ad 1] the statement
and [ad 2] the opinion. It runs as follows:

«As for the statement and the opinion, there is no change at all with regard to the
state of each of these two; rather, the change from one state to another state is
merely an accident which occurs to the thing which one talks about or the thing
which one has an opinion about. The contraries succeed one another with regard to
applying to that thing, not with regard to applying to the statement and the opin-
ion.»

[§ 31] [Ibn Sina’s critique of the commonly known reply to this problem] This
reply, stated in this manner, however, does not hit the target (§ayr sadid). For
from the fact that the thing [which someone has an opinion about] is trans-
formed (yastahilu) it does not necessarily follow that the opinion is not trans-
formed. For the thing is transformed in a manner which necessitates a transfor-
mation in the opinion, namely in the case in which the thing is transformed with
regard to the fact that it is existent and in which the opinion that it is existent
has been true [prior to the thing’s transformation]; for as soon as (ida)’* it has
become non-existent, while the opinion about its existence remains unchanged,
the opinion has been transformed as well, inasmuch as this unchanged opinion
about it [i.e., about the existence of the thing] has become false, whereas prior to
that it had been true. Therefore, this solution [i.e., the commonly known reply]

583 [110.9] Read with MSS LB3, OP4, SA (not in app.), along with MSS D, AE, M, N (in app.),
fa-ida instead of fa-id (EC). MSS Y (in app.) and LG4 have fa-in; al-Hilli has wa-in.
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merely affirms another transformation — and does not offer anything to negate
the first transformation. This is because it affirms of the thing [which someone
has an opinion about] a transformation with regard to its existence and non-
existence. But what we had been talking about concerned the transformation of
truth and falsehood.

[§ 32] It is known that on account of the fact that the opinion is true there is
a notion [of being true] in the opinion (anna li-kawni zanni sadigan ma‘nan fi z-
zann), even if it [i.e., the notion] is relational (idafiyyan). This notion [of being
true] had disappeared - not from the thing [which someone has an opinion
about] alone but from the opinion (wa-hada I-mana qad zala la ‘ani l-amri
wahdahti bal ‘ani z-zann). For this characterization (wasf) [i.e., this notion],
namely ‘that it is true’ (annahu sadiqun), i.e., that it is in accordance with exist-
ence (mutabiqun li-l-wugid), applies to the opinion, not to the thing. And if it
disappeared, it disappeared precisely from that which it was in.

[§ 33] Not every characterization (wasf) which changes in accordance with
the thing (yatagayyaru ‘ala s-Say’), needs to be established and fixed (mu-
taqarriran tabitan). Rather, the relatum (al-mudaf) also belongs to the group of
the characterizations and accidents which are attached to the things (min gumla-
ti l-awsafi wa-l-a‘radi llati talhaqu l-asya’), as they [i.e., these other scholars]
acknowledged. Nothing precludes that the change of one thing is the cause for
the change of another thing, just like in the case of the sun’s setting and ab-
sence: For this is the cause for the change of the state of the earth and the air;
and each thing changes in itself. From the fact that the thing [which someone
has an opinion about] had been transformed it does not necessarily follow that
the opinion had not been transformed by way of another transformation which
is a consequence of the transformation of the thing [which someone has an
opinion about].

(§ 34] [Ibn Sina’s reformulation of the relation between ‘being receptive of
contraries’ and ‘changing in itself’] However, if one says “substances are recep-
tive of contraries on account of the fact that they are transformed in themselves
with regard to non-relational notions and by way of a primary transformation
(inna l-gawahir taqbalu l-addada bi-an tastahila fi anfusiha fi ma‘anin gayri
mudafatin istahalatan awwaliyyatan), i.e., a transformation which is not merely
the consequence of the transformation of another thing in the manner of the
relatum” — this attribute (sifa) does not apply to the opinion (zann) and thus the
doubt has been resolved (wa-inhallat’®* as-subha).

584 [111.4] Read with MSS OP4, SA (not in app.) inhallat instead of ingallat (EC).
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[ed. Madkar, p. 111, L. 5]

[§ 35] [ad 3] As for the surface, it is also not transformed by way of a
change which occurs to it in itself but due to the fact such a change occurs to its
subject.

If we studied the matter thoroughly and if by our saying ‘by its change in
itself (bi-tagayyurihi fi nafsihi)’ we meant that ‘on account its essence alone it is
not in need of anything else in order to be a subject for contraries through
which it changes in itself (annahi mustagniyan bi-datihi wahdahu fi an yakiina
mawdi‘an li-l-addadi yatagayyaru biha bi-nafsihi), in such manner that it does
not need anything which constitutes it (ma yuqimuhi) and which accidentally
occurs to it for the sake of that change (wa-ma ya‘riduhi li-dalika t-tagayyur) -
then [ad 3] the surface, [ad 2] the opinion, and [ad 1] the statement would all be
excluded from sharing with it in this [characteristic property] in any regard
whatsoever.

[ed. Madkar, p. 111, L. 9]

[§ 36] [Ibn Sina’s refutation of the argument that accidents are not receptive
of contraries since they cannot function as the substrates of other accidents] As for
the following discussion:

«The accidents by themselves do not function as the substrates of [other] accidents
(la tahmilu l-a‘rad); and from them [i.e., the accidents] no [other] accidents will dis-
appear by being succeeded by [other] relational and fixed accidents by way of a
primary removal and by way of a primary accidental occurrence which would apply
to the substance through its intermediation.»

— This is something of which I do not think that someone who has good
judgment (al-munsif) would be committed to it. Although the substance is the
cause for the existence of the accident, this does not necessarily preclude the
possibility that there are properties (umir) which occur to, accompany and are
attached to the accident in a primary manner (ta‘ridu li-I-‘aradi wa-talzamuhi
wa-talhaquhii luhtigan awwalan) — and that only subsequently they are attached
to the substance through its [i.e., the accident’s] intermediation (wa-tumma
talhaqu l-gawhara bi-tawassutiha), even if the attachment [i.e., the ‘secondary
accident’] exists simultaneously with it [i.e., the ‘primary accident’] in the sub-
stance and is along with it [ie., the ‘primary accident’] in need of it [i.e., the
substance]. Likewise, nothing precludes it [i.e., the accident] from also having
species and genera which are said of it.

You shall find the verification of this [issue] (tahqiq dalika) in the sciences
(fi I-‘ulam) [and not in an introductory treatise such as the Categories].

[§ 37] [Two points which support the claim that accidents by themselves do
not undergo change (and thus are not receptive of contraries)] Let us sum up two
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points which support the claim that the accident is — on account of its essence
alone and on account of a change in itself — not receptive of any contraries:
Indeed, it is [1] either such that it changes with regard to something which is
related to it (fi amr mudaf), which is not a change in itself, i.e., [which is not a
change] with regard to a fixed property in its essence (fi hay’atin qarratin fi
datihi); [2] or it changes on account of that which it is in. Generally speaking,
the accident does not undergo a change which would be specific to it itself but it
only undergoes a change [ad 1] on account of something which is related to it or
[ad 2] as a consequence [of a change in its subject].
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As the present study has shown, Ibn Sina’s K. al-Magqilat of the Sifa’ marks a
decisive turning point in the Arabic-Islamic reception of Aristotle’s Categories.
The preceding Greek and Arabic commentary tradition, by and large, had fol-
lowed the old Porphyrian paradigm of reading the Categories — both on episte-
mological and pedagogical grounds - as an introductory treatise of logic which
allows the student to become acquainted with simple linguistic expressions in-
asmuch as they signify extra-linguistic entities. However, as Ibn Sina advocates
a fundamental reform of the transmitted Aristotelian curriculum and, particular-
ly, a specification of the subject-matter of logic, the Categories ultimately forfeits
its raison d’étre within the Organon.

The starting point of my investigation has been a question which runs
through the entire commentary tradition: Are the classificatory notions intro-
duced in the treatise intended to categorize linguistic, physical or mental entities
or do they, in one way or another, comprise all three levels? This is the question
about the aim or scope of the Categories (see chapter 1). In the classical commen-
tary tradition two answers had turned out to be particularly influential: Where-
as Porphyry had taken the categories to be “simple significant expressions inas-
much as they signify things,” Ammonius had characterized them as “expressions
which signify things through mediating concepts.” In any case, they are regard-
ed as being relevant for logic on pedagogical grounds: Before the student of
logic learns how to form and use compound expressions in an epistemologically
reliable manner, he needs to become acquainted with simple expressions; and
since an introduction to logic may not resort to previous philosophical
knowledge, the simple expressions discussed in the Categories remain limited to
things which are accessible through sense-perception. Ibn Sina deems this justi-
fication strategy to be of little value. What is more, as the present study has
shown there is a growing tendency in Ibn Sinad’s works to identify conceptual
deficiencies in the traditional structure of the Organon. As Ibn Sina ultimately
overcomes that structure, both the Porphyrian and the Ammonian formulae are
deprived of their original function.

By taking a closer look at key passages from al-Muhtasar al-awsat fi I-
mantiq, K. as-Sifa’ and al-Isarat wa-t-tanbihat, we have encountered a gradual
development in Ibn Sina’s critical appropriation of Aristotle’s Categories. In his
first treatise on the Categories, i.e., the K. al-Magqiilat of the Muhtasar, Ibn Sina
does not voice any principled objection to including an account of Aristotle’s ten
summa genera in the logic curriculum. However, as the introductory chapter in
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the Madhal part of the Muhtasar shows, already at this early stage Ibn Sina high-
lights “conceptualization” (tasawwur) and “acknowledgment of truth” (tasdiq) as
the two major themes of logic. He characterizes logic as a discipline which is
chiefly devoted to the study of mental (rather than physical or linguistic) entities
inasmuch as these are epistemologically fruitful, i.e., inasmuch as they enable us
to proceed from what is known to what is unknown. Subsequently, in the K. as-
Sifa’ these mental entities are labelled as “secondary intelligibles” and are ele-
vated to the proper subject-matter of logic. In contrast to a view held by al-
Farabi, in the Madhal of the Sifa’Ibn Sina explicitly rejects the idea that “expres-
sions inasmuch as they signify meanings (ma‘ani)” may genuinely pertain to the
subject-matter of logic. To Ibn Sina’s mind, there can be no doubt that primary
intelligibles and their corresponding entities in the physical world fall outside
the scope of logic.

Against this background, Ibn Sina in the K. al-Magalat of the Sifa’ then ex-
pounds his fundamental critique of the transmitted curriculum. Whereas in the
context of predication the question of whether an expression applies essentially
or accidentally is, indeed, of importance, the question of whether that which is
signified by the expression is a substance per se or an accident per se transgress-
es the limits of what a logician needs to reflect. That is to say, a logician has to
become acquainted with the relations that are classified by the scheme of predi-
cables, not with the essences classified by the scheme of categories. Therefore, in
Ibn Sina’s reformed logic curriculum the function that had traditionally been
ascribed to the Categories, i.e., a study of simple expressions needed for the sake
of logical compositions, is completely fulfilled by the Isagoge. Since Ibn Sina
deems a proleptic and unnecessary exposure to ontological classification
schemes not only useless but even harmful, he ultimately argues for an exclu-
sion of the Categories from the logic curriculum.

Nonetheless, in the K. as-Sifa’ we see Ibn Sina make a significant contribu-
tion to studying and commenting on the Categories within a logical context.
However, this need not be a performative contradiction. Rather, the entire K. al-
Magalat of the Sifa’ may be read as an attempt at illustrating the many aporiai
which have resulted from (what Ibn Sina deems to be) a wrong-headed exegeti-
cal treatment of this treatise. Thus, after a thorough discussion of virtually all
issues pertaining to the Categories and its commentary tradition, Ibn Sina con-
cludes the K. al-Magalat of the Sifa> with a rather pessimistic remark: “Let us
content ourselves with what we have said about the Categories; for anything we
would add to this would be superfluous — and it is not unlikely that the extent to
which have treated it is also superfluous.”®’

585 Ibn Sina, K. asv—Sifd’, al-Mantiq, al-Magqalat, VIL4, p. 273, 11. 15-16.
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Whereas in the Sifa’Ibn Sina lays the conceptual groundwork for an exclu-
sion of the Categories, this program will subsequently be put into practice -
most prominently and most forcefully in the logic of al-ISarat wa-t-tanbihat.
There, the Categories are only briefly alluded to: Just like a logician need not
know the number and the quiddities of the intermediate genera and species or of
the lowest species, a thorough investigation of the summa genera is irrelevant to
him as well. Instead, he should content himself with knowing quite generally
that there are highest genera without, however, knowing how many there are
and which essential features they have.

As we have seen, already at an early stage of his reception of the Categories
and its exegetical history two core issues spark Ibn Sina’s criticism: the fourfold
division of predicative relations expounded in Cat. 2 and the tenfold division of
summa genera introduced in Cat. 4. Even though in the Muhtasar Ibn Sina is
much more faithful to the transmitted school tradition than in his later works,
the Muhtasar provides some first hints at his emerging skepticism towards the
philosophical soundness of the doctrines connected to these two chapters.

With regard to the predicative relations introduced in Cat. 2, i.e., “being said
of a subject” and “being in a subject,” the Muhtasar already points to the follow-
ing difficulties: The expression “subject” (mawdu) is used homonymously in
these two formulae and the ontological classification derived from them is hard
to reconcile with Aristotle’s hylemorphism (see chapter 2). In response to these
problems, the Muhtasar introduces the relations of “being an attribute” and “hav-
ing an attribute” as more adequate characterizations of two basic types of predi-
cation. This terminological clarification is indicative of Ibn Sina’s uneasiness
towards the merging of linguistic and ontological classification schemes. Subse-
quently, in the Magqalat of the Sifa’Ibn Sina’s critical attitude will give rise to a
more rigorous distinction between the predicative notions of being “accidental”
(‘aradi) and being “essential” (dati), on the one hand, and the ontological notions
of being an “accident” (‘arad) and being a “substance” (§awhar), on the other
hand. Whereas in the dominant interpretation of the fourfold classification
scheme of Cat. 2 these two strands are inextricably interwoven, Ibn Sinad’s alter-
native classification scheme aims at an unambiguous differentiation between
essential and accidental predications. He sketches a division of the relations
which can hold between any given attribute (sifa) and any given entity charac-
terized by an attribute (mawsif). The scheme captures whether an attribute is
intrinsic or extrinsic to the mawsiif, that is to say, whether or not it pertains to it
essentially. The fivefold classification Ibn Sina expounds in chapter 13 of the
Magalat of the Sifa’ marks the departure from an exegetical tradition which had
justified the Aristotelian fourfold scheme as an attempt at achieving a funda-
mental division of beings by means of predicative relations. As a logical classifi-
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cation Ibn Sina deems the division into universal substances, particular sub-
stances, universal accidents and particulars accidents to be useless; for the divi-
sion between substance and accident can only be obtained in metaphysics. But
even as an ontological classification the fourfold scheme is problematic, not least
because it does not allow for a satisfactory integration of Aristotle’s
hylemorphic conception of beings. Ibn Sina’s criticism of Cat. 2 is closely con-
nected to his exclusion of the treatise from the logic curriculum: Since the two
predicative relations of accidentality and essentiality can fully be comprehended
without prior knowledge of what it means to be a substance per se or what it
means to be a certain type of accident per se, the largest part of Aristotle’s Cate-
gories ceases to be relevant in the context of logic.

As for the tenfold classification introduced in Cat. 4, Ibn Sina mainly takes
issue with later exegetical developments (see chapter 3). Since Aristotle sketches
his list of ten summa genera only briefly without giving any explanation as to
why and how he originally arrived at it, he left a gap which many commentators
were glad to fill. Already in the Muhtasar Ibn Sina unambiguously rejects any
attempts at establishing the conceptual necessity or ontological exhaustiveness
of the list. As the present study has revealed, in the Magilat of the Sifa’ Ibn Sina
picks up this thread by offering an elaborate reassessment of the Themistian
justification of Aristotle’s list of summa genera. In doing so, he also resorts to
justification efforts that can be traced back both to Ammonius and Simplicius.
Moreover, in the Metaphysics of his Persian summa Danesname and in a parallel
passage from the Ta‘ligat he presents a schematization of the nine accidental
genera which is largely based on a division outlined by Ammonius. However, as
Ibn Sina has to admit, neither the historic models nor his own attempts at devis-
ing a cogent systematization of the categories can meet the criteria of a sound
scientific argument. Thus, Aristotle’s scheme may at best offer some pre-
scientific orientation.

Notwithstanding the fact that Ibn Sina ultimately excluded the treatise from
the logic curriculum, Aristotle’s Categories was to remain a pivotal text for later
generations of Muslim philosophers — especially through the lens of the Maqulat
of the Sifa’. As we have seen, a particularly elaborate and creative treatment of
the Categories — under the new paradigm of post-Avicennian Aristotelianism —
can be traced throughout the oeuvre of Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi. In his reception of
the Categories, ar-Razi, to a certain agree, turns out to be a faithful disciple of
Ibn Sina: He adopts the dismissive stance towards previous attempts at vindicat-
ing the inclusion of the Categories in the Organon, strictly rejects the blending of
logical and ontological classification schemes, and advocates the view that there
cannot be a sound deductive justification of the traditional scheme of summa
genera. At the same time, however, ar-Razi not only embraces Ibn Sina’s critical
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approach to the transmitted philosophical curriculum but also extends this atti-
tude to his reading of the Avicennian oeuvre itself. In a nutshell, Fahr ad-Din ar-
Razi criticizes both the older Aristotelian and the emerging Avicennian tradi-
tions for violating their high epistemological standards which he himself gladly
adheres to. With regard to his reading of the Categories, a prominent instance of
his departure from a basic Aristotelian and Avicennian conviction can be seen in
his refutation of the generic predicability of substance (see chapter 4). Yet, not-
withstanding his principled critique of some doctrinal and methodological
shortcomings connected to the Categories, Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi is quite pragmat-
ic in his own use of the transmitted scheme of summa genera. While the ten
categories may help us structure a philosophical treatise on everything that
exists besides God, they remain a useful but unprovable working model. As a
matter of fact, while ar-Razi demands strict rational scrutiny in our reflections
on God’s creation, he ultimately deems man’s intellectual capability inadequate
for arriving at a full classification of things in the world. In this regard, Fahr ad-
Din ar-Razi’s thinking combines the ideal of demonstrative science with a reli-
giously informed epistemological modesty.
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1. Table of Contents of the K. al-Magilat of the Sifa’

magqala, |chapter heading page range in the | corresponding
fasl Cairo ed. chapter in the
[tr. in in the Categories
present work]
L1 The scope (garad) of the Categories 3-8 ---
[1.B.a,
pp. 41-48]
1,2 The expressions which coincide [in 9-17 Cat. 1
name but not in meaning, i.e.,
homonymal; those which concur [in
meaning, i.e., synonymal; those which
differ [both in name and meaning, i.e.,
heteronymal; those which are derived
[i.e., paronyma]; and whatever is like
these
L3 Elucidating the meaning of that which | 18-27 Cat. 2
is said of a subject or which is not said |[2.B.b,
[of a subject] and of that which exists |pp. 126—-139]
in a subject or does not exist [in a
subject]
L4 Explanation of the definition of acci- |28-38 Cat. 2
dent, namely it is ‘existing in a subject’ | [4.B.a,
(mawgud fi mawdu) pp- 238-252]
L5 The pairings which occur between 38-45 Cat. 3
‘being said of (gawl ‘ala) and ‘existing
in’ (wugud fi) and the question of what
[kind of conclusion] they yield
L6 A refutation (ifsad) of whoever says 45-51 -
‘one and the same thing is an accident
and a substance under two [different]
regards’
II,1 The manner in which the genera relate | 55-62 Cat. 4
to their dividing (muqassima) and
constitutive (mugawwima) differ-
entiae; an instruction on these ten
summa genera; the manner in which
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‘the existent’ is divided into them; and
the beginning of the account on [the
claim] that they are ten which do not
fall under a [common] genus, which
do not overlap, and outside of which
there is no [additional] genus
II,2 Accident is not a genus for the nine 63-66 -
[accidental categories]; a critical re- [4B.b,
view (ta‘aqqub) of what has been said |pp. 253-258]
about this
11,3 A critical review of the statements of | 66—69 --
those who deem it necessary for them
[i.e., the categories] to be reduced [in
number] or to overlap
1,4 An outline of things (umur) which 70-81 -—-
were erroneously believed to comprise
some of the ten [categories] as a genus
(‘umam al-gins) or to be extrinsic to
the ten [categories]; and a completion
(tatmim) of the account on this [issue]
IL,5 Making known (ta‘rif) the state of the |82-88 ---
number of the categories [3.B.b,
pp. 191-200]
11,1 The primary, secondary and tertiary  [91-95 Cat. 5
substances; and in general, the state of | [4.B.d,
the gradations between universal and |pp. 261-267]
particular substances with regard to
substantiality [SUBSTANCE 1]
11,2 The primary, secondary and tertiary ~ |95-102 Cat. 5
substances [SUBSTANCE 2] [4.B.d,
pp. 267-277]
11,3 The descriptions and characteristics of |102-111 Cat. 5
substance [SUBSTANCE 3] [4.B.d,
pp. 278-293]
L4 Beginning of the account on quantity |112-124 Cat. 6
(al-kammiyya) [QUANTITY 1]
Iv,1 An elucidation (bayan) of the other 127-134 Cat. 6
division of the quantum (al-kamm)
and an elucidation of the quantum per
accidens (al-kamm bi-1-‘arad)
[QUANTITY 2]
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The characteristics of the quantum
[QUANTITY 3]

134-143

Cat.

Beginning of the account on the rela-
tum (al-mudaf); making known (tarif)
its earlier definition; an explanation
(Sarh) of that definition; and a com-
prehensive pointer to the divisions of
the relatum [RELATUM 1]

143-150

Cat.

The characteristics of the relatum
[RELATUM 2]

150-155

Cat.

A verification (tahqiq) of the relatum
which is the category (al-mudaf alladi
huwa al-magqula); the difference be-
tween that which is a relatum per se
(mudaf bi-d-dat) and that to which
relatedness (idafa) applies only acci-
dentally or concomitantly (‘arid lahu
aw lazim); and the characteristics of
the relatum which is the category
[RELATUM 3]

155-164

Cat.

V,1

Making known (ta‘rif) the quality (al-
kayfiyya) and its first divisions
[QuALITY 1]

167-173

Cat.

V.2

Critical review of the aspects by which
some people divided the quality into
its four species [QUALITY 2]

174-180

Cat.

V.3

Making known the true nature
(hagiqa) of two species of quality,
namely [1% species] condition (al-hal)
and possession/habitus (al-malaka);
and [2" species] capacity and incapaci-
ty (al-quwwa wa-l-la-quwwa)
[QuALITY 3]

181-185

Cat.

V.4

Outline of the aporiai (Sukiik) concern-
ing the species which is related to
capacity and incapacity [QUALITY 4]

186-191

Cat.

V.5

[3™ species] The affective qualities and
the affections [QUALITY 5]

191-196

Cat.

V.6

Solution of the remaining aporiai
[QuALITY 6]

197-201

Cat.
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VI1

[4" species of quality] Outline of the
species of the fourth genus of quality
[= investigations 1-3] [QUALITY 7]

205-212

Cat. 8

VL2

[investigation 4] Making known (ta rif)
the state of the angle (zawiya) and in
which manner it pertains to quantity
or quality or position or to something
else; [investigation 5] making known
the state of the external form (hilqa)
and in which manner it is one species
- notwithstanding the composition
which is in it; [investigation 6] and the
remaining aporiai concerning this
genus from among the four genera [of
quality] [QUALITY 8]

213-218

Cat. 8

VI3

Making known (ta‘rif) the difference
between a quality and between that
which possesses a quality; and [mak-
ing known] the states which hold
between these two; and the accidents
and the characteristics of quality
[QuALITY 9]

218-222

Cat. 8

VL4

Solution of the aporia which concerns
the overlap of some species of the
quale and other things with some
species of the relatum [QUALITY 10]

223-228

Cat. 8

VL5

WHERE and WHEN

228-233

Cat. 9

VL6

The remainder of the ten categories
[POSITION, HAVING, DOING, BEING
AFFECTED|

233-238

Cat. 9, Cat. 15

VIL1

Those which are opposed to one an-
other (al-mutaqabilat) [OPPOSITES 1]

241-249

Cat. 10

VIL2

The aporiai (Sukik) which concern
what had been said about opposition
(taqabul) [OPPOSITES 2]

249-259

Cat. 10

VIL3

Asserting (ta‘bir) the qualifications
(ahkam) and characteristics (hawass)
of those which are contrary to one
another (al-mutadaddat) [OPPOSITES 3]

260—-265

Cat. 11

VIL4

Priority and posteriority

265-273

Cat. 12
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2. List of Manuscripts of the Maqulat
of the Sifa’ Consulted for this Study

In reading the Magqilat of the Sifa’I soon came to realize that the printed Cairo
edition (EC) is far from reliable. Apart from the fact that the editors do not both-
er to provide any justification for their selection of MSS, even a superficial look
at some of the MSS used for that edition quickly reveals that the printed text
does not provide us with a reliable access to the text transmitted in these MSS -
not to mention the numerous misprints. Unfortunately, the preparation of a
critical edition of the Magalat of the Sifa’ could not be undertaken as part of the
present study and remains a desideratum for future research. Nonetheless, I
deem it necessary to lay open the source material that was available to me in
studying and translating selected chapters of the Magqalat of the Sifa’ (i.e., espe-
cially L1; I,3-4; 11,2; II,5; III,1-3). In the focus of my attention were the two oldest
witnesses I could spot, that is, MS London British Library OR 113 from the end
of the 6 century higri and MSS Oxford Pococke 123/124 from the beginning of
the 7' century higri (I would like to express my deep gratitude to Amos
Bertolacci for having made the two Pococke MSS available to me). In addition to
that, I also consulted some later Iranian MSS and three indirect witnesses, name-
ly the paraphrase by Ibn Sinad’s alleged grand-disciple Aba 1-‘Abbas al-Lawkari
(d. ca. 517 AH / 1123 AD), and the commentaries by al-‘Allama al-Hilli (d. 726
AH / 1325 AD) and al-Fadil al-Hindi (d. 1134 AH / 1722 AD).

In preparing my list of MSS I have — aside from the hints given in the MSS
themselves — greatly benefitted from an unpublished list of the MSS of the Sifa’
which the late David Reisman kindly made available to the participants of the
international colloquium “The Manuscript Tradition of Avicenna’s Kitab al-
Shifa’ The Current State of Research and Future Prospects” (Pisa, Scuola Nor-
male Superiore, 22 — 24 September 2010) and from Amos Bertolacci’s ground-
breaking research on the manuscripts of the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa’ (see especially
his “On the Manuscripts of the Illahiyyat of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Shifa’” In Islam-
ic Thought in the Middle Ages: Studies in Text, Transmission and Translation, in
Honour of Hans Daiber, ed. Anna Akasoy and Wim Raven (Leiden: Brill, 2008),
pp- 59-75). Moreover, the bibliographies by Qanawati (Mw’allafat Ibn Sina, Cai-
ro: Dar al-ma‘arif, 1950) and Mahdavi (Fehrest-e nosheha-ye mosannafat-e Ebn-e
Sina, Teheran: Entesarat-e Danesgah-e Tehran, 1954) as well as Madkar’s intro-
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duction to the Cairo edition of the Maqulat provided some supplementary in-

formation.

Direct Witnesses

Location, Collec- |Sig- Date Additional remark
tion Number lum
MS London LB3 |576 AH (1180-1181 AD).|The MS contains the complete
British Library To my knowledge, this|Magulat. Since the logic part ends
OR 113 (=British is the oldest extant|with the fann on Si Cureton/Rieu
Museum 1655) witness containing the | (Catalogus codicum manuscripto-
entire K. al-Maqulat of | rum orientalium qui in Museo
the Sifa’ (under the|Britannico asservantur, pars secun-
assumption that MS|da, codices arabicos amplectens,
Cairo Dar al-Kutub|London 1871, p. 745) did not notice
Taymar 140 does not|how much was missing in the
include the Magqulat). other parts (even though the in-
creasing discrepancy between the
oriental and the occidental folia-
tion could have served as a hint).
The Burhan part breaks off in the
midst of ch. 3 of magqala 3; Gadal,
Safsata, Hitaba are incomplete as
well.
MS Oxford Po- |OP4 |Probably the same as|Contains the following parts of
cocke 124 MS Pococke 123. the Magqalat:
magqala 2, fasl 3 to the end;
maqala 3, 4, 5;
maqala 6, fasl 1.
MS Oxford Po- |OP3 |602 AH (1205 AD). Contains the following parts of
cocke 123 the Magqalat:
magqala 6, fasl 2 to the end;
magqala 7 (+ al-‘Ibara).
MS Istanbul Yeni | Y 628 AH (1230-1231 AD). | The MS contains the complete
Cami 772 (EC: Magqulat.
used for EC ya’)
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666 AH (1267-1268 AD).
According to the colo-
phon (fol. 339a), the
scribe began with the
transcription on 25 Rabi*
al-Awwal 666 (25/3/666
AH = 13 December 1267
AD) and finished it
seven months later on
25 Sawwal 666 (25/10/666
AH = 8 July 1268 AD).

The MS contains the complete
Magqalat.

671-674 AH (1272-1276
AD). According to a
note on fol. 1a, the
“writing of this book”
(kitabatu hada I-kitab)
began in the year 671
and came to an end in
the year 674.

The MS contains the Magalat only
partially: At the beginning of
chapter III,3 the text abruptly
breaks off (= EC, p. 103, 1.8: id
hiya aydan gawahir ..) — and is
resumed in the middle of a sen-
tence from chapter M4 (= EC,
p- 117, 1. 18: ... al-idafi wa-katiran
ma). Besides that, a significant
part of the Madhal (corresponding
to 16 pages of EC) is missing; on
fol. 4a, L. 36, the scribe breaks off
in the midst of chapter L5 (ending
with ... bal na‘udu ilayhi taniyan =
EC, p. 28, L. 12); after a separating
sign (i.e., a circled dot), on top of
which the number ‘47" has been
written in red ink, he jumps (on
the same folio in the same line) to
the middle of chapter 1,8 (begin-
ning, in the midst of a sentence,
with al-istirak fi d-datiyya ... = EC,
p. 45,1 2).

680 AH (1281-1282 AD)

The MS contains the complete
Magalat.

MS Istanbul IN1
Nuruosmaniye

2710

MS Istanbul IA2
Ayasofya 2442

MS Istanbul Asir | AE
Efendi 207 (EC:
used for EC ‘ayn)
MS Istanbul IC4
Carullah 1424

693 AH (1293-1294 AD).
According to the colo-
phon on fol. 467b, the
scribe finished his work
in the year 693.

The MS contains the complete
Magqalat.
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MS Istanbul ID3 | 697 AH (1297-1298 AD).|The MS contains the complete

Damad Ibrahim According to the colo- | Magulat.

823 phon on fol. 558a, the
scribe finished his work
in the year 697.

MS Cairo Azhar |B 7™ ¢. AH (13" c. AD) The MS contains the complete

Babhit 331 (EC: Magqalat.

used for EC ba’)

MS Istanbul SA 8™ c. AH (14™ c. AD) The MS contains the complete

Damad Ibrahim | (EC: Magqalat.

Pasa 822 sin-

used for EC alif)

MS Istanbul S 834 AH (1430-1431 AD) |The MS contains the complete

Damad Ibrahim | (EC: Magqulat.

Paga 824 sin)

used for EC

MS Teheran TM5 |994-995 AH (1586-1587 | The MS contains the complete

Magles-e Stra-ye AD) Magqulat.

Melli 1895

MS Istanbul N 10™ ¢. AH (16" c. AD) The MS contains the complete

Nuruosmaniye |(EC: Magqulat.

2708 nin)

used for EC

MS Teheran TD3 |1075 AH (1664 AD) The MS contains the complete

Danes$gah Magqaulat.

Meskat 243

MS Leiden LG4 |No date available. Wit-| The MS contains the complete

Golius Or. 4 kam (p. 225) estimates it| Maqulat. For additional infor-
to be “considerablz mation, see J. J. Witkam “Avicen-
older than the 10/16™|na’s Copyists at Work: Codico-
century owner’s mark |logical Features of the Two Leiden
on the title-page.” Manuscripts of the Kitab al-

Shifa’) Oriens 40 (2012): pp. 223-
255.
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Indirect Witnesses

Location, Collec- | Author, Title Date Additional remark
tion Number
MS Teheran Abu 1-“‘Abbas al- 601 AH This is a paraphrase of the entire
Ketabhane-ye Lawkari, Bayan |(1205 AD) | Magqalat of the Sifa’ for the most
Ehda’1 be- al-haqq bi-diman part, it consists of a collection of
Danesgah-e as-sidq, al- literal quotations from the original
Tehran Meskat Mantiq, al- work.
250 [108], foll. | Magalat
l4a-26a
MS Dublin Ches- |Hasan b. Yasuf b. |729 AH This commentary on the Magqulat
ter Beatty 5151 | Mutahhar al- (1329 AD) | of the Sifa’ runs up to the category
‘Allama al-Hilli, of idafa (i.e., up to the end of IV,5);
Kasf al-hafa’ min it is doubtful whether the continu-
K. as-Sifa’ ation of the commentary which is
announced in the colophon has
ever been written. Most likely, this
MS is a unicum. For a short de-
scription of this work, see Sabine
Schmidtke, The Theology of al-
‘Allama al-Hilli (d. 726/1325) (Ber-
lin: Klaus Schwarz 1991), p. 58.
MS Teheran al-Fadil al-Hind1i | 1089 AH This work is probably identical
Magles-e Stra-ye | (Baha’ ad-Din M. |(1678 AD) |with al-Fadil al-Hindi’s Talhis as-

Melli 1920, foll.
18b—48a

b. Tag ad-Din
Hasan b. M. al-
Isfahani), ‘Awn
Thwan as-Safa’
‘ala fahm K. as-
Sifa’

Sifa* cf. Henry Corbin, La philoso-
phie iranienne islamique aux XVIle
et XVIlle siécles (Paris: Bu-
chet/Casel, 1981), p. 335.
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Sigla of the Manuscripts of the 1959 Cairo Edition of the Maqulat

Siglum in the Siglum in my

apparatus of EC notes

Ba’ B MS Cairo Azhar 331
[Bahit 331 hususiyya, 3415 Bahit bi-1-Azhar]

Ba-Ha’ BH glosses in MS Cairo Azhar 331

Dal D MS Cairo Dar al-Kutub 894

Dal-Alif DA MS Cairo Dar al-Kutub 262 h

Sin S MS Istanbul Siileymaniye Damat Ibrahim Pasa
[Sulaymaniyya Damad] 824

Sin-Alif SA MS Istanbul Siileymaniye Damat Ibrahim Pasa
[Sulaymaniyya Damad] 822

‘Ayn AE MS Istanbul Asgir Efendi [‘Asir] 207 (in Silleymaniye)

‘Ayn-Alif AL MS Istanbul ‘Ali Emiri [‘Amiri] 1504

Mim M MS London British Museum [Mathaf Britani] 7500

Nuan N MS Istanbul Nuruosmaniye [Nuar ‘Utmaniyya] 2708

Ha’ H MS London, India Office [Maktab Hindi] 4752

Ya’ Y MS Istanbul Yeni Cami [Gami‘] 772

Additional Abbrevations in My Notes

m marginal annotation
i interlinear gloss
in app. a variant is mentioned in the apparatus of the Cairo edition
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3. The Categories in Ibn an-Nadim’s al-Fihrist
and Ibn al-Qifti’s Ta’rih al-hukama’

Ibn an-Nadim, al-Fihrist
[ed. Flugel (F), vol. 1, p. 248; ed. Tagaddod (T), p. 309]

Account on the Categories (qatiguriyas), translated (bi-naql) by [1] Hunayn b.
Ishaq.”*® Among those who explained it and commented on it (Sarahahii wa-
fassarahii) are [2] Porphyry; [3] Stephanus of Alexandria; [4] ’llyns,587 [5] John
the Grammarian [= John Philoponus], [6] Ammonius, [7] Themistius, [8] The-
ophrastus, [9] Simplicius; and a man known as [10] Tawun [= Theon] in Syriac
and Arabic (wa-li-ragulin yu‘arafu bi-Tawun suryani wa-‘arabi); and he adds [to
that material] from Simplicius’ commentary up to the [category of] relation.”®

586 It appears more likely that Hunayn b. Ishaq only authored the Syriac translation and a
Themistian paraphrase (K. Qatiguriyas ‘ala ra’y Tamistiyus) of the Categories but not the
Arabic translation (on the Themistian paraphrase, see above, pp. 153-154 and pp. 159-
163). A comparison with the entry on De Interpretatione is instructive: “Hunayn translat-
ed it into Syriac and Ishaq into Arabic” (naqala Hunayn ila s-suryani wa-Ishaq ila I-
‘arabi). The same mode of collaboration can also be assumed for the Categories. The an-
notated Baghdad ‘edition’ of the Organon (= MS Paris Bib. nat. ar. 2346) which al-Hasan
b. Suwar composed on the basis of Yahya b. ‘Adi’s autograph attributes the translation
to Ishaq. See the colophon (printed in Bouyges’ edition of Ibn Rusd’s Talhis K. al-
Magqulat, p. 122): “Aristotle’s book which is called Qatiguriyas, i.e., those which are said
(al-magqalat), has come to an end. Al-Hasan b. Suwar corrected it (sahhahahii) on the ba-
sis of the autograph by Yahya b. ‘Adi (min nushati Yahya b. ‘Adi llati bi-hattihi). This is
the copy which he [i.e., Yahya b. ‘Adi] had collated with the autograph by the translator
Ishaq (allati qabila biha d-dustira lladi bi-hatti Ishaqi n-naqil). And it has been collated
with the autograph by Isa b. Ishaq b. Zur‘a, which he had also copied from Yahya b.
‘Adi’s exemplar which had been copied from the archetype (dustir al-asl) which is the
autograph by Ishaq b. Hunayn. And they concurred with one another” (my tr.). For a
Latin translation of this colophon, see Aristotelis Categoriae Graece cum Versione Arabica
Isaaci Honeini Filii, ed. Julius Zenker (Leipzig: Engelmann, 1846), pp. 3—4. In contrast to
Zenker, August Miller deemed the account of the Fihrist to be more reliable than the in-
formation provided by MS Paris Bib. nat. ar. 2346; see his Die griechischen Philosophen in
der arabischen Uberlieferung (Halle: Verlag der Buchhandlung des Waisenhauses, 1873),
pp. 49-50.

587 On ’llyns, see above, pp. 148—149, note 323.

588 I follow ed. F.: wa-yudafu min tafsiri Sinbliqus ila I-mudaf (rather than ed. T: wa-yusabu
min tafsiri Sinbliqus ila I-mudaf). 1 think that ila mudaf must be taken to mean “up to the
chapter on the relatum,” i.e., “up to chapter 7”; this meaning of ila I-mudafhad not been
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Among the remote commentaries (min garib at-tafasir) is a fragment attributed
(yudafu) to [11] Iamblichus (Amlihis). The sayh Abu Zakariyya’ [Yahya b. ‘Adi]
said: “Tt seems that this was falsely attributed (manhulan) to Iamblichus; for in
multiple places of the treatise (fi tada‘ifi I-kalam) I have seen [the expression]
‘Alexander said’.” And the Sayh Abu Sulayman [as-Sigistani al-Mantigi (ca.
300/912 — ca. 374/985)] said that he had asked [12] Abu Zakariyya’ [Yahya b.
‘Adi] to translate this book with the commentary of [13] Alexander of Aphro-
disias, about three hundred folia. Among those [Arabic philosophers] who in-
terpreted the book are [14] Aba Nasr al-Farabi and [15] Abu Bisr Matta. There
are compendia (muhtasarat) and epitomai (fFawami9) of this book — both with
and without tree diagrams (musaggara wa-gayr musaggara) — by a group of
scholars, among them [16] Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘, [17] Ibn Bahriz, [18] al-Kindji, [19]
Ishaq b. Hunayn, [20] Ahmad b. at-Tayyib, [21] [Abt Bakr] ar-Razi.

Ibn al-Qifti, Ta’rih al-hukama’
[ed. Lippert, p. 35]°%

Account on the Categories and of those who translated and explained it (wa-man
naqalahu wa-sarahahu). [1] Hunayn b. Ishaq translated it from Greek into Ara-
bic (mina r-riumiyyati ila I-‘arabiyya). A number of Greeks and Arabs (§ama‘atun
min yunan wa-mina l-‘arab) explained it and commented on it, among them [2]
Porphyry, Greek (yunani); [3] Stephanus of Alexandria, Greek (rami); [4] “llyns
Greek (rumi); [5] John the Grammarian [= John Philoponus], the Patriarch of
Alexandria; [6] Ammonius, Greek (rumi); [7] Themistius, Greek (rimi); [8]
Theophrastus, Greek (yunani); [9] Simplicius, Greek (yunani); and a man known

s [10] Tawun [= Theon], Syriac and Arabic. Among the remote commentaries
(min garib at-tafasir) is a fragment by [11] Iamblichus (Amlihis). The Sayh Abu
Zakariyya’ Yahya b. ‘Adi said: “This must have been falsely attributed
(manhulan) to Iamblichus; for in multiple places of the treatise (fi tada‘ifi I-
kalam) T have seen [the expression] ‘Alexander said’.” I said: “This account
(kalam) does not preclude [that this commentary had been written by Iamblich-
us]; for it might have been the case that some of the later [scholars] had added

considered by the previous translators of this passage; see August Miiller, Die
griechischen Philosophen in der arabischen Uberlieferung, p. 9: “ein teil aber der erklarung
des SIMPLIKIOS wird einem andern beigelegt”; Francis Peters, Aristoteles Arabus (Lei-
den: Brill, 1968), p. 6: “Part of the interpretation of Simplicius is attributed to someone
else”; Bayard Dodge, The Fihrist of al-Nadim (New York: Columbia University Press,
1970), vol. 2, p. 598: “From the commentary of Simplicius there is an addition to the sup-
plement.”

589 Additions and significant differences as compared to Ibn an-Nadim’s earlier account are
underlined.
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the expression ‘Alexander’ to the other expression; this is not impossible.” And
the Sayh Abu Sulayman al-Mantiqi as-Sigistani said: “Abu Zakariyya’ Yahya b.
‘Adi requested that this book be translated along with the commentary by the
[12] Aphrodisian, i.e., Alexander,””® about three hundred folia. Among the Mus-
lim philosophers who interpreted the book are [13] Aba Nasr al-Farabi and [15]
Abu Bisr Matta. There are compendia (muhtasarat) and epitomai (gawami®) of
this book - both with and without tree diagrams (musaggara wa-gayr
musaggara) — by a group of scholars, among them [16] Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘, [17] Ibn
Bahriz, [18] al-Kindi, [19] Ishaq b. Hunayn, [20] Ahmad b. at-Tayyib, [21] [Aba
Bakr] ar-Razi.

590 Al-Qifti’s version — as opposed to the Fihrist — suggests the following more plausible
account: Yahya b. ‘Adi had only commissioned the translation of the Categories along
with Alexander’s commentary and had not done the translation himself.
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190-193*, 201, 203, 206-207, 210,
212-213, 215-216, 218—226, 230, 231%,
237, 238-239%, 242*, 245-247* 250,
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253%, 255-259%, 261-264", 270-271%,
278", 280%, 290, 299-301, 305-306"

expression (lafz) 6, 12—-13, 15-17, 20-28,
41-47*, 55%, 57, 81, 83-88, 98-106,
115, 117-118, 129*, 131-132%, 139,
160-161%, 185, 199-200*, 203, 208,
210, 220, 225, 238%, 245*, 249-250%,
257%, 261-262%, 266, 278", 297-298,
305*

form (siira) 14, 33*, 36, 61-66, 68—74, 76—
77, 77-78"7*, 80, 98, 108-115, 117,
120%, 123-124%, 127-129%, 139%, 181%,
182-185, 187, 204, 206—207, 209211,
213, 216, 222-223, 226%, 227, 232,
239%, 242-244%, 246—250%, 259-261%,
264-265*, 275-278", 284*, 289*

genus (gins) 7, 11, 14-16, 19, 24, 25%, 26,
28-31, 33, 35-37, 38", 39, 42—46", 49%,

51-55%, 58, 59"°** 64, 67*, 68, 70, 73—
74, 75"%* 78"7* 83-84, 86, 88, 91,
101, 104, 1077°, 108, 111, 115, 122%

124-125%, 138", 144-145, 151, 153,
155-156, 160*, 162, 168—169, 175-176,
178-179, 181%, 182-185, 188, 190—
193*, 198, 202-203, 205-206, 208—
209, 211-237, 242-244, 253", 257—
259%, 262-263%, 265*, 267%, 272-279%,
282%, 287%, 292%, 297, 299-300, 301,
305-306*, 308" (see also summum
genus)

having [mode of attribution] (annahu
du huwa) 75-76, 98, 103*, 116*, 122%,
210, 218-219, 258™

homonymy/equivocity (ittifaq/istirak fi
l-ism) 5, 46*, 70, 75, 80, 117, 125%, 129,
137%, 138, 155, 160-161%, 162, 184,
192, 203, 214, 220, 222, 224, 238—239",
249-250%, 261%, 279, 281, 299, 305*
(see also modulation)

induction (istigra’) 176, 186*, 216, 284*

Indices

infinite regress (tasalsul) 35, 166-167,
197%, 228-229, 232-233

intellect (‘aql) 14, 20, 22-23, 27-28, 43,
48, 55%, 72, 74, 106, 109-111, 115,
181%, 182-183, 185, 187, 1917, 216,
222, 232, 264, 274", 280"

intellective (‘aqli) 73-74, 260%, 274-275,
279-280%, 289*

intelligible/intellected (ma‘qul) 13, 17,
19-20, 21%, 23-24, 28-29, 32, 39, 51—
55*, 102%, 106*, 212, 224-225, 259*,
266*, 298

matter (madda, hayula) 33*, 63-66, 68—
74, 76, 77-78""*, 80, 83, 90-91, 98,
1077, 108115, 120*, 123-124*, 127-
128*, 139%, 181*, 182-185, 187, 204,
206, 209-210, 213, 222-223, 226%, 227,
231-232, 242-244%, 246-250%, 261%
265*, 271*, 278-280%, 283*, 289*

mind (dihn) 22%, 23, 30-32, 106, 110, 135%,
2007, 266"

modulation / focal homonymy (taskik)
46, 137*, 155, 1927, 219, 221-224, 236",
238%, 249-250%, 2617, 262, 264, 266"
(see also homonymy)

necessary (wagib, dariri) 25, 29-31, 36—
37, 41-45%, 49*, 52-53*, 99%% 105%
126%, 131%, 135%, 155, 184", 188, 190%,
246

paronymy (istigag) 75, 75-76'"*, 98-

104, 116%, 122-123%, 129*, 136%, 210,

213-214, 218, 305*

particular (Fuz’1) 22%, 27-29, 41%, 437,
51*, 54—55%, 58, 60—61, 63—64, 66—67,
72%, 73-74, 81*, 87-88, 89*, 97-98,
102, 104, 105, 115, 123-125%, 129-
137%, 139%, 181*, 182°%°, 190, 208, 227,
242-243%, 258-259*, 265*, 268-269"
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272-273%, 275-276", 278-279*, 289%,
300, 306"
posteriority (ta’ahhur) 147* 64, 66, 70,
71%, 155, 185, 192*, 219, 223-224, 226%,
227, 231-232, 262%, 264%, 272%, 274",
277%, 308

potency (quwwa) 44%, 63", 64, 65*, 72",
78%7* 90, 110°%4 132*, 136*, 152, 165,
196, 264—265"

predicables (al-mufradat al-hamsa) 27—
29, 42*, 84, 88, 104, 138*, 139*, 217—
218, 235, 298

predicate (mahmul) 22%, 23, 33, 42%, 497,
59, 62, 67, 68, 7577, 80—84, 86—88,
89*, 93—-102, 104, 107, 111, 113, 115,
116-118%, 122-123*, 130%, 135-136%,
182, 222-224

predication (haml) 6, 28, 58, 60—61, 64,
70, 73-77, 79, 81-104, 106, 115-117,
123-125%, 127*, 129-139*%, 155-156,
181*, 190%, 192-193*, 210, 214-215,
218-219, 222-224, 228-235, 236",
258-259%, 261-262%, 267*, 276, 279%,
281%, 287%, 289%, 298—299

priority (tagaddum) 61, 69-71, 73-74,
113-114, 155, 185, 191-192*%, 219,
222-224, 227, 231-232, 254", 259%,
261-262%, 264—265%, 268*, 270-272%,
275-276", 308"

proprium / characteristic property
(hassa, hassiyya) 29-31, 34", 37%, 427,
45-47*, 51-53%, 557, 88, 102, 104, 111,
136-138*, 222, 259-260%, 278-281%,
283-289%, 306—308"*

quiddity (mahiyya) 19-20, 22, 29-33,
49-50%, 52*, 54*, 67", 69%, 71-73", 77—
78Y7* 82* 84, 85°2'* 87, 89, 104-107,
109%, 110-112, 127%, 133-134*, 137%,
181%, 191-192*, 196*, 220-222, 224,
227-228, 229%, 232-235, 257-258%,

262—-273%, 275%, 287-289%, 299 (see al-
S0 essence)

sensible (mahsis, hissi) 13, 73, 119, 144,
162, 224-225, 227, 259%, 274-275%,
279-281"

signification (dalala) 12-17, 22-24, 257,
26-28, 42—43%, 46—47*, 55*, 57, 60, 64,
67, 82*, 83-84, 87, 98-99, 101-106,
113, 131-134%, 145, 199-200%, 212—
213, 221, 224-225, 257%, 259*, 272,
277°7, 281*, 283*, 297-298

soul (nafs) 13, 15-16, 22*, 25*, 43*, 47—
48*, 51%, 61-62", 72, 108°”, 109*
120%, 139%, 181*, 182-183, 185, 187,

200%, 216, 222-223, 229, 232, 262"

species (naw?) 25%, 26, 28-31, 34*, 42—
44, 46", 51-55%, 592 6364, 67%, 68,
72" 73-74, 77, 84, 88, 101, 104-105,
107-111, 122%, 124*, 135*, 137-138%
144, 156, 181%, 188, 192%, 202, 205—
206, 208-209, 212-213, 217-218, 224,
227% 228-229, 232-235, 236*, 242—
244% 251%, 255%, 258-260%, 263-264%,
267, 272-285%, 287*, 292*, 299, 307—
308"

subject / that which underlies (mawdi‘)
22%, 23, 33, 42%, 54, 58—68, 70-71, 73,
75-104, 107, 111-118, 122—-125%, 128—
123%, 137*, 139%, 144, 148-150, 152,
156—157, 161%, 164—167, 175, 178-179,
182—187, 191%, 194-195%, 199*, 201,
205-206, 208-210, 212-214, 216, 218—
224, 227-228, 237, 238-240%, 242—
248", 250-266%, 268—269%, 271-274%,
278-280%, 283*, 288-290%, 292*, 299,
305"

subject-matter of logic (mawdu‘ al-
mantiq) 17-19, 23-24, 29-30, 32, 39,
43*, 51-55%, 297-298

subsistence (giwam) 63" 76*, 80, 107*,
109-110, 112, 119*, 123-124%, 126",
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152, 181*, 185, 201, 206—207, 210, 213,
220, 232°%7% 238*, 241-246*, 250-252%,
261*

subsisting per se / self-subsistent (ga’im
bi-nafsihi/bi-datihi) 73-74, 78",
147-148, 161%, 162, 210, 216, 239%,
242%, 259%, 274"

substance (gawhar) 5, 7, 26, 28, 38", 44—
45*, 55* 58, 60-74, 77, 77-78""*, 79,
81, 85-86, 89-92, 94*, 97-99, 101, 108
110-111, 114-119, 122-125*%, 127%,
132*%, 137, 139*, 144154, 156-157,
161-162*, 163, 165, 167, 170-171%
175, 177-180, 181*, 182-187, 190-
191%, 194%, 196-198*, 201, 204, 206,
208-215, 217-234, 236-237, 240%,
244%, 247*, 249*, 251%, 254—255*, 257
292*, 298-301, 305-306*

substrate (mahall) 58, 78"°**, 80, 114, 117,

181*, 182-186, 187, 209-211, 213,

242*, 247-248*, 283*, 292*

summum genus (al-gins al-ali) 16, 19,
24, 26, 28, 31, 35-37, 38%, 39, 447, 497,
58, 86, 122%, 145, 151, 153, 156, 160%,
162, 168-169, 176, 178-179, 181%,
182-185, 188, 193%, 211-213, 215, 217,
219, 221-222, 224-226, 235-237, 258",

Indices

282%, 297, 299-301, 305 (see also ge-
nus)

syllogism (gqiyas) 3, 4°,19-21, 27-28, 38%,
42—-43* 87, 93, 96, 100—101, 104, 113,
117, 134-135%, 214

synonymy/univocity (tawatu9 26, 467,
70, 73, 75, 76", 82, 88, 93-94, 103,
103-104*, 137-138%, 156, 190-191%
214-215, 219-220, 222-224, 231-232,
236", 238*, 249*, 261%, 266*, 281*, 305*

universal (kulli) 7, 13, 16, 22, 27-30, 38,
39, 41-42*, 44*, 50-55%, 58, 60, 64—66
67, 69*, 72%, 7374, 76, 79, 81-89, 93
96, 98, 101-105, 107-108, 111, 115
117, 123-125%, 129-137*, 139*, 181%,
182°%, 208, 223, 242-243*, 245*, 258—
259%, 262, 265-267*, 269-276*, 278—
279*%, 281*, 283*, 288-289*, 300, 306*

verification (tahqiq) 26, 38", 40, 45*, 48%,
52%, 160%, 162, 235%, 250%, 277, 284",
292%, 307"

well-known / commonly known (mas-
har) 37%, 78, 131%, 156—157, 159, 163,
167-168, 178, 188, 193%, 249-250%,
253%, 284%, 290”
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