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Introduction

This book is the first in a series of volumes devoted to the reception of the
thought of Abt ‘AliIbn Sina (d. 428 AH, 1037 CE), usually known in English by his
Latin name Avicenna, in the Islamic East during the 12—13th centuries ck. He
was the central figure for thinkers of this time and place. Some engaged in
summarizing, interpreting, and defending his teachings, while others attacked
those same teachings. Quite a few did both. But no philosophically-minded
author could ignore him. As a result, the task of documenting his reception
is pretty close to charting the whole development of philosophy during the
period. Our hope is that the book series will provide a resource for further
work on this chapter in Islamic intellectual history, and cement the growing
sense among scholars that this was a time of great philosophical achieve-
ment.

The corpus of writings produced in this period may usefully be compared
to the “high scholastic” era in Latin Christendom. We are dealing with an
enormous amount of material by authors of varying intellectual approach, who
produced intricate and often technical arguments, presupposing familiarity
with specialist vocabulary and with debates that ran across the generations.
The main difference is that in the Islamic East these debates revolved around
Avicenna, whereas in the later scholastic tradition it was of course Aristotle
who set the terms of discussion. On the other hand, Avicenna was powerfully
influential on the Latin tradition too, and on philosophy in the Western Islamic
world or maghreb, which we have not attempted to include here. Indeed, when
we combine the Latin reception, the Western Islamic reception, and the recep-
tion in the Islamic East which is (only partially) displayed in this book series,
we can only conclude that Avicenna was by some distance the most seminal
thinker of the medieval period in the parts of the world dominated by the Abra-
hamic religions.

One feature common to Latin scholastic philosophy and philosophy in the
Islamic East is that it was often practiced within a theological context. In Latin
Christendom this was very explicitly the case, as major philosophers were
members of theology faculties at universities and even put the word “theo-
logy” in the titles of their works (Aquinas would be a famous example of both).
In the Islamic world authors were not formally designated as “theologians” in
this way, but it is clear that many or even most of the thinkers quoted within
these pages were adherents of one or another theological tradition, such as
Ash‘arite kalam or a given branch of Shi‘ism. In a controversial recent paper
a leading scholar of the field, Dimitri Gutas, revised his earlier assessment of
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2 INTRODUCTION

post-Avicennan thought as a “golden age” of philosophy, to propose that we
are actually dealing with something he calls “paraphilosophy.” His point is that
such apparently “philosophical” argumentation as we find in our period is com-
promised by the wider motives of the authors. For Gutas, philosophy in the
strict sense should be an “open-ended and rational inquiry into reality” The
post-Avicennan authors, by contrast, were constrained by religious or other
doctrines which they assume to be true in advance, so that their inquiry was
notreally “open-ended.” Their work constitutes “paraphilosophy” because they
are “doing what appears to be philosophy/science in order to divert attention
from, subvert, and substitute for philosophy/science, and as a result avoid doing
philosophy/science.”

There is a lot that could be said in response to this, beginning with the obser-
vation that by this standard, such figures of the aforementioned scholastic
tradition as Aquinas, Scotus, and Ockham would not be philosophers either,
leaving us with a vision of “medieval philosophy” in Latin Christendom that
would at best include only a few arts masters like Siger of Brabant and John Bur-
idan. (This seemingly conversation-ending bullet is one Gutas is ready to bite,
though.) Also, as will be clear even from the brief historical overview presen-
ted later in this introduction, the thinkers of our period were approaching
Avicenna, and philosophy, from a very diverse range of perspectives. It would
clearly be painting with too broad a brush to say that all the figures quoted in
this volume were “paraphilosophers,” even by Gutas’ criteria. Indeed, a single
author may seem to be a philosopher in one book, and a paraphilosopher in
another book. We will have more to say about this problem below. But this
introduction is not the place to engage fully with Gutas’ article,? if only because
itis hard to imagine any response more thorough or convincing than the rest of
the book and its sequels. If you can read what follows here and convince your-
self that it is not philosophy, then we would be very surprised. At the very least,
it will be clear that there is plenty of sophisticated argumentation going on in
the Islamic East in the centuries after Avicenna, argumentation that should be
of great interest to historians of philosophy. That seems a sufficient rationale
for our undertaking.

1 D. Gutas, “The Heritage of Avicenna: The Golden Age of Arabic Philosophy, 1000—ca. 1350,” in
J. Janssens and D. De Smet (eds), Avicenna and his Heritage (Leuven: 2002), 81-97; D. Gutas,
“Avicenna and After: The Development of Paraphilosophy. A History of Science Approach,”
in A. Al Ghouz (ed.), Islamic Philosophy from the 12th to the 14th Century (Gottingen: Bonn
University Press, 2018), 19—72.

2 For one detailed response see J. Kaukua, “Post-Classical Islamic Philosophy: a Contradiction
in Terms?” al-Nazariyat 6 (2020), 1-21.
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Accordingly, this book series is aimed primarily at a philosophical reader-
ship. Our goal is to give readers access to philosophical conversations that took
their starting point from Avicenna’s writings and ran over the next several cen-
turies. Actually they ran still further than that. One could extend this project to
look at authors of the mid- or later-14th century like ‘Adud al-Din al-Iji (d. 1355)
or Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani (d. 1390), or even further, pursuing the same themes
we cover here into the school of Shiraz or the period of the Ottoman, Safavid,
and Mughal empires. We have limited ourselves to a more practicable period of
two centuries, roughly from the death of al-Ghazali in 1111 to the time of Nasir
al-Din al-Tasi (d. 1274) and his students. The resulting cast of characters is large,
and we make an attempt later in this introduction to provide readers with an
overview that situates them historically. But it must be admitted that the issue
that was of most concern to Gutas—the overall intellectual projects of the vari-
ous authors covered here—is not foregrounded by our own approach. Nor will
readers of these books learn much about the wider historical context in which
these thinkers were working.

Instead, taking inspiration from sourcebooks on periods in ancient philo-
sophy,® we have arranged our material thematically, enabling the user to pursue
a topic like mental existence, modality in logic, or the powers of the soul, from
Avicenna forward to the turn of the 14th century. To get a picture of the philo-
sophy of a single figure, one could of course read across the chapters to see
what that figure has to say on a range of themes. This would be particularly
worthwhile when it comes to authors who adopted especially distinctive and
innovative positions, and who play a significant role in almost every chapter,
like al-Suhrawardi, Abu al-Barakat al-Baghdadi, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, and al-
Tasl. But even in these cases, our volumes are no substitute for monographs
giving a synoptic portrait of individual thinkers, such as are now increasingly
available in English.*

3 Namely A.A. Long and D.N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, 2 vols (Cambridge: 1987);
R. Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 200-600AD: a Sourcebook, 3 vols (London:
2004).

4 For instance J. Kaukua, Suhrawardi’s llluminationism: a Philosophical Study (Leiden: 2022),
L. Hassan, Ash‘arism Encounters Avicennism: Sayf al-Din al-Amidi on Creation (Piscataway,
NJ: Gorgias Press, 2020), A. Shihadeh, Doubts on Avicenna: A Study and Edition of Sharaf
al-Din al-Mas‘adi’s Commentary on the Isharat (Leiden: Brill, 2016), and F. Griffel, The Forma-
tion of Post-Classical Philosophy in Islam (Oxford: 2021), which is useful for the whole period
but especially focuses on Fakhr al-Din. One should not neglect older studies on individual
thinkers, e.g. S. Pines, Studies in Abu’'l-Barakat al-Baghdadi: Physics and Metaphysics (Jeru-
salem: 1979), and studies in Arabic and non-European languages e.g. M.S. al-Zarkan, Fakhr
al-Din al-Razi wa-ar@’uhu al-kalamiyya wa-al-falsafiyya (Cairo: 1963).



4 INTRODUCTION
1 Method

That brings us to the question of how we went about producing this book. It
offers translations of excerpts from at least half a hundred texts written over
two centuries of philosophy. Given the enormous textual base, the selection of
passages involved an uneasy marriage between comprehensiveness and feasib-
ility. While we have attempted to provide a relatively complete picture of each
theme in our time period, we would absolutely not claim to have provided an
exhaustive account of the development of philosophy in the relevant period.
This would be simply impossible, given our limited time and resources, and
the current state of research. For one thing, we have not usually attempted
to indicate which authors repeat the arguments and ideas of others. This was
an accretive tradition, by which we mean that material from earlier authors is
often taken up and reproduced by later ones, with or without citation of the
source. For the most part we have contented ourselves with giving readers the
earliest, clearest, or most frequently quoted version of a given argument or pos-
ition, without citing the (often numerous) passages where the same material
reappears. Occasionally we do give such references in notes, but the reader
should be warned that the sheer size of our corpus means that no such list
can be considered to be complete. On the other hand, where an author has an
important signature doctrine (e.g. Fakhr al-Din on the univocity of existence)
we usually quote several passages to give a full picture of this element of his
thought.

One corollary of this strategy is that thinkers appear more frequently if they
are more apt to innovate, or offer formulations or points that became a touch-
stone for subsequent authors. Authors like, say, Aba al-‘Abbas al-Lawkari, a
student of Avicenna who was usually happy simply to quote or paraphrase the
master, are thus quoted only rarely. By contrast another student of Avicenna
named Bahmanyar, who will emerge in this book series as far more import-
ant than usually assumed, is quoted fairly often. Of course neither of them
fall within our official timespan, but we have included material from authors
between Avicenna and al-Ghazali—including al-Ghazali himself—insofar as
this seemed helpful for understanding the debate in our period proper. We do
the same with pre-Avicennan authors to contextualize Avicenna, even to the
extent of quoting key texts from Aristotle and other Greek philosophers. Still,
we have kept this to a bare minimum, so that our choice of texts from before
the 12th century is even more selective. In some cases we have saved time by
quoting doxographical passages, as where an author like Ibn al-Malahimi or al-
Shahrastani does us the favor of summing up the previous kalam discussion on
a given topic. Of course these doxographies are to be approached with caution
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in terms of their accuracy and comprehensiveness, but they at least show how
the state of play was seen in our period.

As with any sourcebook, this one could be accused of presenting material
out of context. Indeed, a proponent of Gutas’ “paraphilosophy” thesis would
probably say that while this book sure does make it look like there were thou-
sands of pages of top-notch philosophy being written in our period, this is
an illusion created by the lack of framing, as can be found for instance in
the programmatic statements offered at the beginnings of works. To this our
response would be, first, that this series is intended to complement other schol-
arship that does engage holistically with the corpora of individual authors. And
second, that we are offering a different kind of context, which is usually more
important for understanding the point of a given passage, by situating it within
a chapter full of texts on the same issue. To understand, say, Ibn Kammuna'’s
views on the problem of universals, it is certainly not irrelevant to know about
Ibn Kammuna’s whole enterprise as a systematic thinker. But it is absolutely
crucial to know what people had been saying about universals up to his time.
It is this sort of framing that our sourcebook does provide.

In terms of our translation style, we have striven to offer as readable as pos-
sible an English version of the passages, though it must be conceded that our
authors do not make this an easy task. As already noted we are dealing for
the most part with highly technical and intricate argumentation, driven for-
ward by subtle distinctions and arguments with sub-arguments and sub-sub-
arguments. Often, in a borrowing from kalam argument technique, we are given
a range of options, with all but one eliminated to leave the right answer stand-
ing.5 Again, the parallel to scholastic Latin philosophy suggests itself. Another
difficulty is the abundance of technical terminology. We have not been overly
concerned to translate the same word always in the same way, since we believe
that this would often distort the meaning. To take two notorious cases, dhat is
sometimes “object,” sometimes “essence,” sometimes “self”; the notorious word
ma‘nd appears as “meaning,” “entity,” and even “something.” In many cases we
provide transliterated Arabic in round brackets to help reader keep track of
important terms, to see where the same term is being translated in different
ways, and so on.

Another challenge, maybe the biggest challenge we faced apart from the
sheer quantity of material, was the variable extent to which that material has

5 An old but still very helpful study of the argumentative technique in kalam is J. van Ess, “The
Logical Structure of Islamic Theology,” in: G.E. Grunebaum (ed.), Logic in Classical Islamic
Culture, Giorgio Levi Della Vida Biennial Conference, University of California (Wiesbaden:
1970), 21-50.
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been edited. Hardly any text from our period exists in a critical edition that
would live up to the standards applied by, say, editors of classical Greek lit-
erature. Usually the best one can hope for is a printed edition based on one
manuscript, which mentions variants from other manuscripts in the notes. In
many cases there is no edition, so we translate from a manuscript, where pos-
sible while consulting other manuscripts of the same text. But with the many
dozens of works involved, obviously it would have been folly to pretend that
we could get an adequate philological picture of the treatises from which we
were translating. Far from having worked out a stemma codicum for each work,
we are usually just citing from whichever manuscript(s) we could get access
to. It is important to bear this in mind, since it means that every passage trans-
lated here is in some sense provisional. Proper philological investigation and an
improved edition could change any of them and no doubt would change many
of them. Thus, alongside deeper thematic studies building on what we offer
here and comprehensive investigation of individual thinkers, there remains
much to do on the philological front.

Finally on the question of method, it should be explained how we worked
as a team. Thanks to the support of the DFG, which funded our work on this
and the subsequent volumes, we were able to employ several postdoctoral
researchers at Munich. For this volume the researcher was Fedor Benevich,
who is now a lecturer at Edinburgh. Our procedure was that Benevich would
work through the corpus of texts, select passages for translation, and produce
draft English versions. These were then revised by Adamson, who also wrote
the first draft of the thematic introduction to each chapter, which was in turn
revised by Benevich. This twofold structure within each chapter should allow
users to access the material at different levels. Probably every reader should
start with the thematic introduction to get a general sense of the debate on each
topic. The passages are arranged in rough chronological order, so one can then
read the chapter straight through to see how things developed from Avicenna
onward, or taking guidance from the thematic introduction, go straight to indi-
vidual arguments or authors of particular interest. We also hope that the books
can be used in teaching, and have already had some experience using draft
chapters for this purpose. On this basis, our recommendation would be for
instructors to make a selection of passages from a given chapter, and have
the students read just the thematic introduction and the selected passages.
This is because of the size of the chapters, and the density of the material,
which rewards close reading. By contrast researchers are of course encouraged
to look through all the material, ideally alongside the original Arabic, and to
bear in mind that there is going to be further material of relevance that was
not included, for the reasons already mentioned. It should also be borne in
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mind that a given passage may be relevant to more than one of our themes.5
To save space we have not duplicated passages by including them in more than
one chapter, but we do sometimes give cross-references to other chapters, and
would encourage the reader to bear in mind that each chapter will typically
be complemented by others. The introductions to each chapter will hopefully
make the links between them clear.

2 Historical Overview

The quotations that make up the chapters are drawn from more than forty
post-Avicennan philosophers who lived in the Islamic East between the late
eleventh and early thirteenth century ce.” The “Islamic East” takes in the
heartlands of the Muslim world at the time, stretching roughly from Syria in
the West to modern-day Afghanistan in the East. Vast though this territory
is, it does exclude the maghreb. This means that we will in these books not
be covering Ibn Rushd (Averroes, d. 1198) and other thinkers who worked in
Andalusia, or for that matter figures who worked in Cairo, such as the great
Jewish thinker Maimonides. Certainly Avicenna was influential in this region
as well, as already noted above, but it forms a separate tradition to some extent,
and it would have been unfeasible to include these philosophers in our cover-
age. With regard to the thinkers we are covering, it should be borne in mind that
they often travelled widely in the Eastern Islamic realms. Let’s take two prom-
inent examples, al-Suhrawardi and Fakhr al-Din al-Razi. As his name indicates,
the former was born in the Persian city of Suhraward. In between he journeyed
first to Maragha, later a renowned centre of scientific and philosophical activ-
ity in the time of al-Tasi, and already in al-Suhraward’s day a place where he
could be initiated into philosophy by his master Majd al-Din al-Jili. He then

6 Moreover, some passages may be relevant for different volumes. For instance, the questions
of modality and essentiality, understood nowadays as metaphysical issues, may be expected
to be found in this volume. However, the reader will find the relevant chapters in the volume
on Logic and Epistemology, since the authors of our period saw those issues as part of logic.

7 This section only attempts to provide a general historical overview of these authors to facilit-
ate the use of the materials in the subsequent chapters. The reader can find detailed biobib-
liographical accounts of those authors in a few core publications focusing on the life and
works of post-Avicennan philosophers: F. Griffel, The Formation of Post-Classical Philosophy
in Islam (Oxford: 2021); Kh. El-Rouayheb, The Development of Arabic Logic (1200-1800) (Basel:
2019); A.H. al-Rahim, The Creation of Philosophical Tradition (Wiesbaden: 2018); U. Rudolph
(ed.), Philosophie in der islamischen Welt: 11. und 12. Jahrhundert: Zentrale und Ostliche Gebiete
(Basel: 2021). This section largely relies on the accounts from these sources.
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travelled to Anatolia, before winding up in Damascus and Aleppo where he was
executed on the orders of Saladin. As for Fakhr al-Din, his name too connotes
his place of birth: al-Razi means that he came from the Persian city of Rayy. His
own travels took him to Nishapur and then Maragha, where he likewise stud-
ied with al-Jili. Where al-Suhrawardi went West, Fakhr al-Din ventured east,
moving around central Asia as he became a client of rival political dynasties,
the Khwarazm-Shahs and the Ghurids. A work called Debates (Munagarat)
records his argumentative encounters with scholars in Transoxania. He finally
died in Herat after rejoining the Khwarazm-Shahs. As even this sketch shows,
student-teacher relationships and patronage were key factors in the careers of
our authors, as they had been for Avicenna himself.

So much for the geography; now let us turn to chronology. The history of
metaphysics and theology in the Islamic East in this period can be divided
into three phases, which we describe as periods of formation, culmination, and
refinement. But we begin earlier than that, with a look at the background to
Avicenna himself.

3 Prehistory

In the middle of the eleventh century, the two predominant philosophical tra-
ditions in the Islamic world were falsafa and kalam. Falsafa was the philosoph-
ical tradition that takes its origins from ancient and late-Ancient Greek philo-
sophy, primarily Aristotle and Neoplatonism. It began in the ninth century CE
as a by-product of the Graeco-Arabic translation movement. The most import-
ant early falsafa-philosophers were Abu Ya‘qub ibn Ishaq al-Kindi (d. 873), Aba
Bakr al-Razi (d. 925), Yahya ibn ‘Adi (d. 974), and Abu Nasgr al-Farabi (d. 950).
Although all these authors were known in the post-Avicennan tradition, the
philosophers of this later period were unanimously agreed that the philosoph-
ical tradition of falsafa culminated with the unique synthesis of Aristotelian-
ism, Neoplatonism, and original thought in the works of Avicenna. Thus the
reader will find only sporadically the names of other falsafa-philosophers in
the pages of this book.

We consider kalam as another philosophical tradition of the Islamic world,
but one very different from falsafa in its nature and history. Unlike falsafa,
kalam barely has any historical relation to ancient and late ancient Greek philo-
sophy. Its origins and early development are rather obscure due to the lack of
sources, but it is certain that by the beginning of the eleventh century, kalam
had developed into a fully formed philosophical tradition with its own meth-
ods, terminology, and standard issues such as proofs for the existence of God,
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free will and the conditions of moral responsibility, and the composition of
physical objects.® The two predominant traditions of kalam relevant for post-
Avicennan philosophical discourse are the Mu‘tazilism and Ash‘arism.

The Mu‘tazilites who are mentioned in post-Avicennan sources can be
roughly divided into two periods: classical and “reformed” Mu‘tazilism. The
most influential classical Mu‘tazilite authors, the members of two compet-
ing schools of Basra and Baghdad, were Abu ‘Ali al-Jubbai (d. 915/6), his son
Abt Hashim al- Jubbai (d. 933), Abu al-Qasim al-Balkhi al-Ka‘bi (d. 931), Abai
‘Abdallah al-Basri (d. 980), and ‘Abd al-Jabbar (d. 1024). Post-Avicennan sources
seem to agree that the important turn in the Mu‘tazilism came in the elev-
enth century with Aba al-Husayn al-Basr1 (d. 1044). Abu al-Husayn is cred-
ited with philosophical views that would differ from the traditional Mu‘tazilite
approaches, on such questions as the nature of non-existence, the theory of
states (afwal), God’s knowledge, and theory of action. Traditionally opposed
to Mu‘tazilism were the Ash‘arites, that is, the followers of Abu al-Hasan al-
Ash‘ari (d. 936). The most prominent representatives of the classical Ash‘arism
were Abu Bakr al-Bagqillani (d. 1013), Abu Ishaq al-Isfar@’ini (d. 1027), Abu al-
Ma‘ali al-Juwayni (d. 1085), and Abti al-Qasim al-Ansari (d. 1118). Ash‘arism plays
crucial role in the formation of post-Avicennan philosophy, with a few philo-
sophers describing themselves as the proponents of this school of kalam.

4 Formation

The opposition between falsafa and kalam defines the character of philosophy
in the formative period of post-Avicennan philosophy in the Islamic East.? The
authors who write in this period can be divided into those who are mostly faith-
ful to falsafa, that is, to the teachings of Avicenna, and those who adhere to the
positions of kalam and attack Avicennan philosophy on this basis.

The philosophers who most appropriately may be called Avicennans are
the representatives of Avicenna’s own school. The first and most influential
among them is Bahmanyar ibn al-Marzuban (d. 1044), a direct student of

8 On the history of kalam, see further S. Schmidtke (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Islamic Theo-
logy (Oxford, 2016) and J. van Ess, Theology and Society in the Second and the Third Centuries
of the Hijra: A History of Religious Thought in Early Islam, 5 vols., tr. from German by J. O’Kane,
G. Goldbloom, R. Otto (Brill: 2017-2020).

9 Further references on the formative period of post-Avicennan philosophy include A. Shi-
hadeh, “From al-Ghazali to al-Razi: 6th/12th Century Developments in Muslim Philosophical
Theology,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 15 (2005): 141-179.
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Avicenna.!l® Bahmanyar’s most widely read treatise is al-Tahsil (The Attain-
ment), a reorganized and comprehensive epitome of Avicenna’s teachings. Al-
Tahsil provides us with an overview of what has been recognized as Avicen-
nism in post-Avicennan philosophy. Another of his treatises from which we
quote is Ft mawdu‘ ilm ma ba‘d al-tabr'a (On the Subject-Matter of Metaphysics),
which again demonstrates Bahmanyar’s close adherence to Avicenna’s philo-
sophy.

Alongside Bahmanyar, the next important philosopher usually connected
with Avicenna’s school is ‘Umar al-Khayyam (d. 1123/24). Although al-
Khayyam is mostly known in contemporary scholarship as a poet and mathem-
atician, he has written several short treatises in metaphysics and philosophy of
religion, such as Risala ft al-wujid (Epistle on Existence), al-Jawab ‘an thalath
masa’il (Response to Three Questions), Risalat al-diya’ al-‘aqli (Epistle of Intel-
lectual Radiance), and Kawn wa-taklif (Generation and Obligation). Al-Hayyam
discusses in them various questions, such as distinction between essence and
existence, God’s essence, the nature of evil, and the nature of religious oblig-
ation in the determinist world. Al-Khayyam consistently defends Avicennan
doctrine, albeit with further developments, as in the case of the conceptual
distinction between essence and existence. Among the treatises listed above,
al-Khayyam’s Risala fi al-wujud stands out as an attempt to address the meta-
physical views of Mu‘tazilite kalam from the standpoint of Avicenna’s philo-
sophy.

The final representatives of Avicenna’s school live in the first half of the
twelfth century. They are ‘Umar ibn Sahlan al-Sawi (d. ca. 1145) and Sharaf al-
Zaman al-Ilaqi (d. 141). Of these two, the latter seems to be rather a minor
figure, possibly due to our lack of sources, or because of his execution fol-
lowing the sultan Sanjar’s defeat at the battle of Qatwan. The only work by
al-Tlaq1 quoted in this volume is his brief response to Taj al-Din al-Shahrastani
(d. 153) on the nature of God’s knowledge, in which al-Ilaqi seems to express
even more radical denial of God’s knowledge than Avicenna would be willing
to do himself. Like al-Ilaqi, al-Saw1 also engaged in philosophical correspond-
ence with al- Shahrastani, but unlike al-ﬂéqi, al-Sawli seems to have been a far
more influential figure. This can be seen, for instance, from the mentions of
al-Sawl in al-SuhrawardT’s treatises. Among al-Saw1’s own treatises, al-Basa’ir
al-Nasiriyya (Insights for Nasir al-Din) bears close similarity in method and

10 See further J. Janssens, “Bahmanyar ibn Marzuban: A Faithful Disciple of Avicenna,” in:
D.C. Reisman and A.H. al-Rahim (eds.), Before and After Avicenna: Proceedings of the First
Conference of the Avicenna Study Group (Leiden-Boston: 2003), 177-198.
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in content to Bahmanyar’s al-Tahsil and can be used as a helpful overview of
Avicennism as it was seen in the twelfth century. Still more important, arguably,
are al-SawT’s shorter treatises, which were designed as responses to two critics
of Avicenna of his time, Abu al-Barakat al-Baghdadi (d. ca. 1165) and the afore-
mentioned al-Shahrastani. One of these treatises is Nahj al-taqdis (The Way
to Sanctification), in which al-Saw1 attempts to support Avicenna’s denial of
God’s knowledge of particulars as such. (He may be the last person in the post-
Avicennan tradition to do this.) Another is al-Saw1’s response to al- Shahrastani
on the nature of God’s essence, which was given the title of Musara‘at al-
Musara’a (The Wrestling Match with the Wrestling Match) by a copyist, due to
the similarity of al-Sahrastant’s argumentation in this epistolary exchange with
al- Shahrastant’s treatise al- Musara‘at al-falasifa (The Wrestling Match with the
Philosophers).

Bahmanyar, al-Khayyam, al-Sawi, and al-Ilaqi are the four main represent-
atives of purely Avicennan falsafa in the formative period of post-Avicenna
philosophy. Probably even more important for the formation of post-
Avicennan philosophy, though, are their opponents, the scholars of kalam
who extensively engaged with Avicenna’s philosophy, criticized it, and used
it in the development of their own thought. The most famous among them
is, of course, Abii Hamid al-Ghazali (d. 1111), who was allegedly responsible
for the perishing of philosophy in the world of Islam, according to traditional
orientalist narratives. Although this account has been widely dismissed, the
importance of al-Ghazali for the later generations is not subject to doubt. Al-
Ghazali's famous treatise Tahafut al-falasifa (The Incoherence of the Falsafa-
Philosophers) helped to set the questions that would typically be contested
between partisans of kalam and proponents of falsafa, such as God’s essence
and God’s knowledge of particulars. Also important is al-Ghazali’s treatise Ig-
tisad al-itigad (Moderation in Belief), which will be used in this volume as a
rich source of the traditional Ash‘arite views on various philosophical ques-
tions.

Al-Ghazalt’s critique of Avicenna’s philosophy from a kalam perspective
found several followers. One of them is Ibn Ghaylan al-Balkhi (d. ca. 1194), the
author of the treatise Huduth al-alam (The Temporal Origination of the World).
For the purposes of this volume, this treatise will be important as an expression
of Ibn Ghaylan’s metaphysical views on essence and existence, God’s essence,
and universals, in which he appears to be close to al-Shahrastani. Another
staunch opponent of everything Avicennan is Sharaf al-Din al-Mas‘adi (d.
ca. 1194). Al-Mas‘idi might have been the first in the long tradition of com-
mentators on Avicenna’s treatise al-Isharat wa-al-tanbihat (Pointers and Re-
minders), with his al-Mabahith wa-al-shukitk ‘ala kitab al-Isharat wa-l-tanbihat
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(Investigations and Doubts on Pointers and Reminders).!t However, unlike many
later commentaries on Isharat, al-Mas‘adi’s aim was nothing like a defence or
even an elucidation of Avicenna’s philosophy. Rather, his goal was to refute
Avicenna’s arguments, mostly from a proper Ghazalian Ash‘arite perspective.

Avicenna’s philosophy has come under fire not only from the position of the
Ash‘arite kalam, but also the “reformed” Mu‘tazilites. Here, the most important
source is Rukn al-Din ibn Muhammad al-Malahim1 al-Khwarazmi (d. 1141).
He authored Tuhfat al-mutakallimin (Gift for the Scholars of Kalam), which
draws extensively on al-Ghazali and attempts to refute Avicenna’s philosophy
from the perspective of Mu'‘tazilite kalam, with respect to the same set of philo-
sophical questions as al-Ghazali’s Tahafut. Ibn al-Malahimi is also the author of
two longer summae of Mu‘tazilite kalam, al-Fa’iq fi usul al-din (Superior Book
of Theology) and al-Mu‘tamad ft usul al-din (Fundamental Book of Theology).
These are core sources for the “reformed” Mu‘tazilite kalam of the school of Abu
al-Husayn al-Basr1. For instance, Ibn al-Malahimi provides important informa-
tion on the teachings of his school for Fakhr al-Din al-Razi.

All four authors, al-Ghazali, Ibn Ghaylan, al-Mas‘adi, and Ibn al-Malahimi,
focus primarily on criticising falsafa as embodied by Avicenna. Their own
philosophical views remain largely faithful to the traditional philosophical pos-
itions of the Ash‘arite and Mu‘tazilite kalam, albeit refracted through the lens
of their need to respond to Avicenna. In other authors, this primarily critical
approach is integrated into a larger project. Here the first name, which has
been already mentioned, is Taj al-Din al-Shahrastani (d. 1153). He is known
chiefly as the author of al-Milal wa-al-nihal (Religions and Sects), an enorm-
ous history of philosophy and theology stretching from the pre-Socratics to the
various schools of kalam and falsafa. For our purposes, though, al-Shahrastani
is more important as the author of independent philosophical treatises. These
include the aforementioned Musara‘at al-falasifa (The Wrestling Match with the
Philosophers). This treatise attempts to refute Avicenna’s philosophical views
on God’s essence and God’s knowledge, among others. But probably the most
significant treatise by al-Shahrastani for our understanding of the formative
period is his Nihayat al-aqdam fi ilm al-kalam (The Utmost Point of Progress in
the Science of Kalam). In this treatise, al-Shahrastani reconstructs the Ash‘arite
and the Mu‘tazilite views on questions of metaphysics and philosophy of reli-
gion, and compares and contrasts them with the falsafa of Avicenna. As a res-

11 On the traditions of commentators on Avicenna’s Isharat see R. Wisnovsky, “Towards a
Genealogy of Avicennism,” Oriens 42 (2014): 323—363 and idem, “Avicenna’s Islamic Recep-
tion,” In P. Adamson (ed.), Interpreting Avicenna: Critical Essays, (Cambridge: 2013), 190—
213.
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ult, Nihayat al-agdam shows how a post-Avicenna philosopher understood the
main differences between Mu‘tazilites and Asharites in pre-Avicennan kalam.
Nihayat al-agdam is also one of the earliest examples of the project of integ-
rating falsafa and kalam, which will be characteristic of the whole history of
post-Avicennan philosophy.

A final figure of the formative period, possibly belonging already to its cul-
mination, is Abu al-Barakat al-Baghdadi (d. ca. 1165), a Jewish scholar who,
according to most sources, converted to Islam at some point of his life. The
magnum opus of Abui al-Barakat is al-Mu‘tabar (The Carefully Considered or The
Reconsidered). Abui al-Barakat cannot be easily placed in the falsafa or kalam
camp. Al-Mu‘tabar demonstrates that he is a highly original and independent
thinker, who draws on doctrines and arguments from both traditions and elab-
orates on them freely, based on his own personal reflection. Abu al-Barakat
structures the book according to his own vision of the relationship between
different branches of philosophy. Some of al-Mutabar’s philosophical posi-
tions are Avicennan, and they will serve as an important foundation for later
developments in Avicennans (this applies for instance to his understanding of
God’s essence). On other topics, like God’s knowledge of particulars, he adopts
a strongly anti-Avicennan stance, and here he becomes a touchstone for both
Avicennans and anti-Avicennans. Finally, Abu al-Barakat’s libertarianism and
denial of God’s knowledge of future contingents are unique in post-Avicennan
philosophy, with an early Shi‘ite scholar of kalam, Hisham ibn al-Hakam (d.
ca. 795/6 CE), being the only other proponent of such views known to us. Abi
al-Barakat project of integration, reconsideration and reformation would be
extremely influential in the culmination period of post-Avicennan philosophy,
with such luminaries as Fakhr al-Din al-Razi and al-Suhrawardi reacting against
some of his positions and arguments and accepting others.

5 Culmination

Speaking of whom, the formative period of post-Avicennan philosophy reaches
its culmination towards the second half of the twelfth century with Fakhr al-
Din al-Razi (d. 1210) and Shihab al-Din al-Suhrawardi (d. 1191). Both of these
philosophers attempt to set a new agenda by replacing the contest between
Avicenna and kalam, so characteristic of the formative period, with their own
philosophies. Both will prove successful.

Fakhr al-Din al-Razi can primarily be considered a prodigy of Ash‘arite
kalam. There is a direct teacher-student link between al-Razi and the school of
al-Juwayni. In most of his treatises, al-Razi often appears to defend an Ash‘arite
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point of view, on issues including determinism, God’s essence, and the nature
of good and evil. Still, it would not be appropriate to characterize al-Razi simply
as an Ash‘arite. In effect, al-Razi is carrying out a project not unlike that of al-
Shahrastani in Nihayat al-agdam. He looks back on Mu‘tazilite and Ash‘arite
kalam, as well as the falsafa of Avicenna (and sometimes even other falasifa,
such as Abu Bakr al-Razi), analyzes their views and arguments, and evaluates
which philosophical position has the upper hand. Al-Razi thus sees himself as
an umpire in the contest between kalam and falsafa. But he goes far beyond
al-Shahrastant’s project, becoming one of the great systematizers in the his-
tory of philosophy in the Islamic world. He bends over backwards to consider
all possible views which have been held, or even could be held, on each philo-
sophical problem, and then supplies all the arguments that could be brought
to bear in favor of this or that solution. As readers often lament, it can remain
unclear what al-Razi’s own view might be, especially given that he appears to
defend different positions in different treatises. Still, it needs to be emphas-
ized that al-Razl lists of arguments remain almost identical from one treatise
to another, with only slight additions or rephrasing. Given this consistency, it is
highly unlikely that al-Razi1 is constantly changing his mind. Rather, he is simply
more interested in an analytical project whereby philosophical positions and
arguments are reduced to their underlying assumptions and principles, so as to
reveal how different philosophical positions follow from different presupposi-
tions.

Fakhr al-Din is the author of multiple lengthy treatises. In the context of
the history of Islam, he is most famous for writing his voluminous comment-
ary on Quran (al-Tafsir al-kabir). For the purposes of this volume, though, al-
Razl’s systematic treatises will be more relevant. The most important titles
among them are Ishara fi ilm al-kalam (Pointer on the Science of Kalam), al-
Mabahith al-mashrigiyya ft ilm al-ilahiyyat wa-al-tabiiyyat (Eastern Investiga-
tions in Metaphysics and Physics), Nihayat al-‘uqil fi dirayat al-usil (Summit
of Intellectual Knowledge in Theology), Mulakhkhas fi al-hikma wa-al-mantiq
(Summary on Philosophy and Logic), Muhassal afkar al-mutaqaddimin wa-al-
mutaakhkhirin (Epitome of The Ancient and Modern Thought), al-Arba‘in fiusul
al-din (Forty Questions on Theology), al-Ma'‘alim fi usul al-din (Signs in Theo-
logy), al-Risala al-kamaliyya fi al-haq@’iq al-ilahiyya (Complete Epistle on Meta-
physical Truths), Sharh al-Isharat wa-al-tanbihat (Commentary on Pointers and
Reminders), Sharh ‘Uyun al-hikma (Commentary on Origins of Wisdom), and al-
Matalib al-‘aliyya min al-ilm al-ilahi (Lofty Inquiries on Metaphysics). Each of
these treatises has its own aim that determines its structure, contents, and the
arguments and positions which al-Razi discusses. Some have a clear Ash‘arite
leaning, such as Nihayat al-‘uqil or the Muhassal, while other treatises seem
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to be more grounded in Avicenna’s philosophy, like the Mabahith. But most of
the other works just listed are hard to label as being either representative of al-
Razl's Asharite views or of his interest in Avicenna’s philosophy. They should
be more appropriately regarded as the products of al-Razi’s own philosophical
genius, which seeks to replace both Avicennan falsafa and kalam with a new
synthesis (determining the nature of this synthesis remains a desideratum for
future research).

Shihab al-Din al-Suhrawardi had a similar ambition. He lived a very short life
because he was executed by Saladin for political plotting in 1191. Yet he man-
aged to write a series of treatises that changed the course of post-Avicennan
philosophy forever. For a long time, al-Suhraward1’s philosophy, which he him-
self calls “philosophy of illumination,” was presented in modern scholarship
as a turn from philosophy to mysticism and spiritualism. But this is not the
picture that the reader will find in this book. Rather, just as al-Razi’s pro-
ject may be regarded as a development of al- ShahrastanT’s project, so can al-
Suhrawardr’s project be regarded as a development of Abu al-Barakat’s project
(something neither of them would probably like to hear, given al-Raz1’s critical
view of al- Shahrastani and al-Suhrawardi’s contempt for Abt al-Barakat).1? Al-
Suhrawardi’s main goal is to reform and develop Avicenna’s philosophy, with
the aim of producing a better, more defensible version. With respect to some
philosophical questions, al-Suhrawardi remains consistently Avicennan, for
instance, regarding the nature of good and evil, or determinism. But in most
other cases, al-Suhrawardi fashions a “reformed Avicennism” by arguing for
positions that were never explicitly stated by Avicenna, such as conceptual-
ism with regard to the notion of existence and the generic universals, God’s
direct knowledge of particulars, or the difference in perfection between God’s
existence and the existence of other things. Al-Suhrawardi develops these ideas
either on purely Avicennan grounds or by drawing insights from the authors of
the formative period of post-Avicennan philosophy, especially al-Khayyam and
Abu al-Barakat.!

Al-Suhrawardi’s most important treatises are Hikmat al-ishraq (Philosophy
of lllumination), al-Talwihat al-lawhiyya wa-al-‘arshiyyaa (Intimations of the
Tablet and the Throne), al-Mashari‘ wa-al-mutarahat (Paths and Havens), al-
Mugawamat (Opposites), al-Lamahat (Flashes of Light), Hayakil al-nar (Tem-
ples of Light), and Partunama (Sun Rays). It has been common to divide these

12 See, for instance, al-Razi, Munazarat, 39 and al-Suhrawardi, Masari, Ilahiyyat. 471.
13 This view of al-Suhrwardi has been recently defended in J. Kaukua, Suhraward?’s Illumin-
ationism: A Philosophical Study (Leiden-Boston: 2022).
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treatises into two groups, pro-Avicennan and illuminationist,'* but we have
found no solid basis for this. Only al-Lamahat stands out as a summary of
purely Avicennan philosophy. All the other treatises form a unity, which rep-
resents al-Suhrawardi’s own take on Avicennan philosophy characterized by
distinctively “illuminationist” elements, such as anti-realism about the notion
of existence, a theory of celestial intelligences called the “Lords of Species,”
a direct realist epistemological theory of knowledge as presence, and so on.
Hikmat al-ishraq, which was traditionally supposed to be the only treatise rep-
resentative of al-Suhrawardr’s personal philosophy, is mostly in harmony with
al-Suhrawardr’s other treatises. It is distinguished primarily just by the addi-
tional emphasis on the terminology of “light” in the second part of the book.
Yet its argumentation is predominantly a summary of lengthy discussions in
al-Mashari‘. The latter, in fact, appears to be the most valuable source for
al-Suhrawardr’s philosophy. It presents a detailed account of al-Suhrawardt’s
philosophical argumentation and of his reaction to Avicennism, Abu al-Bara-
kat, and kalam. Still, his other treatises do offer additional insights in al-Suhra-
wardt’s version of reformed Avicennism.

6 Refinement

If the formative period described above was characterized as a contest between
Avicenna and kalam, the period after al-Razi and al-Suhrawardi up until the
end of the thirteenth century was a time of contest between their two philo-
sophies. Al-Razi becomes the new kalam, al-Suhrawardi the new Avicenna.
Avicenna himself and the earlier treatises of kalam are still read, but they
are always interpreted and understood through the lens of these two thinkers.
When we need to identify a philosophical tradition, we usually speak about a
common set of questions, arguments and available positions as well as some
standard terminology. This is precisely the framework that al-Razi and al-
Suhrawardi create for philosophy in the thirteenth century. From al-Razi’s ana-
lytical and systematic approach, authors inherit a determinate set of argu-
ments, principles, and positions. Meanwhile al-Suhrawardr’s reformist ap-
proach to Avicenna defines a series of standard notions, such as the “merely
conceptual ({‘tibart),” “concrete being (huwiyya),” “knowledge by presence (im
hudurt),” and “the Lords of Species (arbab al-naw*).”

” «

14 On the division of al-Suhrawardi’s treatises, see H. Ziai, Knowledge and Illumination
(Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1990).
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The influence of al-Razi and al-Suhrawardi was felt immediately. The first
to fall under al-Raz’s spell were his direct disciples. Among them, we have
surviving works of only one, Zayn al-Din al-Kashshi (d. ca. 1221/2). His main
work is Had@iq al-haqa@’iq (Gardens of Truths), a philosophical summa that is
largely indebted to al-Razi. At the same time, we can observe the influence of
al-Suhrawardi already in al-Kashshi, who speaks of divine Lights and Lords of
Species. Another student of al-Razi, Qutb al-Din al-Misr1 (d. 1221) may not have
produced philosophical texts available to us, but he taught one of the most
influential scholars of the thirteenth century, Athir al-Din al-Abhari (d. 12657?).
Al-Abhari is a paradigm author of the post-Razian and post-Suhrawardian era.
He authors more than a dozen short treatises, most of which attempt to cover
the whole of philosophy, from logic to metaphysics and natural philosophy. In
these treatises, al-Abharl does to al-Razi and al-Suhrawardi what they did to
Avicenna and kalam. That is, al-Abhari systemizes arguments and positions,
adds further options, and explains how al-Suhraward1’s views and argumenta-
tion fit into al-Razr’s analytical scheme of philosophy.

Al-AbharT’s allegiance to the Razian reading of kalam and to Suhrawardian
reformed Avicennism seem to be in flux across his treatises. Some of them,
such as Kashf al-haqa’iq (Revelation of the Truths), Tanzil al-afkar (Settlement of
Thoughts) and Risala fi ‘ilm al-kalam (Epistle on the Science of Kalam) go more
in the direction of al-Razi. Other texts, such as Bayan al-asrar (Explanation
of Secrets), Zubdat al-haqa’iq (Cream of Truths), Muntaha al-afkar fi ibanat al-
asrar (Final Thoughts to Explicate the Secrets), and Talkhis al-haqa’iq (Summary
of Truths) clearly follow al-Suhrawardi on most points. Al-Abhart’s Hidayat al-
hikma (Philosophical Guidance) is just a faithful exposition of truly Avicennan
philosophy, which may be why it becomes a common basis for later comment-
aries. With al-Abhari, we encounter once again one of the core puzzles regard-
ing post-Avicennan philosophy: why would one and the same author write so
many different treatises, which express mutually contradictory views? While
this question arises with al-Razi himself, with al-Abhari it becomes even more
puzzling. Different answers can be given—different genres, audiences, didactic
purposes, or periods of life—but the question still requires further research.1®
The Abharian synthesis of al-Razi and al-Suhrawardi must be the product of
his studies with the aforementioned Qutb al-Din al-Misr1 and the astronomer
and mathematician Kamal al-Din ibn Yunus (d. 1242). No philosophical treat-
ise of Kamal al-Din survives, yet his impact on philosophy in the thirteenth

15  Some possible solutions to this puzzle can be found in Griffel, Formation.
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century is significant. His school in Mosul might have been the place where
al-Suhrawardr’s philosophy was transmitted to subsequent generations.

This hypothesis—and for now it remains only a hypothesis—can take some
support from the scholarly profile of Nasir al-Din al-Tasi (d. 1274). Just like al-
Abhari, al-Tasi studied with al-Razr’s student Qutb al-Din al-Misr1 and with
Kamal al-Din ibn Yunts. Al-Tasl is among the most famous post-Avicennan
philosophers, alongside al-Raz1 and al-Suhrawardi themselves. His fame is due
above all to his work as an astronomer. But within philosophy, his most fre-
quently consulted text is Sharh al-Isharat wa-al-tanbihat (Commentary on
Pointers and Reminders), a critical response to al-Raz1’s earlier commentary on
Avicenna’s Pointers and Reminders. Due to this response, al-Tasi has earned
the reputation of being the greatest defender of Avicenna’s philosophy after
Avicenna. Al-TtsT's other treatise Masari al-Musari‘ (Fatalities of the Wrest-
ler), directed against al-Shahrastant’s Musara‘a (Wrestling Match) in defence
of Avicenna, is another case to the point.

Yet the usual depiction of al-Tusl as a staunchly orthodox Avicennist is an
oversimplification. Al-Ttst’s works are a product of his time, following in the
footsteps of al-Abhari, and influenced by al-Suhrawardr’s reformed Avicen-
nism, possibly through the school of his master Kamal al-Din ibn Yiinus. Signs
of this would include his conceptualism with regard to existence and generic
notions, or his stance on God’s knowledge of particulars. Al-TasT’s life goal is
not just to defend Avicenna, but to correct and refine post-Avicennan philo-
sophy as it has reached him. This can be seen for instance from al-TasT's Talkhis
al-Muhassal (Summary of the Epitome), which is another critical response to al-
Razi, now to the latter’s treatise al-Muhassal. Here, al-TasT's project is not that of
a defensive Avicennan but a thoroughgoing critic of al-Razi, for his understand-
ing of falsafa, for his understanding of kalam, and anything else that comes
up.

Al-Tasl is the author of innumerable shorter treatises. His Tajrid al-‘aqa’id
(Extraction of Beliefs) is al-TusT's updating of the kalam summa for a post-Razi,
post-Suhrawardi era: his writing here is however so compressed that is it is
almost impossible to understand it without the commentary of his student al-
Hilli, which is entitled Kashf al-murad ft sharh Tajrid al-itigad (Revealing the
Meaning of the Extraction of Beliefs). Al-Tusl is also the author of a numerous
epistolary exchanges with his contemporaries, collected in a recent edition of
Ajwibat al-mas@’il al-nasiriyya (Answers to Questions for Nasir al-Din), a brilliant

16  That al-Suhrawardi was studied in the school of Ibn Yanus is mentioned in ‘Abd al-Latif’s
autobiography. See C. Martini Bonadeo, Abd al-Latif’s al-Bagdadr’s Philosophical Journey:
From Aristotle’s Metaphysics to the Metaphysical Science (Leiden-Boston: 2013), 124.
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representation of the thriving, interconnected network of philosophers in the
Islamic East in the middle of the thirteenth century.

Among al-Tast’s correspondents and colleagues is Shams al-Din al-Katibi al-
Qazwini (d. 1276). He is a student al-Abhari, as we can clearly see from his
treatise Jami‘al-daqa@’iq fi kashf al-haqa’iq (Collected Subtleties in Revelation of
the Truths) which largely follows al-Abhari’s brand of Suhrawardian reformed
Avicennism. Al-Katib1’s Hikmat al-‘ayn (The Quintessence of Wisdom), focusing
on metaphysics and natural philosophy, is however more balanced between
al-Razi and al-Abharl. In fact, al-Katibi appears to be very much interested
in al-Razl’s philosophy, with his commentary on al-Razi's Mulakhkhas (Mun-
assas fi sharh al-Mulakhkhas) being a paradigm example of why we call this
period one of “refinement.” Al-Katibi carefully studies al-RazT’s texts, interprets
them sentence by sentence, and provides critical evaluation, based on either
al-AbharT’s and al-TtsT’s insights or his own logical considerations. Al-Katibi is
indeed famous as one of the most influential logicians, with his treatise a/- Ris-
ala al-Shamsiyya (Treatise for Shams al-Din) destined to become the handbook
of logic in post-classical philosophy in the Islamic world.

Bar Hebraeus (d. 1286) belongs to the same circle of scholars as al-Tasi
and al-Katibi. One might be surprised to find his name here, as he is a Chris-
tian author, writing mainly in Syriac, and known to contemporary scholarship
mostly as a historian. However, Bar Hebraeus is no less an “heir of Avicenna”
than al-Tasl and al-Hilli.\” His Héwath hekhmtha (Cream of Wisdom) is a pre-
sentation of Avicennan philosophy, heavily influenced by contemporary dis-
cussions in al-Abhari and al-Tasi. Bar Hebraeus’ lengthy theological compen-
dium Mnarath qudhshé (Candelabrum of the Sanctuary) is likewise indebted
to the Razian systematization of kalam and the Abharian-Tusian updating of
Avicennism. Bar Hebraeus’ goal is to adapt the mixture of falsafa and kalam,
typical of philosophy of his century, for use in Christianity, and to make it avail-
able to a new audience by writing in Syriac.

In the younger generation of this circle we have Ibn Mutahhar al-Hilli, also
known as al-‘Allama al-Hilli (d. 1325). Apart from the aforementioned exegesis
of al-TasTs Tajrid in Kashf al-murad, al-Hilll also wrote a few independent
works, such as Taslik al-nafs ila hazirat al-quds (Conveying the Soul to Paradise)
and Nihayat al-maram fi ilm al-kalam (The Utmost Objective in the Science of
Kalam), both being works of kalam, and al-Asrar al-khafiyya (Hidden Secrets),

17  This view on Bar Hebraeus is corroborated by S. Rassi, Christian Thought in the Medieval
Islamic World: ‘Abdisho of Nisibis and the Apologetic Tradition (Oxford: 2022) and H. Taka-
hashi, “The Reception of Ibn Sina in Syriac: The Case of Barhebraeus,” in D. Reisman (ed.),
Before and After Avicenna (Leiden: 2003), 249—281.
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an elaborate study of all parts of philosophy. In all of his works, al-Hilli shows
how much he is influenced by his teacher, al-Tasi. Al-Hilli is sometimes cred-
ited with being among the most influential Shi‘ite scholars, and a reviver of
neo-Mu‘tazilism of Aba al-Husayn al-Basri, now in a Shi‘ite context.!® Note,
however, that both prominent elements of al-Hilli’s Mu‘tazilism, moral realism
and compatibilism, are already present in al-Tasl. Still, al-Hill'’s independent
works do not shy away from criticizing the arguments and positions provided
by his teacher, providing another stage in the refinement of post-Avicennan
philosophy. In this regard, al-Hill1 is a more interesting source for the later stage
of the Tisian circle than his younger contemporary Badr al-Din al-Tustari (d.
ca. 1330), whose al-Muhakamat bayna Nasir al-Din wa-al-imam Fakhr al-Razt
(Discussions between Nasir al-Din and Fakhr al-Razi) appears to be a largely
secondary compilation of al-Raz1’s and al-TasT's commentaries on Avicenna’s
Isharat.

So far, we have considered one line of scholars in the thirteenth century,
those who reacted to al-Razi and were indirectly influenced by al-Suhrawardi
through the school of Kamal ibn Yanus and al-Abhari. In this line of the tra-
dition, al-Suhrawardi’s heritage is present only to the extent of being under-
stood as a better, stronger version of Avicennism, for instance with regard
to the question of God’s knowledge of particulars, God’s essence, and a con-
ceptualist understanding of existence. The metaphysics of Light is marginal-
ised in this tradition, if it is mentioned at all. Indeed, the later representat-
ives of this tradition may not even be aware of it when they are following
al-Suhrawardi.

The situation is very different with three other scholars of the late thir-
teenth century, whose direct and explicit adherence to the philosophy of al-
Suhrawardi is beyond any doubt. They are Ibn Kammiina, Shams al-Din al-
Shahrazuri, and Qutb al-Din al-Shirazi. The senior of them is ‘Izz al-Dawla
ibn Kammaiina (d. after 1284) a Jewish philosopher from Baghdad and a clear
adherent of al-Suhrawardr’s illuminationism.!® He writes a commentary on al-
Suhrawardr’s Talwihat (Sharh al-Talwihat), in which he explains the dense text
of al-Talwihat through al-Suhrawardi’'s own Mashari, Hikmat al-ishraq, and
Mugawamat. Another important work of Ibn Kammuna is al-Jadid fi al-hikma
(The Innovative in Philosophy) a concise compendium of illuminationism, influ-

18  See, for instance, S. Schmidtke, The Theology of al-Allama al-Hillt (d. 726/1325) (Berlin:
1991).

19 A detailed study on Ibn Kammina’s life and works is R. Pourjavadi and S. Schmidtke, A
Jewish Philosopher of Baghdad: Izz al-Dawla Ibn Kammuna (d. 683/1284) (Leiden: 2006).
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enced by al-Suhrawardi, al-Abhari, al-Tiisi and—reaching back all the way to
the generation of Avicenna’s students—Bahmanyar’s Ta/sil.2° Ibn Kammiuna’s
method in al-Jadid fi al-hikma recalls that of al-Hilll's Asrar, with its focus on
a succinct analytical presentation of arguments supporting correct positions,
instead of presenting all possible positions, as common in the systematic tradi-
tion of al-Razi. Finally, Ibn Kammauna is also the author of a series of treatises
on immortality and the transmigration of the soul, which will be treated in a
further volume of our series.

We know little about what attracted Ibn Kammiina to the direct study of
al-Suhrawardr’s own works, instead of just using the simplified version of al-
Suhrawardi, as transmitted through the school of Kamal ibn Yanus. A hint
may be that Ibn Kammiina wrote an epitome of Najm al-Din al-Nakhjawani
(d. after 1229) Commentary of Avicenna’s Pointers (Sharh al-Isharat).* Almost
nothing is known about this al-Nakhjawani so far, but his surviving comment-
ary of Avicenna'’s Pointers (if it is the same text that Ibn Kammuina summarizes)
does include a few illuminationist passages, from which we will be quoting.
Ibn Kammuina in turn certainly influences Shams al-Din al-Shahrazuri (d.
after 1288). The latter goes further than Ibn Kammiina, departing from a more
Avicennan al-Suhrawardi to a proper, self-standing illuminationism. Indeed it
would be fair to credit (or blame) al-Shahraztiri as having propagated the afore-
mentioned reading of al-Suhrawardi’s illuminationism as something entirely
new and non-Avicennan. In his treatises Sharh Hikmat al-ishraq (Comment-
ary on the Philosophy of Illumination) and al-Shajara al-ilahiyya (Divine Tree),
al-Shahrazuri uses Ibn Kammuna's Commentary on al-Suhrawardi’s Talwihat
extensively, but focuses more than Ibn Kammiina on al-Suhrawardr’s meta-
physics of Light, so as to portray his metaphysics as profoundly non-Avicennan.
At the same time, al-Shahraztui’s treatise al-Shajara al-ilahiyya is among the
most helpful sources on the state of philosophical discussion around the end
of the thirteenth century. It is a valuable analytical sourcebook of post-Razian
and post-Suhrawardian philosophy, which provides an almost exhaustive list
of positions and arguments on various questions of metaphysics, theology,
natural sciences, and the philosophy of mind, ascribed to al-Razi, al-Abhari,
al-Tasi, and Ibn Kammaiina, all with evaluative remarks by al-Shahrazarl him-
self. In this regard, al-Shahrazurl appears to be a more valuable source than

20  See further H. Eichner, “The Chapter ‘On Existence and Non-existence’ of Ibn Kammuna’s
‘al-Jadid fi -Hikma’: Trends and Sources in an Author’s Shaping the Exegetical Tradition
of al-Suhrawardi’s Ontology,” in Y.T. Langermann (ed.), Avicenna and His Legacy (Brepols,
2009), 143-178.

21 R. Pourjavadi and S. Schmidtke, A Jewish Philosopher of Baghdad, 85-86.
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the final Illuminationist in our period, Qutb al-Din al-Shirazi (d. 1311), whose
Sharh Hikmat al-ishraq (Commentary on Philosophy of Illumination) is largely
secondary to Ibn Kammiina and al-Shahrazuuri, despite being widely read in the
later tradition.22

Both the Abharian-Tasian philosophical circle and the Illuminationists in-
fluenced by Ibn Kammuina engage in the project of refinement, building on the
achievements of the period of culmination. They do not create new systems
of philosophy but adjust, re-systematize, and explicate the positions and argu-
ments that al-Razi and al-Suhrawardi have left to them, sometimes adding new
arguments. There is, however, one last line of philosophers in the thirteenth
century which takes distance from Suhrawardian reformed Avicennism. The
first to be mentioned here is Sayf al-Din al-Amidi (d. 1233). In effect, al-Amidi is
still a representative of the previous period of post-Avicennan philosophy. For
him, philosophy remains a contest between kalam and falsafa, not between
al-Razi and al-Suhrawardi. And like al-Razi and al-Abhari, al-Amidi writes a
series of treatises that demonstrate different allegiances.?3 His al-Nur al-bahir
(Luminous Light) is a compendium of orthodox Avicennan philosophy, remin-
iscent of the early works of Avicenna’s own school from the formative period.
His Kashf al-tamwihat fi Sharh al-Razi ‘ala al-Isharat wa-al-tanbihat (Reveal-
ing al-Razi’s Frauds in his Commentary of Pointers and Reminders) is a response
to al-Razi's Sharh al-Isharat, not so much interested in defending Avicenna as
in showing that al-Razi is wrong about everything (as we said about the later
Talkhis al-Muhassal, by al-Tasi). Likewise, al-Amidr’'s Rumiiz al-kuniz (Signs of
Treasures) and Daqa’iq al-haqaiq (Subtleties of Truths) demonstrate engage-
ment with al-Razi, while at times being explicitly more critical of Avicenna.
Finally, al-Amidr’s Abkar al-afkar fi usil al-din (Firstborn Thoughts in Theology)
and Ghayat al-maram fi ‘ilm al-kalam (The End of Objectives in The Science of
Kalam) go in a completely different direction. Here, al-Amidi presents him-
self as a staunch proponent of orthodox Ash‘arite kalam, trying to escape al-
Razl’s influence so as to return to the original pre-Razian kalam. Towards this
end, in the Ghayat al-maram, al-Amidi uses al-Shahrastant’s Nihayat al-aqdam,
among others. Al-Amidi’s Abkar al-afkar and Ghayat al-maram represent the
last attempt to defend the traditional kalam metaphysics, physics, and philo-

22 Arather different view of Qutb al-Din is found in J. Walbridge, The Science of Mystic Lights:
Qutb al-Din al-Shirazi and the Illuminationist Tradition in Islamic Philosophy (Cambridge,
MA:1992).

23 See L. Hassan, Asharism Encounters Avicennism: Sayf al-Din al-Amidi on Creation, 283—
294.
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sophy of mind. But as our chapters show, al-Amidi seems to have no influence
on metaphysics and theology in the Islamic East in the thirteenth century.

Afdal al-Din al-Khiuinaji (d. 1248) is another author of the refinement period
who managed to remain untouched by al-Suhrawardr’s version of the reformed
Avicennism. In his works, al-Khainaji is mostly focused on adjudicating be-
tween traditional Avicennism and al-Razi, and on developing his own ideas
in logic. Indeed, al-Khuinaji’s most important contributions are all in logic,
with his treatise Kashf al-asrar ‘an ghawamid al-afkar (Revealing the Secrets of
Abstruse Thoughts) being among the most influential reformist writings in the
history of post-Avicennan logic. Al-Khtuinaji will barely appear in this volume,
but will take a central place in the volume on Logic and Epistemology.

In the second half of the thirteenth century Siraj al-Din al-Urmawi (d. 1283)
is the next to lie outside the tradition initiated by the school of Kamal ibn
Yanus. As with al-Khanaji, al-Urmaw1’s main historical achievement consists
in his writings on logic. Yet his Matali* al-anwar (The Dawning of Lights) also
includes a section on metaphysics, which again focuses on the clash between
Avicenna and al-Razi. Al-Urmawi is particularly interested in the relationship
between falsafa and kalam and devotes a short treatise Risala fi al-farq bayna
naw‘ay al-‘ilm al-ilahi wa-al-kalam (Treatise on the Difference in Kind between
Metaphysics and Kalam) to this question.

A final figure who may be placed in this category is Shams al-Din al-Samar-
qandi (d. either 1303 or 1322). Al-Samarqgandi studied with Burhan al-Din al-
Nasafi (d. 1289), whose auto-commentary Sharh Asas al-kiyasa (Commentary
on the Foundations of Intelligence) yet again engages with Avicenna and al-Razi
as two opponents. Al-Samarqandi adopts a similar approach in his al-Saha@’if
al-ilahiyyya (Divine Pages) and his auto-commentary (MaGrif al-Sah@’if ). This
is a work of kalam, which focuses on the traditional views of the Mu‘tazilites
and the Ash‘arites and contrasts them with the Avicennan version of falsafa—
all this, predictably enough, filtered through al-Razi. Unlike the last two men-
tioned authors, however, al-Samarqandi does not escape the influence of the
Abharian-Ttsian philosophy. This can be seen just from his use of termino-
logy like nafs al-amr (a calling card of Tasian philosophy), and more substant-
ively from his agreement with al-TasT's version of compatibilism. Despite being
indebted to al-Razi and al-Tasi, al-Samargandi demonstrates curious original-
ity, which can be observed, for instance, in his analysis of the notion of exist-
ence. Like al-Urmaw1i, al-Samarqandi is interested in the relationship between
falsafa metaphysics and kalam, and he takes a similar view on this question.
Further treatises by al-Samarqandi include another text of kalam, al-Mu‘tagad
li-i'tigad ahl al-islam (The Contents of Belief of the People of Islam), and a logical
treatise Qistas al-afkar fi tahqiq al-asrar (Balance of Thoughts in Understand-
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ing the Secrets). Al-Samarqandi is otherwise known as the author responsible
for emergence of a new genre, adab al-bahth, focused on theory of argument-
ation, which became important in the later centuries. Al-Samarqandi stands
at the end for the Razian line of philosophy in the thirteenth century, just as
al-Hilli does so for the Abharian-Tusian line, and al-Shahrazur for the Illu-
minationists. These three authors mark the end of the period of the “Heirs of
Avicenna.”

7 Others

In the previous sections of this historical overview, we have described the main
historical developments in post-Avicennan philosophy between the middle of
the eleventh and the end of the thirteenth centuries in the Islamic East. There
are, however, a few authors who fall outside of these main developments, or just
are so marginal that they cannot easily be integrated in the historical picture
of schools and traditions given above.

First of all, we need to mention two representatives of what is sometimes
called “philosophical Sufism,” ‘Ayn al-Qudat al-Hamadhani (d. 1131) and Sadr
al-Din al-Qunawi (d. 1274). For the purposes of this volume, both al-Hamadani
and al-Qunaw1 play a role insofar as both react to some contemporary dis-
cussions in the mainstream development of post-Avicenna philosophy. Thus
‘Ayn al-Qudat with his treatise Zubdat al-haqa’iq (Cream of Truths) represents
a reaction from the perspective of philosophical Sufism to the developments
in the formative period of post-Avicenna philosophy. Al-Quanaws, in his turn,
reacts to the processes in the Abharian-Tusian circles in his epistolary exchange
with al-Tas1 (Murdasalat bayna Sadr al-Din al-Qunawi wa-Nasir al-Din al-Tisi).
We hope to provide more information on both authors and the development
of post-Avicennan philosophical Sufism in general in a separate volume in this
series.

Two further authors are Siraj al-Din al-Sakkaki (d. 1229) and Ibn al-Nafis
(d.1288). Each of them is famous for their writings in the areas outside of philo-
sophy. Al-Sakakki’s most famous contributions are in the areas of language
and magic. Ibn al-Nafis is primarily famous for his contributions in medicine.
Still, both al-Sakkaki’s Miftah al-‘ulum (Key to the Sciences) and Ibn al-Nafis’
Sharh al-wurayqat fi al-mantiq (Commentary on Logic Textbooks) contribute
to the history of logic (and, hence, will be addressed in the Logic volume of
this series). Based on the example of these two polymaths, one can observe the
integration of the scholarly community of the thirteenth century Islamic East
into the philosophical discourse of the “heirs of Avicenna.”
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Finally yet importantly, there is one more author in the early thirteenth cen-
tury who lies outside our main historical framework. His name is Afdal al-Din
al-Kashani, more commonly known as Baba Afdal (d. ca. 1213/14). Otherwise
known as a Persian poet, Baba Afdal is also the author of a few philosoph-
ical treatises, such as Madarij al-kamal (The Levels of Perfection), Ardnama
(The Book of Displays), and Taqrirat wa fusil muqatta‘a (Miscellaneous Exposi-
tions and Issues), as well as some philosophical letters. Baba Afdal is primarily
a Neoplatonic philosopher, something rather unusual for this period of post-
Avicennan philosophy.24 Still, as the reader will see, Baba Afdal’s philosophy is
largely integrated into Avicenna’s conceptual framework, using the same argu-
ments in application to different terminology, and discussing a similar set of
issues as we find among the “heirs of Avicenna.” In this regard, Baba Afdal is
different from his contemporary ‘Abd al-Latif al- Baghdadi (d. 1231), whose
turned so decisively away from anything Avicennan that we decided not to
include him in this volume.?5

8 Online Text Resource

All the texts quoted in this volume are available in a free online resource which
can be found at:

www.heirsofavicenna.net

There users will find the passages in their original languages, mostly in Arabic
but also Greek, Persian, and Syriac, with the same division into chapters and
text numbers.

24  Cf.W. Chittick, The Heart of Islamic Philosophy: The Quest of Self-Knowledge in the Teach-
ings of Afdal al-din al-Kashani (Oxford: 2001).
25  See further Martini Bonadeo, Abd al-Latif’s al-Bagdadi’s Philosophical Journey.
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CHAPTER 1

The Subject Matter of Metaphysics and Kalam

Since this book is concerned with issues that Avicenna understood as falling
under the discipline of metaphysics, it seems sensible to begin with the ques-
tion of what he took metaphysics to be. Sciences in the Aristotelian frame-
work are distinguished by their subject-matter, so we can pose the question
more precisely by asking what the subject-matter (mawdii‘) of metaphysics
is. Famously, Avicenna and Averroes disagreed about this. Whereas Averroes
thought that the subject-matter of metaphysics is, or at least includes, the
divine, Avicenna ruled this out on the basis that no science proves the exist-
ence of its own subject-matter.! Rather, the subject-matter is simply “granted”
or “assumed” (musallam), as, for example, the existence of motion is taken for
granted, not proven, in physics [T1]. But it is a task for the metaphysician to
prove that God exists, and Avicenna duly does so in the metaphysical sections
of his various works.2 Nor is metaphysics devoted to the study of causes more
generally, and for the same reason metaphysics has to establish the existence of
causation. In support of this claim, Avicenna offers the observation that (as al-
Ghazali and Hume will later argue) sensation can establish only “conjunction,”
not causation [T2]. Thus we need a science that is not based on sensation to
prove causation, and this is metaphysics.

For Avicenna, the right answer to the question is that metaphysics is about
“the existent as such (al-mawjid bi-ma huwa mawjid).” This means that meta-
physics should also inquire into the proper accidents or “accompanying fea-
tures (lawahiq)” of existence, “like one and many, potentiality and actuality,
universal and particular, and possible and necessary” [T3]; this is echoed by
Bahmanyar [T7] and al-Nasafi [T25], who explains how metaphysics investig-
ates unity as an “attachment” of existence. With this, Avicenna places existence
at the center of the highest philosophical science. One advantage of doing so

1 For this dispute see A. Bertolacci, “Avicenna and Averroes on the Proof of God’s Existence and
the Subject-Matter of Metaphysics,” Medioevo 32 (2007), 61-98; C. Cerami, “Signe physique,
signe métaphysique: Averroés contre Avicenne sur le statut épistémologique des sciences,”
in C. Cerami (ed.), Nature et sagesse: Les rapports entre physique et métaphysique dans la tra-
dition aristotélicienne (Louvain: 2014), 429—474; C. Cerami, Génération et substance: Aristote
et Averroés entre physique et métaphysique (Berlin: 2015). On Avicenna’s understanding of the
role of metaphysics see more generally A. Bertolacci, The Reception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics
in Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’: A Milestone of Western Metaphysical Thought (Leiden 2006).

2 See further the chapter below, Proofs of God’s Existence.
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is that he can easily make sense of the contents of (most of) Aristotle’s Meta-
physics, which several times announces its own topic as “being qua being,” and
includes extensive discussions of the aforementioned “accompanying features”
of being in books like Iota and Theta.

More problematic is book Lambda of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, which begins
by rehearsing ideas from the Physics and then discusses at some length the
nature of God and the other celestial movers. Furthermore, in an influen-
tial passage elsewhere in the Metaphysics (E.1, 1026a13-19), Aristotle says that
the “first science” is distinguished from physics and mathematics because it
deals with things that are separate from matter and are unmoving, which cer-
tainly sounds like he is saying that metaphysics is about the divine movers.
But Avicenna can explain this too: God and the celestial intellects are, after
all, existents, albeit especially exalted ones. So qua existent, they fall under the
purview of metaphysics, just like everything else does. Which is a good thing,
since as immaterial entities they fall outside the remit of natural philosophy. So
if they were not proven and studied in metaphysics, they could not be proven
and studied at all. The upshot is that theology is subsumed within metaphysics,
rather than being equated with it. Employing synecdoche, Avicenna allows us
to call metaphysics as a whole “divine science” or “first philosophy” in honor of
its most important part [T5]. Still, it would be a mistake to believe that meta-
physics studies only immaterial things. It should also study material things
insofar as they exist, and investigate the features that belong to them insofar
as they are existent. Of course these features belong to immaterial things too,
since they too are existents [T5].

Clearly metaphysics does not prove that there is existence, since this is its
subject matter. Besides, it is a primary intelligible that is too obvious to need
proof, an Avicennan doctrine invoked by several later authors [T21, T35-T36].
Nor does metaphysics establish the principles of existence as such. It does
however establish the principles of certain kinds of existents [T4]; again, this
point is reiterated by Bahmanyar [T7] and al-Nasafi [T25]. This gives meta-
physics sovereignty over the other sciences, which take from metaphysics the
principles they need to investigate their more limited subject matters [T6]. In
each case, the subject matter of these lower sciences will be a type of existent.
For instance, natural philosophy studies those existents that are bodies.

One question raised about the Avicennan view is whether “existent” is really
the right designation for its maximally universal subject matter. Everything that
exists is also a “thing,” so could not we instead say that metaphysics is the study
of “things”? ‘Umar al-Khayyam allows that this would not be wrong, exactly, but
since “existent” is epistemically prior to us, it is the “more appropriate” choice
[T12]. Of course, so long as “thing” and “existent” are extensionally identical,
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this is really just a problem about how to refer to the subject matter, that is,
under what intensional concept. But Ibn Kammiina, who gives this issue a
longer treatment, raises the difficulty that “thing” and “existent” may not be
extensionally equivalent after all. Some “things” actually lack existence, so that
“thing” may seem to be more universal. He rebuts this with the unimpeach-
ably Avicennan observation that all things have at least mental existence, if
not external, concrete existence [T34]. We will be returning to this issue later
in the present volume.?

Though Avicenna’s account comes through this query about “things” un-
scathed, it is heavily modified and critiqued for other reasons. Abu al-Barakat
challenges the fundamental presupposition that human knowledge is in fact
divided into distinct sciences. In fact all sciences are one, precisely because
they all deal with existents: a classic example of an Avicennan insight being
used against Avicenna [T13]. If we divide knowledge into various departments,
we do this only for pragmatic and pedagogical reasons. In this sense we may
still accept a division of the sciences into logic, natural, mathematical, and
“divine science” or metaphysics. But Abu al-Barakat has his own criterion for
the division of sciences. All sciences investigate either things that really exist
(metaphysics and natural sciences) or those that exist in the mind (logic, psy-
chology, and mathematics). As for the particular task of metaphysics, since a/l
scientific knowledge concerns existents, this will not be its special task. Rather
it should inquire into things that possess “divinity,” which for Abu al-Barakat
has a broad meaning extending beyond God to anything that exercises “lord-
ship.” Thus the class of the “divine (ilahi)” includes also angels and separate
souls [T14]. As a result metaphysics is the highest science, because it confers
the highest perfection on the human mind when it grasps the best possible
objects of knowledge [T15].

The doctrine of the unity of the sciences is accepted by al-Shahraziiri, who
like Abu al-Barakat [T13] describes an ascent and descent from more particu-
lar to more general sciences and back [T37]. These passages are reminiscent of
ideas found later in the Latin tradition, especially in Zabarella’s account of sci-
entific method as involving “progress” towards principles, which are then used
to help understand the original starting points.* Al-Shahrazuri, incidentally,
makes a good point that one might have expected to receive more discussion

3 See especially the chapters below on the Essence-Existence Distinction and Non-Existence.

4 JP.McCaskey (ed. and trans.), Jacopo Zabarella: On Methods, On Regressus, 2 vols (Cambridge
MA: 2013); for discussion see H. Mikkeli, An Aristotelian Response to Renaissance Humanism:
Jacopo Zabarella on the Nature of Arts and Sciences (Helsinki: 1992); W.A. Wallace, “Circularity
and the Paduan Regressus: from Pietro d’Abano to Galileo Galilei,” Vivarium 33 (1995), 76-97.
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in this tradition, namely that if (as many authors in our period hold) existence
is a merely conceptual item, it can hardly be a suitable subject-matter for any
science [T38].5 A similar concern is expressed by al-Hilli, namely that even if
existence is extramentally real, it would be only accidental to things and, again,
not a fit subject for scientific inquiry [T39].

Along with Abu al-Barakat, the most innovative account of metaphysics is
offered by Fakhr al-Din al-Razi. This has been explored in an important study
by Heidrun Eichner, who with some understatement remarks that al-Razi’s
“structure no longer respects the traditional Avicennian division of Aristotelian
philosophy.”® A crucial text is al-Razl’s explanation of how he has arranged his
work the Mabahith al-mashrigiyya [T16]. As Eichner explains, al-Razi drops
the basic division between natural philosophy and metaphysics, and instead
addresses himself to three topics: (a) the most general things (al-umar al-
‘amma), such as existence and its properties, non-existence, quiddity, and unity
and multiplicity, (b) contingent things, and (c) divine matters (al-ilahiyyat).
Al-Suhrawardi has a similar idea in relation to (a) and (b) when he divides
metaphysics into the general study of the “divisions of existence” and theology.
However, al-Suhrawardi still separates natural philosophy and mathematics as
distinct sciences [T20].

Even in those passages where al-Razi agrees with Avicenna that metaphys-
ics is a science that has existence as its subject matter (as in [T18]), he tries to
assimilate it to his project of studying “common things.” Presumably taking his
cue from Avicenna'’s suggestion that metaphysics could study opposed prop-
erties that belong to existents as such, like unity and multiplicity, al-Razi puts
forward no fewer than twenty such disjunctive pairings [T17]. Thus, in a devel-
opment that anticipates ideas found in the Latin scholastic tradition, in this
case Duns Scotus, al-Razi considerably expands the scope of ontology. For al-
Razi, ontology is a study of “common things”; an approach that is explained
further by al-Katibi [ T23]. Al-Kashshi explains why this broad investigation into
“common things” is the first science one should undertake, and also integrates
into the project the study of the “Lights” dealt with in Illuminationist philo-
sophy [T24].

Al-Razl’s restructuring of science was probably motivated, at least in part, by
the desire to adapt Avicennan philosophy to the traditional concerns of kalam.
As the list at [T17] makes clear, the inquiry into “common things” will include

5 J. Kaukua in his “I'tibari Concepts in Suhrawardi: the Case of Substance,” Oriens 48:1 (2020),
40-66 attempts to provide a solution to this puzzle.

6 H. Eichner The Post-Avicennian Philosophical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy: Philosophical
and Theological summae in Context (unpublished Habilitationsschrift, 2009), 81.
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investigation of the eternal and the created, the necessary and the contingent,
the hidden and the manifest, and even of concepts relevant to kalam atom-
ism. (Thus his first dichotomy is “space occupying” or not, this being a property
standardly ascribed to atoms.) Yet the list also retains such Aristotelian con-
trasts as potential and actual, unity and multiplicity, as well as distinctively
Avicennan ones like necessary and contingent. Here then, al-Razi sets out the
agenda that characterizes his project in the works he classified as belonging to
hikma (literally “wisdom”): an original fusion of kalam and falsafa as presented
by Avicenna.”

Many authors, including al-Razi, find it plausible to identify kalam with
metaphysics understood as the study of solely divine matters, which legitimizes
claims for its preeminence and comprehensiveness [T9g, T19, T22]. But already
al-Ghazali observes that kalam evolved from a historically earlier enterprise,
namely kalam as a mere dialectical defense of the faith, into a general science
that investigates everything in the world (something that al-Razi will call hikma
later) [T10]. This approach to kalam can be detected already in al-Juwayni
[T8]. So it does not come as a surprise that in another passage, al-Ghazali
equates kalam with metaphysics in the Avicennan sense of an inquiry into
existence and its proper features [T11]; the passage is adapted by al-Hilli [T40].
Al-Urmawsi, though, sticks with the idea that kalam has God as its subject mat-
ter, which prompts him to wonder why it is metaphysics that is called "divine
science," which seems like it could be the proper name for kalam [T31]. He even
argues that the proof of God’s existence is not a proper task for the mutakal-
limun, in keeping with the aforementioned rule that sciences should not estab-
lish the existence of their own subject matters [T30, T32]. Later, al-Samarqandi
distinguishes between metaphysics and kalam by saying that the latter invest-
igates the same subject-matter, but “according to the canon of Islam” [T27, T28].
In other words, kalam just is metaphysics, but supplemented by revelation (and
al-Urmaw1 echoes the point at the end of [T32]).

In our period, conceptual structures familiar from the Aristotelian sciences,
such as the contrast between principles (mabadi’), and problems (masa’il), are
also applied to kalam. This is a move we find in al-Samarqandi [T2g], who goes
on in his Ma‘arif al-Sah@’if to include under “principles” parts (a) and (b) of
al-Razr’s tripartite structure, that is, “common things” and the contingent. Prin-
ciples thus include everything apart from discussion of theology proper, which
in turn is where we raise and solve the “problems.” A similar procedure, but with
terminology taken from the Islamic sciences instead of Aristotle, is followed

7 See further F. Griffel, The Formation of Post-Classical Philosophy in Islam (Oxford: 2021).
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by al-Tasl. He applies the notion of foundations (usi/, literally “roots”) and
branches ( furi‘) to divine science and fits everything covered within al-Raz1’s
scheme into this structure [T26]. Ibn Kammiuna uses the same idea, fusing it
with the original Aristotelian tripartition of theoretical philosophy into phys-
ics, mathematics, and metaphysics [T33].

These various ways of dividing up the conceptual terrain may seem to be of
little ultimate philosophical importance. But the debate covered in this chapter
was not only a matter of labeling, intended to help authors structure their
books clearly. Rather, the passages below help to show how it could have been
that so many authors, who thought of themselves at least in part as theolo-
gians (mutakallimuin), wound up doing so much Avicennan philosophy. In this
period, kalam and “divine science” could be construed narrowly, so as to include
nothing but God and related topics; but it could also be construed broadly, so
as to include all of ontology and even the study of natural philosophy under
the heading of “the contingent.” This is part of the reason why these volumes
on the Heirs of Avicenna cover more or less the same territory dealt with in
Avicenna’s own works.

Texts from: Avicenna, Bahmanyar, al-Juwayni, al-Ghazali, ‘Umar al-Khayyam,
Abu al-Barakat al-Baghdadi, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, al-Suhrawardyi, al-Amidi, al-
Katibi, al-Nasafi, al-Tasi, al-Samarqgandi, al-Urmawi, Ibn Kammiina, Bar Heb-
raeus, al-Shahrazuri, al-Hill1.
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The Subject Matter of Metaphysics and kalam

[T1]  Avicenna, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat 1.1, 3.16—4.9 [trans. Marmura mod. ]
[God is not the subject matter of metaphysics]

It is not possible that [God’s existence] should be the subject matter. For the
subject matter of every science is something whose existence is granted in that
science, the only thing investigated being its states. This has been explained
elsewhere. The existence of God, exalted in His greatness, cannot be granted as
the subject matter in this science; rather, it is something sought (matlib) in it.
Forif it were otherwise, then [ God’s existence] would have to be either (a) gran-
ted in this science [4] but sought in another, or else (b) granted in this science
but not sought in another, and both alternatives are false. (a) For it cannot be
sought in another science, since the other sciences are either moral, political,
natural, mathematical, or logical. None of the philosophical sciences (al-ulum
al-hikmiyya) lie outside this division. In none of them does one investigate a
proof of God the exalted . Doing so [in these other sciences] is not possible. This
is something you will acknowledge after minimal reflection upon principles
that have been repeatedly stated for you. (b) Nor can it be that it is [granted
in this science but] not sought in any other, for then it would not be sought in
any science at all. [God’s existence] would then have to be either self-evident,
or something one despairs of proving through theoretical reflection. But it is
not self-evident, nor is it something one despairs of demonstrating; for there
is indeed a proof for it. Besides, how could an existence which one despairs
of demonstrating be legitimately granted [without argument]? It thus remains
that the investigation into it is undertaken precisely in this science.

[T2]  Avicenna, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat 1.1, 5.8-6.7 [trans. Marmura mod. ]
[causes are not the subject matter of metaphysics]

We say then: examination of [causes] cannot be with respect to their being
causes without qualification (asbab mutlaga), such that the purpose of this sci-
ence would be to examine features that belong to the causes inasmuch as they
are causes without qualification. This may be shown in a number of ways.

Firstly, on the grounds that this science investigates notions that are not proper
accidents (al-a‘rad al-khassa) of causes just insofar as they are causes, [no-
tions] such as universal and particular, potentiality and actuality, possibility
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and necessity, and so on. Now, it is quite obvious that these topics in themselves
call for investigation. Moreover, they are not among the proper accidents of nat-
ural and mathematical things. Nor are they among the accidents proper to the
practical sciences. So it remains only that the investigation of these belongs to
the last remaining science, namely this science.

Again, knowledge of causes taken without qualification arises only subsequent
to the science that proves the existence of causes for those things that have
causes. For, so long as we have not yet proved the existence of causes for caused
things by proving that the existence of [the latter] is attached to something
that precedes them in existence, reason will not yet infer that there is a cause
without qualification [i.e. that there are causes at all], and that there is some
cause in this case. Sensation yields only conjunction. And the fact that two
things are in conjunction does not necessarily imply that one of them [6] is the
cause of the other. The conviction that comes to the soul due to a number of
things conveyed by sensation and experience (tajriba) is, as you have learned,
made secure only through knowledge that the things that exist are, for the
most part, either natural or voluntary. And this, in reality, depends on proving
reasons ( ilal) and settling the existence of reasons and causes. This is nothing
obvious or immediate, but just commonly held; and you have already learned
the difference between these two. Nor is it the case, even if it is easily under-
stood by reason that temporally originated things have some [causal] principle,
that this must be self-evident. (Just like many geometrical issues demonstrated
in the book of Euclid [sc. the Elements].) Moreover, the demonstrative proof for
this does not belong to any of the other sciences. So it must belong to this sci-
ence.

[T3] Avicenna, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat 1.2, 9.17-10.8 [trans. Marmura mod. ]
[the subject matter of metaphysics is the existent as such]

It is thus clear to you from all [that has been said] that the existent, insofar as
it is an existent, is something common to all these things and that it must be
posited as the subject matter of this art, for the reasons given. Moreover, given
that its quiddity need not be learned or proven, which would require that some
other science explain what it is like (al-hal fihi) (because it is impossible [10]
to prove the subject matter of a science, or to ascertain its quiddity in the very
science whose subject matter it is; rather, [that science] just grants its being
(anniyya) and quiddity), the primary subject matter of this science is thus the
existent insofar as it is an existent.
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[the topics of inquiry are the accompanying features of the existent|

And the things sought after in this science are those that accompany [the exist-
ent] insofar as it is an existent, without any qualification (min ghayr shart).
Some of these things belong to [the existent] as if they were species, as for
example substance, quantity, and quality. For, when divided into these, the
existent does not need to be divided into divisions that are prior to them, as
substance needs [prior] divisions in order to be divided into human and not
human afterwards. Some [of the things that accompany the existent as such]
are as if they were proper accidents, like one and many, potentiality and actu-
ality, universal and particular, and possible and necessary. For the existent, in
accepting these accidents and in being apt to receive them, need not [first] be
specified as natural, mathematical, ethical, etc.

[T4] Avicenna, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat 1.2,10.9-11.3 [trans. Marmura mod. ]
[metaphysics can still prove the principles of the existent]

Someone might say: if the existent is made the subject matter of this science,
then the principles of existents cannot be proved in it. For in every science, one
investigates the accompanying features (lawahiq) of its subject matter, not the
latter’s principles.

Response to this: theoretical inquiry into the principles is also an investigation
into the accidents of this subject matter. For the existent’s being a principle is
neither constitutive of it, nor impossible for it. Rather, it is accidental relative
to the nature of the existent, and among its proper accidents. For nothing is
more general than “existent,” such that it could be a primary attachment for
something else. Nor does the existent need to become natural, mathematical,
or something else, in order for being a principle to occur accidentally to it.
Moreover, the principle is not a principle for “the existent” as a whole. For if
it were, then it would be a principle of itself. On the contrary, “the existent” as a
whole has no principle, as the principle is a principle only for the caused exist-
ent. So the principle is a principle for part of the existent. Thus, this science
does not investigate the principles of the existent [11] without qualification,
but only the principles of some of what it includes, just like the other particular
sciences. For, even if these [latter] do not demonstrate the existence of the prin-
ciples they share in common (since they have principles shared in common by
everything that they pursue), still they demonstrate the existence of that which
is a principle for things posterior to those things that are included within them.
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[T5]  Avicenna, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat 1.2, 11.17-12.16; 1.3, 17.2—5 [trans. Marmura
mod.]

[designations for metaphysics|

This, then, is the knowledge sought after in this art (al-sina%). It is first philo-
sophy (al-falsafa al-ula), because it is knowledge of the first thing in existence,
namely the First Cause, and the first thing in generality, namely existence and
unity. It is also wisdom (hikma), which is the best knowledge of the best object
of knowledge. For it is the best (that is, certain) knowledge of the best [12]
object of knowledge, namely God the exalted, and of the causes after Him. It
is also understanding of the ultimate causes of the whole (al-kull) and under-
standing of God. It has the definition of “divine science,” which consists in a
knowledge of things separable from matter in definition and existence. For, as
has been explained, the existent as such, its principles, and its accidents, are all
prior in existence to matter, and none of them is dependent for its existence on
the existence of [matter].

[how metaphysics is about immaterial things]

If, in this science, one investigates that which is not prior to matter, what is
being investigated therein is only an idea (ma‘na), this idea not requiring mat-
ter for its existence. But the things investigated in [this science] fall under four
headings. (a) Some of them are entirely devoid of matter and whatever attaches
to matter. (b) Some of them are mixed with matter, but it is the presence of the
cause in the mixture that is constitutive and prior; matter is not constitutive
for it. (c) Some of them may be found with or without matter, for example,
causality and unity. So what these share in common, taken as such, is that they
do not need the existence of matter for their realization. This class also shares
that they are not material in existence; in other words, they do not derive their
existence from matter. (d) Some of them are material things, like motion and
rest. But what is investigated in this science is not their state of being in mat-
ter, but only their mode (nahw) of existence. Thus, if this last class is taken
together with the others, they would all have in common that the manner of
investigating them pertains to an idea whose existence is not constituted by
matter. This is just like in the mathematical sciences, where one sometimes
posits something delimited by matter, but the mode of inquiry and investiga-
tion concerning it is with respect to an idea that is not delimited by matter, and
where the connection of the topic of investigation to matter does not make the
investigation cease being mathematical. So it is here. [...]
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[“before” and “after” nature]

[17.2] The meaning of “what is after nature (ma bad al-tabr'a)” is posterior-
ity relative to us. For when we observe existence and come to understand its
states, what we are observing first is natural existence. But considered in itself,
this science deserves to be named “what is before nature,” because the things
investigated in this science are, in essence and generality, prior to nature.

[T6] Avicenna, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat 1.3, 14.11-15 [trans. Marmura mod. |
[benefit of metaphysics)

So the benefit of this science, whose approach we have explained, is to bestow
certainty upon the principles of the particular sciences, and to verify the quid-
dity of the things they share in common, even when these are not principles.
This is therefore the sort of benefit the ruler gives to the ruled, or of the master
to the servant, since the relationship of this science to the particular sciences
is the same as that between the object of knowledge pursued in this science
and the objects of knowledge pursued in those sciences. For just as the former
is a principle for the existence of the latter, so knowledge of [the former] is a
principle for verifying the knowledge of these [latter sciences].

[T7] Bahmanyar, Fi mawdu ilm ma ba‘'d al-tabi‘a, 2.5-3.9
[the subject matter of metaphysics)

The subject matter of the science known as “metaphysics (ma ba'd al-tabi'a)”
is the existent as such (al-mawjid bi-ma huwa mawjid). The things sought in
it are those items (umir) that accompany the existent as such, without any
qualification. Some of these items are like species for it, such as substance,
quantity, and quality, since the existent is primarily divided into these. Other
features are like proper accidents for the existent, such as unity and multipli-
city, potentiality and actuality, the universal and the particular, the necessary
and the contingent. For the existent [as such] does not need to be specified nat-
urally or mathematically in order to receive those accidents and be disposed for
them.

[principles and the existent]

The investigation into principles is an inquiry into the accompanying features
(lawahiq) of that subject matter, since being a principle is neither a constitu-
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ent for the existent, nor something impossible for it. Rather, being a principle
is something accidental relative to the nature of the existent, and is among
its proper accompanying features, [3] since there is nothing else more general
than the existent, to which [being a principle] could belong as an accompany-
ing feature; nor does the existent need to be become natural, mathematical or
some other way, in order that it have “being a principle” as an accidental fea-
ture.

Furthermore, the principle is not a principle for existence as a whole. If it were
a principle for the whole of existence, it would be the principle of itself. Indeed,
there is no principle for “the existent” as a whole. There only is a principle for
caused existence. The principle is a principle for some existence or other. For
this reason, [metaphysics] investigates the First Cause, from which emanates
all caused existence as such. It is a science of the first thing in existence, the
First Cause, and of that which is first in being common, namely existence and

unity.

[T8] Al-Juwayni, Burhan, 84.2—9 [trans. Eichner 2009, mod.]
[the scope of kalam]

Kalam means understanding (ma‘rifa) the world and its parts, and its true real-
ities, and its being originated, and knowledge ( i/m) of Him who has originated
it (muhdith), and those attributes which must be ascribed to Him, those that
cannot be ascribed to Him, and what might apply in His case. In addition: the
knowledge (‘ilm) of prophecy, and how it is distinguished by miracles from the
claims of the fraudulent, and the features (akkam) of prophecy, as well as the
discussion of which universals of the law are permitted and excluded. The goal
in kalam does not fall under a definition, but it can be derived from how we
grasp the distinction between knowledge and other kinds of beliefs (itigadat),
from what we know about the difference between demonstrations and spuri-
ous arguments, and from what we attain about the methods of inquiry.

[Tg] Al-Ghazali, Iqtisad, 41-10 [trans. Eichner 2009, mod. ]
[kalam is only theology]

There are four intended axes [of kalam]. All of them are restricted to the invest-
igation (nagar) concerning God. If we investigate the world we do so not insofar
as itis “world,” “body,” “heaven,” and “earth,” but insofar as it is the work of God.
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” «

If we investigate the Prophet we do so not insofar he is “human being,” “noble,”
“knowing,” and “virtuous,” but insofar he is sent by God. If we investigate what
he has said, we do so not insofar as it is “speech,” “discourse,” and “explanations”
(tafhimat), but insofar as they inform us about God the exalted, through [the
Prophet’s] mediation. It inquires into nothing other than God, and searches
after nothing but God. All aspects (atraf) of this science are included in the
inquiry into God’s essence (dhat), attributes (sifat), acts (afaluhu), and mes-
senger (rastiluhu), as well as into the information about God has conveyed to
us by what He has said.

[Ti0] Al-Ghazali, Mungidh, 72.9-14 [trans. Eichner 2009, mod.]
[the path of kalam from theology to philosophy]

Indeed, when the art of kalam arose and there was extensive engagement with
it, after a time the mutakallimun longed to go beyond the defense of the Sunna
into the investigation of the true realties of things (al-bahth ‘an haq@iq al-
umiir), and they engaged in the investigation of atoms and accidents and their
features (al-bahth ‘an al-jawahir wa-al-a‘rad wa-ahkamiha). But as this was not
the aim (magsid) of their science, their discussion of this has not reached its
utmost limit, and so it has not yielded anything which entirely removes the
shadows of perplexity among people’s differing views.

[Tn] Al-Ghazali, Mustasfa, vol. 1, 5.14-16.8 [trans. Eichner 2009, mod.]
[kalam as the universal science of the existent|

The universal science among the religious sciences is kalam. The other ones,
like jurisprudence, the principles of jurisprudence, and Qur’anic commentary,
are particular sciences. [...] [5.17] The mutakallim is the one who investigates
the most general thing, namely the existent (al-mawjid). He divides the exist-
ent first of all into eternal and originated, then divides the originated into sub-
stance and accident. [6] Accident is divided into that for which life is a condi-
tion, like knowledge, will, power, speech, hearing, sight; and that for which [life]
is not needed, like color, smell, and taste. He divides substance into animal,
plant, and inanimate ( jamad), and shows that they are differentiated either by
species or by accidents. Then he inquires into the eternal, and shows that [God ]
is not multiple or divisible like the temporally originated things are. Rather, He
must be one, and must be distinguished from originated things by attributes
(awsaf) that are necessary for Him, by things (umair) that are impossible for
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Him, and by features (ahkam) that are possible in His case, being neither neces-
sary nor impossible. He distinguishes between the possible, the necessary, and
the impossible with regard to Him. Then, he shows that action in general (as!
al-fi1) is possible for Him, that the world is a possible [creation] of His act, and
that since it [the world] is possible, it is in need of an originator (muhdith).
Moreover: that the sending of prophets counts among His possible actions,
that He is capable of it and of making their truth known through miracles,
and that this possibility has actually occurred. At this point, the discussion of
the mutakallim comes to an end, as does the remit of [human] reason. Indeed,
reason argues for the veracity of the Prophet, but then it retreats and avows that
it takes instruction from the Prophet by accepting whatever he says about God
and the day of judgment, such that reason neither understands it independ-
ently [of revelation] nor deems it impossible.

[T1z] Al-Khayyam, al-Diya’ al-‘aqli, 63.8-12
[whether “existent” or “thing” is the subject matter|

Any thing must have existence. So there is no existent of either sort [i.e. men-
tal or extramental] that cannot but be a thing, and no thing that cannot but
have one of the two kinds of existence. So “thingness” is among the necessary
concomitants of the true realities of things, and if you attempt to conceptu-
alize thing or existent, you will inevitably wind up going in a circle. Still, even
though both are [maximally] general, the existent is more appropriately the
subject matter of the universal science, since it is more evident in conception.

[Tig] Abu al-Barakat, Mu‘tabar, vol. 3, 2.11-13.2; 3.16—6.6
[all sciences are about existents]

Understanding and knowledge (al-maifa wa-al-ilm) are, on our view, two
attributes that relate our souls to the things that we understand and know. The
things we understand and know are primarily those that exist in concrete indi-
viduals. Our understanding and knowledge of them are attributes that relate
(al-sifa al-idafiyya) them to our minds. Furthermore, we understand the men-
tal relational attributes [themselves], and we understand understanding and
knowledge [themselves], and know them both. We call these two, that is, the
understanding of concrete existents on the one hand and the understanding of
mental relational forms on the other hand, “knowledge” and “understanding”
only equivocally. [...] [2.18] The most deserving of sciences (‘ulim) in respect
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of knowing and the most entitled among them to be meant by “knowledge
(Um)” is the knowledge of concrete existents. The knowledge of mental rela-
tional forms of knowledge comes close to it in this respect, since even though
these are not among the primary existents, which are what one knows primar-
ily, they are nonetheless attributes that exist in minds [3] and souls, which [in
their turn] are concrete existents. And the attributes of existents are existent
as well, albeit that the existence of the latter is consequent and accidental to
the existence of the former. [...]

[is metaphysics a study of existence, or a study of the divine?]

[3.16] Sometimes the inquiry into the existent is a general one. There is no more
general inquiry into [the existent] than insofar as it is an existent. It was Aris-
totle who singled out as a science the inquiry into the existent as such. The
ancient scholars had already agreed in dividing the sciences of existence (al-
‘ulum al-wujudiyya) into natural, mathematical, and divine things (ilahiyyat).
But [Aristotle] said that the science of divine things is the science of the exist-
ent as such, since it inquires into the principles of existent things. That is why
he singled it out as a science. He called it the science of “metaphysics,” “first
philosophy,” and “divine science.”

By calling it metaphysics [lit. “what is after nature”], [Aristotle] meant that
which comes after sensible, natural things in our understanding, even though
it is prior to them in existence. For whatever is in the nature prior in existence
is posterior for us in understanding, as has been explained in the opening sec-
tion of natural philosophy. For this reason some people used to speak of the
science of “pro-physics” [lit. “what is before nature”]. But there is no real dif-
ference between “after” and “before” here, [4] apart from relation to different
conceptions.

By calling it “first philosophy,” [Aristotle] meant that it is the understand-
ing of first principles, and of the common, universal attributes whose under-
standing paves the way for the understanding of its principles. Knowing [prin-
ciples] is primary knowledge, through which the science of metaphysics is
completed.

By calling it “divine science,” [Aristotle] meant that the understanding of God
the exalted and His angels is a fruit of this science and its result. The subject
matter of this science, on which its inquiry focuses, is the existent as such. For
this reason, its inquiry is general in respect to the rest of sciences. The under-
standing of God the exalted and His angels is among the results, sought-for
objects, and goals of [this science].
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[hierarchy of principles in sciences]

Its inquiry is a general, universal one, dealing specifically with its objects of
inquiry, so as to issue in the principles of particular sciences, through which
science is brought to fruition. For the principles of particular sciences are
among the existing things, and “the existent” as unqualified is more general
than them. A particular science that falls under [metaphysics] takes its prin-
ciples for granted from that science [i.e. metaphysics], and does not itself
bring the inquiry [into the principles] to fruition, since the understanding of
something more specific becomes complete and perfect only by understand-
ing the more general, as we have stated in the science of demonstration, when
we said that the particular is understood through its universal [predicates].

[the arbitrariness of Aristotle’s division of sciences]

[5.1] This is the gist of what Aristotle intended, and a complete account of
his remarks about this science insofar as he singled it out from other sci-
ences and made it a single science due to its focus. However, the science of all
existents—be they natural or divine—is one and the same: when a mathem-
atician inquires into sizes, shapes, and numbers, he inquires into the existent
as well. If one wishes to divide and separate [the sciences], one can specify
each division on the basis of an idea held jointly by the objects after which
it searches. I do not know how those scholars arrived here at the necessity of
dividing the sciences into exactly three, no fewer and no more. What Aristotle
posits concerning the division of the sciences, following the ancients in that
respect, is possible, but not necessary.

[each science is complete in itself, but all are arranged under metaphysics]

Whoever has particular knowledge uncritically accepts the principles of his
knowledge from wherever his inquiry began, and from whichever point of
departure, since he knows something through its principles, and knows [its]
principles through the principles [of these principles], and so on until he
reaches the first principles which Aristotle specified as belonging to this sci-
ence [sc. metaphysics]. So long as he does not reach the first principles, his
knowledge is cut off at the point where he started, since his knowledge of
whatever he seeks is brought to fruition through the proximate principles when
he starts to inquire into that object of inquiry. For seeking knowledge of the
proximate principles is starting out afresh for knowledge of that principle or
principles. This [principle] or these [principles] are then the primary object, or
objects, sought in [a further] science. The principles that are applied in coming
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to know these objects of inquiry are different from the ones we called principles
[at the first step]. This does not stop until one reaches the first principles. At
that point, knowledge is the universal, encompassing science from which one
takes principles for whatever comes after it.

[the division of sciences has pedagogic aims]

The ancients did not make [all branches of] knowledge one science because
of what is said about teaching: some teaching is merely for practice, famili-
arization, and reminding (al-tanbih), while some is for verification and [full]
attainment. The kind of teaching used for mere reminding comes first, and
starts from what is proximate for sensation, and then what is proximate [to
these first things], then it takes us to what is remote, and finally that which
is most remote. By contrast, the kind of teaching used for verification and
attainment starts from the universal and the most general, and from the first
principles, which are remote from sensation, and from what is innate (gariza)
for the soul. The soul is not innately capable of [understanding] whatever it
has not yet seen and accepted, and [needs] to be reminded on the basis of
some starting-points of the existing principles, starting from something that
is more proximate to what is innate to it, on which it can rely through sen-
sation. If you seek for true knowledge in this [more proximate starting-point],
this comes through its principles, which one learns through [further] principles
of [these principles], which one cannot [understand] innately. So [the soul]
accepts them from scholars by simply granting them, in order that it may learn
on the basis of them whatever particular sciences it comes to know. But once
[the soul] has seen those [particular] sciences, and by this vision prepared itself
for whatever is higher, then it ascends to the latter, insofar as [6] the former has
provided a reminder of it. They [sc. the ancients] put down as the beginning
particular sciences, whose principles are granted, and from these they ascen-
ded to the highest science, so as then to verify, on that basis, the knowledge of
principles. The eminent scholar begins in this way from something particular,
familiarizing himself with it, and ascending to the universal, through which he
comes to understand the principle of that from which he started, and likewise
on up to the highest science. When he reaches it, he takes a new beginning in
his knowledge and learning from where he has stopped [viz. at the top of the
ascent], and returns, now with true knowledge that provides full attainment
(ft al-ilm al-haqiqi al-tahsili), to where he first began. Thus, when it comes to
true knowledge that provides full attainment, he begins where he ended when
it came to learning that was for practice and reminding, and ends up where he
started.
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[T14] Abu al-Barakat, Mu‘tabar, vol. 3, 6.9-8.11
[the structure of “divine science”: from ontology to theology|

It is clear from the usage of the ancients that the expression “divine” has a rel-
ative meaning, in relation to that for which it is a divinity. “Divine” is that to
which the soul of the thing is devoted which has it as its divinity, in [the soul’s]
action and in the motion of the body in which it dwells, in a voluntary way
and in accordance with its wish, setting [the body] in motion. Thus a student
may call his teacher, to whom he is devoted, “divine” and “lord.” Hence it is also
clear that the divine is something that performs an action without being seen,
and it has sovereignty (sultan) over humans, while they have no sovereignty
over it. According to the doctrine of [the ancients], souls are active without
being seen, and they have sovereignty over humans; yet [humans] also have
sovereignty over them, since human souls can harm one another and exercise
sovereignty over each other. They also used [the expression “divine”] to refer to
the spiritual angels; we already mentioned this in On the Soul, and the inquiry
there was sufficient.

Divine science (‘ilm al-ilahiyyat) is thus the science through which we under-
stand divine attributes without qualification, and then the attributes of the
Divinity of Divinities and Lord of Lords. He is the one who acts without being
acted upon, and who is the first principle for every existence and every exist-
ent, whether an object or an act, as will be shown in the philosophical inquiry
of this section. For it begins and then undertakes an inquiry, until it ends
with understanding of the divine. It understands [the divine] in terms of the
divine without qualification, then in terms of the divine in relation to exist-
ence, and then in terms of the first Divinity, insofar as it connects them and
inquires into the relational idea by which a divinity is “divine.” [Divinity] is
more specific than what makes the principle a principle, the cause a cause,
and the agent an agent. The divine is indeed a principle and a cause, but
not every cause and a principle is something divine. The divine is an effi-
cient and a final cause but not every efficient and final cause is something
divine. So one must first inquire into principle and cause [in general], put-
ting this first in the method of inquiry, before going on to inquire into the
divine. The same goes for the efficient and the final cause. And the existent,
above all, [7] should be dealt with at the beginning of the inquiry, since it
is more general than all this. So the beginning of inquiry in this science lies
with the existent. At this stage, one inquires into it insofar as it is an existent,
this being the most general [subject matter of inquiry], without any qualific-
ation. Then, one goes on to inquire into principle and cause, since they are
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among the attributes of the divine and are more specific than the existent.
Then, one inquires into the efficient and final cause, since they are more spe-
cific than principle and cause. Then one inquires into the divine in general;
then into the Divinity of divinities, if indeed the inquiry indicates that there is
one. [...]

[a preferred tripartite division of sciences, against Aristotle’s]

[7.15] The ancients called this science “divine science” because they were accus-
tomed to use the notion of divinity by applying it to spiritual, angelic indi-
viduals, and to human souls that have separated from bodies. They believed
that [human souls] separate and then remain as they are, while separated, in
the realm (zumra) of the spiritual angels. Some of [the ancients] believed that
angels and spirits belong to this group, that is, the group of human souls that
have separated from bodies and been freed from them. When mentioning the
names of angels, they used to say “so-and-so, son of so-and-so,” and “so-and-
so, son of so-and-so.” This was common usage and generally accepted among
them. So they called this science, whose inquiry includes [those entities] within
its remit, and which shows whether they are, what they are, how they are, and
why they are, “divine science.”

Now, natural science is the science of sensible things. So according to [the
ancients], the science of the existent may be divided into natural and divine, so
long that is as one is inquiring into concretely existent things. [8] As for mental
conceptions, they belong to the science of the existent as well as to psycho-
logy, insofar as one inquires into forms of the mind, which do belong to the
whole class of existents. The form of the existent itself is something that exists
in existence. But logic also inquires into [mental conceptions] in a way, namely
insofar as it helps in teaching and understanding some [existents] on the basis
of others, and leads in its inquiry from some of them to others. Mathematics,
in its turn, is that which inquires into numbers and sizes that are numbered
and delimited by shapes, without further qualification, as minds freely move
between them, connecting and relating some of them to others. Its inquiry is
not specifically concerned with shapes, sizes, and numbers of [only certain]
existents among them. Thus it is this [general inquiry into mathematical fea-
tures] that is specifically designated by the term “mathematics,” so that if the
inquiry were specifically concerned with the number of the stars and the sizes
and shapes of the spheres, then this would doubtless belong not to the science
of the existent, but to natural science. It is in this way that they ordered the
sciences, by dividing them into these three divisions, namely natural, mathem-
atical, and divine science.
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[Ti5] Abu al-Barakat, Mu‘tabar, vol. 3, 10.14-11.23
[metaphysics as the highest perfection for humans]

We have already explained in [the section on] psychology that philosophical
sciences share in common one and the same benefit, namely the attainment of
the human soul’s perfection in actuality, and thereby its preparation for hap-
piness in the afterlife. However, sciences differ in this respect. Some of them
are beneficial in themselves, namely the knowledge of God the exalted and His
angels, as well as the soul's knowledge of itself, its principles and its activities.
Others provide this benefit accidentally, in that the knowledge that is benefi-
cial in itself is benefitted by from them, for instance geometry and logic, as has
been said. [...]

[11.1] This science, which is the divine science, is beneficial in itself for the
attainment of human perfection. In fact, it is intellectual perfection itself (bal
huwa al-kamal al-‘aqli bi-‘aynihi), since the perfection of the understanding is
the understanding of the utmost perfection. The other sciences are pursued
only for the sake of this one, insofar as the soul benefits from them in the
attainment [of this science]. Just as every existence and every cause of exist-
ence comes from the Necessary Existent in Himself, so likewise every good and
every cause of goodness comes from Him also. The good of the understanding
is understanding of the absolute good, which is absolute existence, that is, the
Necessary Existent in Himself. And it is understanding of Him that we attain in
this science. This is the most beneficial of sciences, indeed, it is the beneficial
science. [...]

[1115] [Divine science] is the science of sciences, even if logic is the sciences
of sciences in a different way. The benefit from this science [i.e. divine sci-
ence] is perfection of knowledge for all the other sciences. Whoever reaches
this science obtains intellectual human perfection, to the extent that this may
be achieved. [This science] is in truth the excellence of humans. Or rather, it is
the excellence of human excellences. None of the scholars have ever disagreed
with this, except insofar as they were ignorant of what they were disagreeing
with. For the ancients did disagree with and reject what Aristotle and other
philosophers said regarding this science, or what others said who came after;
but they never rejected the science in itself. They rejected only whatever they
believed to be ignorance, not what they believed to be knowledge. They said:
this is an error, and a mistake which does not deserve to be called human excel-
lence. But if one asks them about true knowledge, they will not deny that it is
human excellence.
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[T16] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 90.19—91.5 [trans. Eichner 2009, mod.];
91.6—93.17 [our trans.]

[reconsideration of the division of sciences]

We have ordered this summa (majmu©) in three books. We want to give [first]
a general clue as to the order (tartib) of this summa; then we will write down a
list of the chapters and sections, then we will get into the intended discussion
(al-magsud).

(a) Know that it has been established that the more general something is,
the more perfect and complete is our knowledge of it. Given that existence
is the most general and most comprehensive thing, we cannot but begin our
first book with an inquiry into [existence], and into its properties (khawass)
and features (afkam). Then we mention what is opposed to it, namely non-
existence. Then we mention what comes close to existence in comprehens-
iveness and generality (shumul wa-‘umum), namely quiddity, unity, and mul-
tiplicity. Then, [91] having finished with these topics of inquiry (mabahith)
that are connected to these general things, we move on to the primary divi-
sion made within the existent, namely “necessary” and “contingent.” We make
a thorough enquiry into their true realities, their properties, and their features
(ahkam). Then, we pass on to topics of inquiry that are related to eternity
and origination, because the existent is also divided primarily into these two,
according to certain viewpoints (itibarat). All this is contained in the first
book.[...]

[91.6] (b) As for the second book, it contains the divisions of contingent things.
The contingent is primarily divided into substance and accident. [...]

[93.6] (c) The third book is about purely theological issues (al-ilahiyyat al-
mahda). It has four sections. (c1) The first deals with establishing the existence
of God, His unity, and His transcendence over any multiplicity and any sim-
ilarity with substances and accidents. (c2) The second is an exposition of His
attributes, how He knows universals and particulars, His volition and power,
His being complete, pure good, pure truth, and generosity; and [it is shown]
that human minds fall short of comprehending Him, or how many names He
has. (c3) The third deals with His actions. Here we explain how His actions pro-
ceed from Him, and explore the claims made about the ten Intellects and how
they are ordered, as well as how the elements are generated from them. Then
we show that contingents can only exist through His decree and predestination.
Then we explain how evil enters into what has been divinely decreed. (c4) The
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fourth section deals with showing why the existence of a prophet is necessary,
and indicates his proper characteristics. With this the book comes to a close.

[Ti7] Al-Razi, Sharh ‘Uyan al-hikma, vol. 3, 3.16—7.21
[widening the scope of metaphysics|

We have already mentioned in natural philosophy that there are three sciences,
namely metaphysics (ilahiyyat), mathematics, and natural philosophy. We say
then: the accidents that occur to the existent might do so insofar as it is existent,
or insofar as it is some specified existent.

[4] As for the first option, namely the accidents that occur to the existent as
such, the Master [Avicenna] has mentioned three of them in this passage: its
being one or many, its being universal or particular, and its being actual or
potential. But I enumerate [more of them] here:

First: the existent is either space-occupying; or something that inheres in what
is space-occupying; or neither of these. This division applies to the existent as
such, since if the existent is necessary, one might still think, at first glance, that
it could fall under any of these three divisions; and likewise if it is contingent.
This shows that the existent, by virtue of being existent, is suitable to be divided
into these three classes. Second: the existent is either only a cause; or only an
effect; or both cause and effect in relation to two different things; or neither
a cause nor an effect in any respect. One may also express this differently, by
saying that the existent is either a producer (mwaththir) and not an effect of
production (this is the Necessary Existent), or an effect of production without
itself producing (this is prime matter), or both an effect and a producer, like the
spiritual existents whose existence occurs due the bestowal of existence by the
Necessary Existent, but they are also productive in the governing of bodies. Or
finally, an existent might be neither productive nor an effect of production. [...]
Third: the existent is either actual in all respects and from all points of view (this
is the Necessary Existent and the separate spiritual substances); or potential in
all respects (albeit that this is absurd, since otherwise it would be a potenti-
ality in a further potentiality, and so on, which is absurd); or actual in some
respect but potential in other respects. [5] Fourth: the existent is either perfect,
sufficient, or deficient. [...] [5.7] Fifth: the existent is either one or many. Under
unity fall identity, equality, similarity, equivalence, resemblance, and corres-
pondence. Under multiplicity fall the opposites of these. Sixth: the existent
is either universal or particular. Seventh: the existent either has no beginning
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and no end, or does have a beginning and an end, or it has no beginning, but
does have an end. (Albeit that scholars say this is absurd, because the eternal
cannot possibly fail to exist.) Or, it has an end, but no beginning. Eighth: the
existent is either simple or composite. [...] [5.22] Ninth: the existent is either
necessary or contingent. Or to put it in another way: it is either self-sufficient,
or in need of something. To put it yet another way, the existent is either true
or false. [6] Tenth: the existent is either eternal or originated. [...] [6.3] Elev-
enth: the existent has either stable or unstable essence. [...] [6.7] Twelfth: the
existent is either finite or infinite. [...] [6.10] Thirteenth: the existent either is
that which has an attribute, or is [itself] an attribute, or is neither of these.
Fourteenth: the existent is either place or time; or it is neither of these but is
either in place or in time; or it is none of the above. This is an important divi-
sion which comprises much knowledge. Fifteenth: the existent may be difficult
to perceive, or easy. [...] [7] Sixteenth: the existent either has another existent
comparable to it (examples of this are obvious), or does not. [...] [7.3] Using
this approach, one may refute the claim that there is a connection between
the hidden and the observed [...]. [7.5] Seventeenth: the true reality of an exist-
ent either may be known independently of anything else, or not. [...] [7.10]
Eighteenth: the existent exists either in concrete individuals, or in the mind,
or in linguistic expression, or in writing. Then it might be said that the exist-
ent in the mind is also existent in concrete individuals, because the mental
existent is a particular, perceptual form that exists in an individual, concrete
soul. So the existent in the mind is existent concretely. So in what respect is
the mentally existent mind distinguished from the concretely existent? As for
the “existent” in linguistic expression and in writing, this is only a figure of
speech. It just means that the expressions or writings refer [to something] by
convention and usage. Nineteenth: the existent either exists through an exist-
ence that is not identical to it, or through an existence that is identical to
it. [...] The existent that exists through an existence that is identical to it is
existence [itself]. [7.21] Twentieth: the existent either is a substance or an acci-
dent.

[T18] Al-Razi, Sharh ‘Uyun al-hikma, vol. 3, 8.14-19.16
[the subject matter of metaphysics is the existent as such]

Proof that the subject matter of divine science is the existent as such. On this,
there are two divergent views. (a) First, that its subject matter is God the exal-
ted, and its goal is an understanding of His attributes and His acts. (b) Second,
that its subject matter is the four causes.
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We say: (a) the first view is false, as may be shown in two ways. (a1) Firstly,
because the existence of God is something sought by a proof. It cannot be
established in any other science. But if it is among the sought conclusions of
this science, it cannot be its subject matter. [9] (a2) Secondly, because this sci-
ence inquires into universal and particular, potentiality and actuality, cause
and effect, unity and multiplicity. These modes do not to apply to the essence
of God the exalted, insofar as it is what it is, but rather insofar as it is existent.

(b) The second view is false too, and for the same reasons: (b1) firstly, one needs
ademonstration in order to establish the cause insofar as it is a cause. But this is
established only in this science. If something is among the sought conclusions
of a science it cannot be its subject matter. (bz) Secondly, this science inquires
into things that are not among the proper accidents of causes, insofar as they
are causes, like universal and particular, necessary and contingent, and one and
many.

Now that you know the falsehood of both views, we say: the subject matter of
this science is the existent as such. This is shown by the fact that those modes
we enumerated are what is sought in this science; so the subject matter of this
science must be something to which those modes occur, insofar as it is what it
is. Since this can be nothing other than the existent, we know that the subject
matter of this science is the existent as such.

[Ti9] Al-Razi, Nihayat al-‘uqul, vol. 1, 97.6—-98.17 [trans. Eichner 2009,
mod.]

[the nobility of kalam|

The nobility of the science [of kalam] may be shown in several ways.

First, the nobility of the object of knowledge. There is no doubt that the most
important aim and the greatest object one may seek in the science of kalam
is the knowledge of the essence of God the exalted and His attributes, and of
how His actions [proceed from Him]. There is no doubt that He is the noblest
object of knowledge, may He be praised and exalted, so this must be the noblest
of sciences.

Second, the reliability of the proofs. There is no doubt that the proofs used in the
inquiries of this science must be put together from items of necessary know-
ledge (‘ulim daririyya), in such a way that it is known by necessity that they
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have been put together correctly and that the objects of inquiry must follow
from [the conjunction of those items of necessary knowledge]. There is noth-
ing more powerful or reliable.

[98] Third, that there is great need for it. There is no doubt that the acquisi-
tion of happiness is the most important thing one may seek, and the greatest
of intentions. Further, happiness in the afterlife can be acquired only by belief
(iman) in God and His prophets, and in the day of judgment. This can be
grasped as it ought to be only with this science. As for happiness in this world,
it can be grasped perfectly only through the arrangement of the states of this
world, which is fully attained only by longing for reward and fear of punishment
(al-raghba fi al-thawab wa-al-rahba ‘an al-‘igab).

Fourth, the need of the other religious sciences for it. It is known that all other
sciences are either religious, or not. The benefit of the non-religious ones falls
short of procuring the advantageous and warding off the harmful; this is how
things are with the sciences of trades and arts. There is no doubt that the reli-
gious sciences outrank them. Now, the correctness of all the religious sciences
is based on the correctness of this science. Until it is established that the world
has a Maker who is knowing and powerful, how would it be possible for a scrip-
tural commentator, a hadith scholar, or a jurist to undertake their sciences?
Thus all other religious sciences need it, but it does not need them. From this
it necessarily follows that its nobility surpasses that of the others.

Fifth, a thing’s nobility may also be taken from the inferiority of its opposite.
Since making a mistake in this science constitutes unbelief and innovation,
which are among the most base of things, it necessarily follows that hitting on
the truth in this [science] is among the most noble of things.

[T20] Al-Suhrawardi, Mashari, Ilahiyyat, 196.10-15
[metaphysics has two parts: universal and theological|

Theoretical philosophy (al-hikma al-nazariyya) is divided into three parts. The
first among them is the one connected to immaterial things, which have no
need for material conditions in order to be realized, like the Necessary Exist-
ent, the Active Intellects, and the primary divisions of existence. Even if some of
these are mixed with matter, this is not because they need to belong accident-
ally to matter in order to be rendered concrete, the way it is with contingency
or causation, for instance. They have called this division the highest science.
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Its subject matter is the most general of all things: the existent as such. [This
science] consists of the universal science, which focuses on the divisions of
existence, and divine science. [The remaining two parts are mathematics and
natural philosophy.]

[T21] Al-Amidi, Rumiiz al-kunusz, fol. 94v2—-16
[the subject matter, absolute existence, is immediately evident]

You have already learned that the subject matter of every science is that whose
essential accidents are investigated in the science. The investigation in this
science confines itself to an inquiry into the modes (afwal) of the essential
accidents of absolute existence (al-wujud al-mutlaq). So absolute existence is
its subject matter. Knowledge of this is not acquired, since everyone knows
his own existence immediately, and it is more appropriate that absolute [exist-
ence] be immediate [than specified existence]. The subject matters of all other
sciences do not go beyond particular instances of existence.

[the nobility of metaphysics, in light of its goal]

The aim of the investigation in this science is understanding of pure goods,
which are separate beings, and the principles of generated things, and under-
standing of the Necessary Existent, and of how goods emanate from Him and
trace back to Him. The aim of the investigation in other sciences is more base
than the aim of this science: the nobility of each science is in accordance with
the nobility its subject matter and its end. As the subject matter of this science
is the noblest of subjects, and its end is the highest of ends, this science is the
noblest and most exalted of sciences.

[designations for metaphysics|

In consideration of what is understood through this science concerning the
Divinity and His states (afwal), this science is called “divine science.” But in
consideration of its investigation into the states of universal, absolute exist-
ence, and of the fact that other sciences are understood by understanding
this science, and that the practitioner of every particular science accepts his
premises from this science, either as starting-points [of demonstrations] or as
postulates, this science is called the “universal science.” One must learn this
science after other particular sciences: [after] logic, because [logic]| brings one
to the understanding of its sought conclusions; [after] natural philosophy and
mathematics, because [metaphysics] is separated from matter both in concep-
tion and in existence. The natural is subject to change, and is separated from
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matter neither in conception nor in existence. The mathematical is separated
from matter in conception, but not in existence. Whatever is more remote from
matter is more remote from our understanding in comparison to our senses,
while whatever is closer to [matter] is closer to our senses. But it is more appro-
priate to [...]% with that which is closer to us than with that which is more
remote. That is why the natural science is prior to the mathematical science.
For the same reason this science is called metaphysics. Sometimes it is called
“what is before physics,” insofar as that which is investigated in it, like the Cre-
ator, the exalted, and the separate beings, are essentially prior to nature, and
insofar as the principles of all sciences are demonstrated in it.

[T22] Al-Amidi, Abkar al-afkar, vol. 1, 67.10-68.2 [trans. Eichner 2009,
mod.]

[the task of kalam]

Since the perfection and fulfillment (¢armam) of anything is achieved by obtain-
ing the perfections which are possible for it, the perfection of human souls
arises through their perfections. This is comprehension of intelligibles and
knowledge of what [was previously] unknown. The sciences are many, and the
things to be known are numerous. Time does not allow for thoroughly acquiring
them in their entirety, and life is too short for comprehending them as a whole.
Additionally, aspirations fall short, motivations are weak, there are many dis-
tractions, and hindrances may be overwhelming. So one must aspire to attain
the most perfect of them, and to comprehend the best among them. One pri-
oritizes whatever is most important, and that whose understanding offers the
most complete utility. And so it emerges that the most appropriate thing for
the insightful to set their sights on through inquiry and for the limit of aspira-
tions and thoughts to strain towards, is that whose subject-matter is the most
elevated of all, and whose end is the most noble of all, and which is needed for
attaining eternal and unending happiness. The religious sciences trace back
to it, and the rules of the religious Law (al-nawamis al-shar‘iyya) depend on it.
Through it come the welfare of the world and its arrangement, its loosening and
tightening. The ways and paths that lead to it are certainties [68] and decisive
arguments (qat fyyat). This is the science known as ilm al-kalam, which invest-
igates the essence of Necessary Existent, His attributes, His actions, and what
is connected to them.

8 We were unable to read the text here.
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[T23] Al-Katibi, Munassas fi sharh al-Mulakhkhas, fol. 187v3-15
[metaphysics as the study of general features]

By “common things (umar al-@mma)” [al-Razi] means things that the Neces-
sary in itself and the contingent in itself share in common. These are exist-
ence, as will be shown, and unity. [Unity is shared in common] because every
existent has being (huwiyya), and this being is unity, so that unity occurs
[even] to multiplicity as such, so that one may say, “this multiplicity is one.”
When he says, “things that are along the same lines as the common things,”
[al-Razi] means those things that are shared in common between most [but
not quite all] existents; namely, essence, for every existent apart from the
Necessary in itself has an essence distinct from its existence, and necessity
through another, since this is something shared in common by most exist-
ents. [...] [176vg] Also contingency, that is, the fact that all [existents apart
from God] are such that their essences demand neither existence nor non-
existence; rather, each of these two [options] arises only through an extrinsic
cause. And multiplicity: even though it does not include all contingent exist-
ents, it must belong to most of them, since the species whose instances are
multiple outnumber those that are proper to just one individual. Then there
is impossibility. In itself, it is something shared in common by multiple non-
existents (ma‘dumat) from which existence is excluded. So it is also counted
among those things that are along the same lines as common things, even
if in truth, and according to what we have offered in explanation (tafsir), it
is not really so. Then, by “things that are along the same lines as species of
common things,” [al-Razi] means those things into which the common things
are divided. These are necessary and contingent existence, since the division
of existence into these two is obvious; and eternity and origination, since
the existent is divided into the eternal existent, that is, the existent not pre-
ceded by non-existence, and the originated existent, which is preceded by non-
existence.

[T24] Al-Kashshi, Hadaiq al-haqga’iq, fol. 22r4—17
[the place of the study of common notions)

As for the second division of divine science, it is further subdivided. [First],
that for which the object of knowledge cannot be in matter. This is know-
ledge of the essence of God the exalted, the attributes of His transcendence,
the properties of His Majesty, His acts, judgments, names, and the angels that
are near [to Him]. This science is called the “science of unity (tawhid) and
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Lordship (rubuibiyya).” [Second] that for which the object of knowledge may
or may not be in matter. Here the topics of inquiry are the common things (al-
umaur al-‘amma), like existence, non-existence, necessity, contingency, cause,
quiddity, universality, particularity, unity, multiplicity, eternity, temporal ori-
gination, and the Lights. This division is called “universal science.” Logic too
is included in this division. This division of divine science is the most general
of divisions in the sciences, and the most readily known, so it should come
first in the [order of] instruction. For this reason, we come to these topics of
inquiry right after logic. Then after this section [on the common things], we
inserted natural philosophy (al-tabi7), since it is an imprint (tab‘) of made and
created things, which are signs and indications for their eternal Maker and
wise Governor. Indeed, signs and indications must be mentioned first, before
those things that are sought and intended. Then we add to it the divine sci-
ence.

[T25] Al-Nasafi, Sharh Asas al-kiyasa, 263.7—264.5
[metaphysics is about the existent]

Know that the universal goal of occupying yourself with scientific inquiries is
divine science. How could it be otherwise, given that among the sciences, this
science is one without which no other science could be [properly] considered?
It is the universal science, with no other science above it. Hence, it inquires
into the most general of all existents, namely unqualified existence (al-wujud
al-mutlaq). Because it inquires into this, it [also] inquires into the attachments
connected to it and into its principles, by contrast with natural philosophy and
mathematics, since these are particular sciences. [...]

[263.14] The divine science is one: otherwise it would not be universal. If it were
in itself multiple, then it would be composed out of sciences, and whatever is
like this is more specific in comparison to that from which it is composed. [264]
As this science inquires into existence and its attachments, it also inquires
into unity and its attachments, since a thing cannot be rightly called “exist-
ent” without being rightly called “one.” Thus even multiplicity, its remoteness
from the nature of unity notwithstanding, is said to be “one.” Given that this sci-
ence does inquire into unity, and multiplicity is something opposed to [unity],
it inquires into multiplicity, I mean, inquires into it insofar as it inquires into
what is opposed to [unity].
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[T26] Al-Tasi, Agsam al-hikma, 527.19—528.8
[divine science arranged in a kalam structure of foundations and branches)

Divine science has foundations (usul) and branches ( fura):

Its foundations are five. First, common things, such as being a cause and being
an effect. Second, an inquiry into the principles of those sciences whose sub-
ject matter falls below it. Third, establishing the First Cause and His unity, and
whatever is connected with His majesty, great and exalted. [528] Fourth, estab-
lishing the spiritual substances. Fifth, [an inquiry] into how passive, earthly
things are connected with the power of celestial agents, how contingent things
are arranged, and how they trace back to the First Principle.

Its branches are two. First, investigation into how revelation [occurs] and how
the intelligible becomes sensible, in order that the kingly prophet can see it,
and hear its words; and regarding the understanding of revelations and of the
guardian spirit. Second, the knowledge of the spiritual return, and that the intel-
lect can neither perceive nor verify anything bodily independently.

[T27] Al-Samarqandi, Saha’if, 59.4-60.3; 65.5-66.8
[the relation between metaphysics and kalam]

The sciences may be distinguished as species into several divisions, and fur-
ther distinguished as branches within these divisions, but divine science is
the noblest among them in rank and highest in position. By way of decisive
demonstrations and clear proofs, it inquires into the divine modes and lordly
secrets, which are the highest of objects of inquiry and the utmost of goals for
the genuine sciences and certain understanding. For through [those objects
of inquiry] one arrives at an understanding of the essence of God the exal-
ted and His attributes, and at a conception of His making and the things He
has made. In addition, [this science] includes [60] noble inquiries and subtle
points by which the soul is disposed for the verification of true realities (tahqiq
al-haqa’iq), and becomes independent in understanding fine details. These
ideas led us to write a book that would succinctly cover the questions within
this science, and the splendid benefits of this discipline ( fann), according to
the canon of Islam: it is called the science of kalam. | ...]

[65.5] On the quiddity of kalam and its subject matter. Given that the science
of kalam itself inquires into the essence of God the exalted, His attributes, His



56 CHAPTER 1

names, and into the modes of angels, prophets, saints, imams, the obedient
and disobedient, and other matters besides in both this and the next world,
and given that it is distinguished from divine [science], which shares in com-
mon with it [66] those objects of inquiry, by proceeding in accordance with the
method of this [religious] Law—[ given all this, | the definition [of kalam] is “the
science in which one inquires into the essence of God the exalted, His attrib-
utes, and the states of contingent throughout the procession and the return ( f
al-mabda’wa-al-ma‘ad), in accordance with the canon of Islam.” With this one
may know that in [kalam] we inquire only into the essential accidents of the
essence of God the exalted, as such, and into the essential accidents of con-
tingent things, inasmuch as they stand in need of God the exalted. Its subject
matter is thus the essence of God the exalted, as such, and the essence of con-
tingents insofar as they are bound by their need [for God], since it is known
that the subject matter of every science is that whose essential accidents are
investigated in it.

[T28] Al-Samarqandi, Ma‘arif al-Saha’if, fol. 2v21—3r3
[the relation between kalam and metaphysics in falsafa]

By the “canon of Islam,” I mean the foundations of Islam, consisting in the Book
of God, the customs of His prophet, consensus ({ma°), and any deliverance of
reason (mafqul) that does not contradict them, since these too are among the
foundations of Islam. The philosophers ( falasifa) too inquire into the [same]
things [investigated by kalam], but according to the foundations of philosophy,
for instance that only one proceeds from one; that one and the same thing
cannot be [3r] active and passive at the same time; that contingency is an exist-
ential attribute; that the return [of what no longer exists] is impossible; that
revelation and [God’s] sending the ruler is absurd. They call [their investiga-
tion] “divine science.” The distinction between kalam and divine science is that
kalam is in accordance with the foundations of this religious law, whereas the
divine science is in accordance with the foundations of philosophy (al-falsafa).

[T29] Al-Samarqandi, Ma‘arif al-Saha’if, fol. 2r1z—23
[on the division of his work on kalam into principles and problems)

The parts of sciences are three: subject matters, principles (mabadi’), and prob-
lems (masa’il), since whichever science you take, it must have certain propos-
itions (akkam) that are intended (magsida) to be shown in it. But we may
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also mention things in [a science] which are not intended in themselves, but
are rather for the sake of showing the propositions intended in [that science].
These things are of two kinds: necessary and not necessary. The necessary are
either common to all sciences, such as the principle of non-contradiction [...]
[2r16] or they are specific to one science or to several sciences, like the fact
that what is equal to the equal is itself equal [...]. [2r18] The unnecessary is
either intended in some other science, and shown in it (such as the fact that
the angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles, this being among the
propositions found in the book of Euclid), or not. In the latter case, [those
propositions] may not be shown in any other science at all, and then the prac-
titioner of kalam should consider them doubtful and refute them, such as the
claim that one infinite cannot be bigger than another; or [those elements that
are not shown in any other science] are shown in this science on some other
occasion. There are many such [propositions]. Thereby, one may know that
among the things mentioned in a science, some are intended in themselves,
others accidentally. Those things that are intended in themselves are the “prob-
lems” of the science, while those that are intended accidentally are its “prin-
ciples.”

[T30] Al-Urmawsi, Risala fi al-farq, 101.4-102.5 [trans. Eichner 2009, mod.]
[kalam does not properly prove God’s existence]

The specific existent which is God, mighty and exalted, is the subject-matter
of the science of kalam, which is [also] called “foundations of religion (usil al-
din).” In it are investigated His attributes and the actions proper to Him. You
have already learned repeatedly at other places that the subject-matter of each
science is that whose proper concomitants are investigated. So, this specific
existent is the subject-matter in the science of kalam. But that there is this spe-
cific existent, that it exists (inniyyatuhu wa-wujuduhu), is investigated in divine
science, in which one investigates the existent as such; thus it may be taken
for granted in this science [i.e. kalam] that there is God, that He exists. The
subject-matter of a science is not something sought in [the science]. One does
not investigate whether there is the subject-matter, but rather the items proper
to it that are its concomitants. Therefore, the fact that there is the Necessary
Existent, and that it exists, is not something sought in this science, but is taken
for granted in it.

If you say: we see that the theologians persist in establishing the Necessary
Existent in this science, arguing at times from the contingency of essences,
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sometimes from the contingency of attributes, and sometimes from the ori-
gination of both.

I'say: by this, they intend not to establish that He is, and that He exists, but that
all [102] existents terminate in Him and that He is the principle for them. This is
one of His proper attributes, even though it may follow from this that He exists,
that He is. This is like the philosopher (hakim) who establishes that there is a
Necessary Existent on the grounds that all existents depend on it. His intention
is not that God is the principle of all existents, even if that may follow from this.

[T31] Al-Urmawi, Risala fi al-farq, 102.6-16
[on the name “divine science,” and why kalam is not called this]

If you say: why is divine science called “divine science,” while this science is
called “the science of kalam”?

I say: the first is because its utmost goal is understanding the existence of the
Divinity, great and exalted. This is its most significant (azam) question, and
the noblest thing it seeks, even though it does seek other things too. Often a
whole or aggregate is called after individual members or parts, especially after
the most perfect part and the noblest individual member.

If you say: all the things sought in this science, that is, the science of kalam,
or at least most of them, are the attributes of the Exalted and the actions that
are proper to Him. Would it not be more appropriate, then, for ¢his to be called
“divine science”?

I'say:the essence of a thing is nobler than its attributes. Given that it is in divine
science that one inquires into the existence of the essence of the Divinity, the
name “divine science” is proper to it, and the science of kalam has a different
name.

The second [science is called the science of kalam] because it was a custom for
the first practitioners to say, regarding the things sought in this science, “the
kalam about this issue is ...,” as if saying, “on this issue what one says (gaw!)
is...” Hence it came to be called the science of kalam. The reason why it is [also]
called “the science of the foundations of religion (usil al-din)” is obvious.
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[T32] Al-Urmawi, Risala fi al-farq, 105.10-106.3
[God is not proven in kalam]

We do not concede that [God’s existence] is established in [the science of
kalam]. Rather, the problem of establishing the Necessary lies outside the prob-
lems of the science of kalam.

Let it not be said: in which science, then, can it ever be established, given that
kalam is the highest of sciences? Nor [should it be said]: given that the inquiry
[into proving God’s existence] is mentioned in the middle of books on kalam,
how can it not belong to it?

For we say: we do not concede that [God’s existence] must be established in
the highest science. Why can't other sciences find the solution and pass this
on to the science of kalam? Then, the science of kalam would in the case
of this individual, distinct problem need demonstrations that are not offered
by kalam, but it would still be mentioned in books on kalam. Its occupying
this later position, having been taken from elsewhere, does not require that
it is later by nature, since it may simply be easier for it to occupy this posi-
tion.

[distinguishing kalam from metaphysics]

It might be said: the subject matter of [kalam] is the essence of God and the
essence of contingent things, insofar as they are traced back to the Exalted
in a chain in which [each thing has] need [of the next]. For the theologian
(mutakallim) inquires into both of these things, and, taken together, they are
the subject matter.

The objection to this has already been mentioned [i.e. Avicenna’s arguments
against God’s being the subject matter of metaphysics].

It might be said: the subject matter of [kalam] is unqualified existence, since
[this science] inquires into the essential accidents of [existence], like eternal
and originated, its divisions, like substance and accident, [106] and the divi-
sions of these two, like the First, His Attributes, and His actions.

To this it may be responded: in that case, it usurps the role of divine science. But
if one adds the qualification “according to the rule (ganin) of Islam,” then this
will no longer be the case, since the metaphysician inquires according to the
rule of reason alone.
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[T33] Ibn Kammauna, Sharh al-Talwihat, vol. 3, 4.1-12
[the structure of the theoretical sciences; the branches of metaphysics]

Theoretical (nazart) sciences concern either that which is separate from cor-
poreal matter in both modes of existence [i.e. mental and concrete], or that
which is not separate. In the former case, it is the highest science, also known
as the universal science, first philosophy, metaphysics, and the divine science.
In the latter case, if it can be separated from matter in the mind alone, it is the
middle science, also known as mathematics. Otherwise it is natural science,
which is called the lowest science. All [subordinate] sciences branch out from
these.

The science of logic is one of the branches ( fura‘) of the highest science. But
some [scholars] locate it in the initial division [of sciences], as follows: a sci-
ence is either sought as an instrument for other sciences, or not. The former is
logic, the latter is either practical or theoretical, in the way you have learned
regarding the other division.

Other branches of the highest science are how revelation occurs and the states
of the return (al-ma‘ad). Both have been mentioned in this book.

[T34] Ibn Kammauna, Sharh al-Talwihat, vol. 3, 6.14-17.2
[the subject matter is existence and not “thingness”]

[Suhrawardi] said: “the subject matter of [divine science] is the most general of
things (al-ashya’), namely unqualified existence, and [this science] investigates
its essential accidents and its divisions.”

You should know that some people claim that thingness (skay’iyya) is more
general than existence, basing this on the [claim] that thingness may hold true
of something intelligible that has no existence in concrete individuals, which is
not the case with existence. And furthermore, on the [claim] that one can pre-
dicate [thingness] of existence itself, and of the quiddity to which existence
occurs. But this is a mistake. The intelligible that lacks existence in concrete
individuals still exists in the mind. Whatever is a thing in the mind is likewise
an existent in it, just as whatever is not existent in concrete individuals is not a
thing there either. As for the point that thingness may be truly said of existence
and quiddity, this may be refuted on the grounds that mental existence is truly
said of thingness and a specific quiddity. So it is more general than both.
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[7] Thereby it becomes clear that the existence which is the subject matter
of this science does not mean specifically extramental existence, nor specific-
ally mental existence alone, but rather unqualified (mutlaqg) existence, as the
author of this book [i.e. Suhrawardi] has mentioned.

[T35] Bar Hebraeus, Hewath hekhmtha, met., 118.4-8
[existence is transcategorical and known in itself |

Things that can be separated from matter are either substances (istyas), or
quantities, or fall into other categories. As there is no other notion apart from
“itis” (it) that can account for them, hence, this is the subject matter of this sci-
ence. As it [i.e. existence] can be known by itself, it requires no other science
in order to be made manifest.

[T36] Al-Shahrazur, Shajara, vol. 3, 12.6—9
[existence is maximally evident]

This science is above all [other] sciences, with no science above it in which its
subject matter could be shown. So the subject matter of this science must be
something that does not need to be shown, but is self-evident. The most evid-
ent and obvious thing there is, is the existent as such. Hence it must be the
subject matter of the divine science.

[T37] Al-Shahrazuar, Shajara, vol. 3, 13.6—23
[the unity of sciences; ascent and descent through the sciences)|

Someone who offers a correct division of existence in the universal science, will
be able to arrive, through these divisions, at all the precepts (gawa‘id) of nat-
ural philosophy, mathematics, divine science, and ethics, so that all sciences
become one and the same science, as was the case in antiquity, before Aristotle
came along. Philosophers have distinguished these sciences from one another
because the distinction is easier, and more conducive to teaching and learning.
For if the sciences were not distinguished and ordered as they are now, and
were instead all a single science, then one would begin teaching with what is
universal and most general, namely existence and the first principles, which
are remote from sensation, imagination, and the instinct of the soul, which
is too weak to perceive this, because of its connection to instances of matter,
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and because influences from [these instances of matter] affect it. Therefore, the
soul is at first incapable of perceiving universal, general items and the remote
first principles, without prior practice, reminding, and familiarization with
the particular sciences. But when the student (talib) begins with instruction
about whatever is closer to the instinct and nature of the soul, namely sens-
ible things, he thereby relies on sensation and comes to understand whatever
is close to it, accepting its principles and the principles of whatever is close
to it, so that in this fashion the particular sciences are attained by him. If he
should look to ascend from these to the highest, above which there is no other
science, and in which all the principles of the particular sciences are shown,
then at that point he will have verified the knowledge of principles. Then he
can reverse his direction and return through the sciences from where he ended
to where he started. The ancients called his return real instruction and attain-
ment.

[T38] Al-Shahrazur, Shajara, vol. 3,16.5-8
[against existence as the subject matter]

It will soon become evident to you that existence, and the existent as such,® are
mental considerations that have no existence in concrete individuals. But that
which does not exist in concrete individuals cannot be the subject to which
real, existing things are attributed, and so cannot be the subject matter for
metaphysics. Thus existence cannot be its subject matter.

[T39] Al-Hilli, Asrar, 411.16—412.2
[against existence as the subject matter]

The subject matter of this science is every existent, or the Necessary Existent,
or the contingent existent. But each option is false. The first, because [this
science] inquires into things that do not occur to every existent. The second,
because this science has the task of proving it. The third, because in this case
[existence] is subject to doubt.

Objection: this set of options has omitted existence as such.

9 Omitting wa-wujid.
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[412] Response: we will show that existence as such, being among things that
accidentally occur to existents, is contingent, and so falls into the third division.

[Tgo] Al-Hilli, Nihayat al-maram, vol. 1, 11.11-12.4
[the subject matter and scope of kalam ]

In the science of kalam, one inquires into the most general of things, existence.
Existence is divided primarily into the eternal and the originated. Then, the
originated is divided into substance and accident. Then, accident is divided
into that which has life as a condition and that which does not. Substance,
meanwhile, is divided into animal, plant, and mineral. And one shows the way
that [these all] differ from one another, whether the differences be essential or
accidental. Then, one inquires into the eternal, showing the absence of mul-
tiplicity in it in all respects, and showing that it differs from originated things
by virtue of the attributes that are necessary for it, and [by virtue of] those
which are impossible. A distinction is drawn between the necessary, the pos-
sible, and the impossible. Then, one shows that action is in principle possible
for Him, that the world is His action, and that the sending of prophets is among
His effects, and that [12] they confirm that they are genuine by working mir-
acles. Then reason must acknowledge the Prophet, whose genuineness may be
inferred from what he says about God the exalted and about judgment day:
this is something that reason cannot perceive, but nor can it judge that it is
impossible. There is no doubt that these things are among the accidents of
existence as such. Hence the subject matter of [kalam] is unqualified existence.
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The Essence-Existence Distinction

Avicenna’s prominent place in the history of metaphysics would be secure
solely on the strength of his famous distinction between essence and exist-
ence. Roughly speaking, this is the difference between what something is, and
whether it is. When he introduces the distinction, Avicenna points out that
these are distinct questions and objects of knowledge. One can understand the
meaning of a triangle and know things about it, such as that it is a plane figure
or has internal angles adding to 180 degrees, without knowing whether a tri-
angle exists. Put in these terms the distinction may seem fairly obvious, to the
point that it is scarcely credible that Avicenna “invented” it. Indeed, a glance
back at the earlier history of philosophy shows various antecedents. Aristotle
distinguishes between the two questions mentioned above at Posterior Analyt-
ics 2.1, 8gb23—25 and in other contexts too distinguishes between statements
of predication (“Socrates is human”) and statements of existence (“Socrates
is,” that is, “Socrates exists”).! It has also been urged that Plotinus anticipates
the essence-existence distinction.? Scholarship has furthermore pointed to a
background for the distinction in earlier philosophy of the Islamic world and
in kalam literature.?

This is not the place to decide how original and groundbreaking Avicenna’s
distinction truly is. It should be sufficient, and uncontroversial, to say that
he formulates the distinction in an unprecedentedly explicit way, introducing
novel terminology to make the point and deploying the distinction throughout
his metaphysics.* But in post-Avicennan philosophy, the tenability and pre-

1 Seefurther e.g. M.J. Cresswell, “Essence and Existence in Plato and Aristotle,” Theoria 37 (1971),
91-113; L. Brown, “The Verb ‘To Be’ in Greek Philosophy: Some Remarks,” in S. Everson, Lan-
guage (Cambridge:1994), 212—236; J. Hintikka, “On Aristotle’s Notion of Existence,” The Review
of Metaphysics 54 (1999), 779-805.

2 L.P. Gerson, Plotinus (London: 1994); K. Corrigan, “Essence and Existence in the Enneads,” in
L.P. Gerson (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus (Cambridge: 1996), 105-129.

3 For instance P. Adamson, “Before Essence and Existence: Al-Kind1's Conception of Being,’
The Journal of the History of Philosophy 40 (2002), 297—312, and for a possible kalam back-
ground R. Wisnovsky, “Notes on Avicenna’s Concept of Thingness (Shay’iyya),” Arabic Sciences
and Philosophy 10 (2000), 181—221, R. Wisnovsky, Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context (London:
2003), chapters 7—9.

4 On essence and existence in Avicenna see further A. Bertolacci, “The Distinction of Essence
and Existence in Avicenna’s Metaphysics: the Text and Its Context,” in Islamic Philosophy,
Science, Culture, and Religion: Studies in Honor of Dimitri Gutas, ed. by FM.M. Opwis and
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cise meaning of the distinction were anything but uncontroversial. For all its
complexity, the debate centers on the question of whether existence is a real
feature of the world. Avicenna gives at least two good reasons for supposing
that it is. First, as we have seen with the example of the triangle, there is his
“doubt argument”: the essence or nature of something can be fully understood
by someone who is in doubt about its existence [T1, T2]. This argument is chal-
lenged by the Mu‘tazilites in [T16] and as reported in [T61], and by al-Katibi
for a logical weakness [T53]. Second, he offers a “priority argument”: Socrates’
existence cannot just immediately be implied by his essential features, the way
that a specific difference could imply a proper accident (that is, the way that
humans’ rationality explains why all humans have the ability to laugh). For then
the essential feature that implies his essence would be “prior in existence” to
his existence, which Avicenna considers absurd [T3]. Again, the upshot is that
Socrates’ essence must be distinct from, or we might say “neutral,” with respect
to Socrates’ existence.’

The apparent conclusion of these arguments is that there is a real distinction
between essence and existence, which is to say that in an extramental thing like
Socrates, essence is one item and existence another item. But Avicenna’s stu-
dent Bahmanyar already expresses a worry about this inference, namely that it
would lead to an infinite regress [T5]. If Socrates has real existence, then that
existence would seem also to exist, yielding a further item—the existence of
Socrates’ existence—that would also need to exist, yielding a third existence,
and so on. Bahmanyar tries to escape this conclusion by introducing the notion
of “being existent” (mawjudiyya), which is meant to express the idea that exist-
ence is not something added to Socrates, but is just the fact of Socrates’ being

D.C. Reisman (Leiden: 2012), 257—288; C. Belo, “Essence and Existence in Avicenna and Aver-
roes,” Al-Qantara 30.2 (2009): 403—426; A-M. Goichon, La distinction de lessence et de l'exist-
ence d'aprés Ibn Sina (Avicenne) (Paris:1937); O. Lizzini, “Wugtd-Mawgud / Existence-Existent
in Avicenna: A Key Ontological Notion of Arabic Philosophy,” Quaestio 3 (2003): 111-138;
F. Rahman, “Essence and Existence in Avicenna,” in: R. Hunt, R. Klibansky, and L. Labowsky
(eds.), Medieval and Renaissance Studies, volume 4 (London: 1958): 1-16; T-A. Druart, “Shay’
or Res as Concomitant of ‘Being’ in Avicenna.” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica
medievale 12 (2001): 125-142.

5 Technically speaking, the “doubt argument” shows that existence is not a constituent of a
contingent essence (as rationality in part constitutes humanity), while the “priority argu-
ment” shows that it is not an essential concomitant (as being able to laugh is a necessary
consequence of rationality). For this see F. Benevich, “The Essence-Existence Distinction:
Four Elements of the Post-Avicennian Metaphysical Dispute (11-13th centuries),” Oriens 45
(2017), 1-52. For further discussion of the issue in the post-Avicennan period see the contri-
butions of R. Wisnovsky and H. Eichner to D.N. Hasse and A. Bertolacci (eds), The Arabic,
Hebrew and Latin Reception of Avicenna’s Metaphysics (Berlin: 2012).
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“among concrete individuals,” that is, being a real thing. Still, Bahmanyar sim-
ultaneously calls existence an accident (‘arad) [T6]. Ibn Kammiuna agrees with
Bahmanyar’s analysis but avoids calling existence an accident [T55].

Another critical engagement with Avicenna’s theory is found in ‘Umar al-
Khayyam. He is more famous as a poet than a metaphysician, but his views on
this topic will prove to be very influential in the coming generations. ‘Umar
al-Khayyam is also troubled by the prospect of a regress of existences [T8]
and therefore proposes that existence as distinguished from essence is a purely
mental or conceptual phenomenon [Tg]. Consider again the doubt argument:
all it shows is that our judgment that triangles have certain essential properties
is distinct from our judgment that there is a triangle in the external world, that
is to say, that the essence of triangle is extramentally instantiated. To put this
in technical terms, existence is a “secondary intelligible” (here al-Khayyam may
follow Bahmanyar’s understanding of existence in [T7]): to think of a triangle
as existent is to apply one concept to another, that is, to apply the second-order
concept of existence to the first-order concept of triangle. Out in the external
world, by contrast, the triangle’s existence is not distinct from the triangle.

‘Umar al-Khayyam’s conceptualist theory of existence finds broad accept-
ance in the 12th and 13th centuries. Most familiar from previous scholarship
is the position of the Illuminationist al-Suhrawardi, whose conceptualism is
well captured in the remark that contingent existence is affirmed of real indi-
vidual things only “from the perspective of the mind (min gibal al-dhihn)”
[T36]. But the Illuminationists have no monopoly on the denial of a real
essence-existence distinction or on the regress argument, which is also found
for instance in the Mu‘tazilite theologian Ibn al-Malahimi [Tis].

This standard criticism of the distinction was soon joined by a standard
response, found in al-Saw1 and Abi al-Barakat al-Baghdadi: whereas an essence
needs to have existence, existence does not [T12, T13, T14]. (The point is well
summarized by Ibn Kammiina at [T54], though he does not accept this solu-
tion.) Abu al-Barakat compares this to the way that an existing whiteness does
not need some distinct, further attribute of “color”: just as white is already a
color, existence already exists.

This response, that existence is real without needing a further existence, is
resisted by those who adopt a conceptualist position on the essence-existence
distinction [T10, T19, T39, T40, T54]. After all, we can doubt whether existence
exists just as much as we can doubt whether a triangle exists, so Avicenna’s ori-
ginal argument should apply here too—a point made by al-Suhrawardi [T39]
and repeated by al-Shahraziiri [T56]. To this Fakhr al-Din al-Razi responds that
it makes no sense to doubt whether existence exists (at least in a sense that
would attribute a further existence to existence), whereas it does make sense
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to doubt whether an essence exists [T28]. His position seems far from unreas-
onable. Just consider: once we have answered the doubt whether a triangle has
existence by saying that the triangle does indeed exist, could it really be open to
question whether the triangle’s existence exists? The second-order existence, if
there were such a thing, would already be presupposed by the claim that the
triangle exists, since it could surely not exist through a non-existent existence;
cf. [T34].

There is another way to deal with the problem of infinite regress. Accord-
ing to Bahmanyar [T5], cf. [T55], and al-Razi [T27] the real essence-existence
distinction yields infinite regress if and only if we understand existence as
an attribute (sifa) through which something exists, as Abui al-Barakat does in
[T14]. If existence is a real attribute, we can further ask whether that existence-
attribute exists and so on. But for al-Razi, existence is not an attribute [T26,
T27], cf. [T47, T52, T60]. It is just the very fact of something’s being out there in
the world.

A further argument against the real distinction focuses on the essence side
of the contrast, rather than the existence side. How can essence “receive” exist-
ence, without already being real, and hence existent? But if essence is already
existent, then it is superfluous for it to receive existence. This “priority problem”
is already mooted by ‘Umar al-Khayyam [Tu] (and for a clear statement of the
issue by al-Abhari see [T45]). Again, an answer to the difficulty is proposed by
al-Razi [T23, T24, T25, T26], cf. [ T27]. Effectively this amounts to asserting, more
explicitly than Avicenna had done, the neutrality of essences with respect to
both existence and non-existence. We need to give the essence a special status,
marked by the phrase “as such (min haythu hiya hiya),” in which it is fit to receive
existence but does not in its own right exist.

The fact that al-Razi responds to these two objections—that is, the worry
that existence can itself be doubted to exist, yielding a regress, and the worry
that essence would first need to exist in order to receive existence—is a good
clue to his overall position. Despite his reputation as a critic of Avicenna, al-
Razi turns out to be the most prominent and determined proponent of the real
essence-existence distinction. He not only fends off the arguments of the con-
ceptualists, but also offers positive arguments of his own. Existence must be
extrinsic to a contingent essence since it is neither identical to nor a part of
that essence [T20, T21]; existence may be either necessary or contingent, but
no one essence can be like this [T21]; and perhaps most importantly, existence
cannot be merely conceptual, because then there would be no existence out-
side our minds [T29].

Al-Raz1’s endorsement of the real distinction does not require him to claim
that essences taken in themselves have some sort of special ontological status,
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such that they would, as it were, wait their turn in metaphysical space until
they are granted existence. Rather, as Avicenna had proposed, all essences are
joined to existence, either concretely or in the mind. Nonetheless, he was cri-
ticized for reifying the essences within extramental things. Al-Tasi chastizes
him for suggesting that essence and existence relate as “receiver and received”
in the extramental world [T50]. It is only insofar as we focus on a quiddity
just in itself rather than as being in concrete reality or the mind that we can
think of it as having neither existence or non-existence [T51]. Al-TasT’s col-
league al-Hilli agrees that it makes sense to speak of essences in themselves
as being qualified by neither existence nor non-existence [T59, T60], but this
“non-qualified” essence itself is simply the concept to which we attach the
second-order concept of existence. It is not like an inhering property in the
essence, the way that blackness would inhere in a body [T62] (actually though,
al-Razi would deny that as well). Thus we find Tast’s circle upholding the stand-
ard conceptualist position, even while accepting the legitimacy of entertaining
an essence in its own right, sometimes called nafs al-amr (“the thing in itself”).6

If essences are in the mind, how do they relate to mental existence? Razi
raises the following puzzle: if I have a concept of triangle, doesn't triangle
already exist in my mind, whether or not I judge that a triangle exists extra-
mentally? Not in the relevant sense, he argues [T32, T33]. When one grasps a
triangle, one realizes that existence does not belong to this concept essentially.
He makes the point by saying that existence need not occur “within ( f7)” our
awareness of the triangle, even though existence “belongs to (/i-)” that aware-
ness, which is just to say that we do have a real awareness of the triangle. This
seems plausible, though al-Razi’s response will be subject to criticism by al-
Amidi [T42].

Authors of our period found this whole debate reminiscent of another
dispute that had been waged within the kalam tradition.” Theologians had
wondered whether existence is a so-called “mode” or “state (hal)” that is addi-
tional to real objects.® Al-Juwayni denies this [T4], arguing against what he

6 The concept of nafs al-amr will be further explored in our volume on Logic and Epistemology.
See R.M. Frank, “Abt Hashim’s Theory of ‘States’ its Structure and Function,” Actas do quarto
congresso de estudos drabes e isldmicos, Coimbra-Lisboa, 1 a 8 de setembro de 1968 (Leiden:
1971), 90—99. For the connection to the essence-existence debate R. Wisnovsky, “Essence
and Existence in the Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Islamic East (Masrig): A Sketch,” in
D.N. Hasse and A. Bertolacci (eds), The Arabic, Hebrew and Latin Receptions of Avicenna’s
Metaphysics (Berlin: 2012), 27-50; F. Benevich, “The Metaphysics of Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-
Karim al-Sahrastani (d. 1153): Ahwal and Universals,” in A. Al Ghouz (ed.), Islamic Philosophy
from the 12th to the 14th Century, Gottingen: Bonn University Press 2018, 323—353.

8 On “states” see further the chapter on Universals below.
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takes to be the Mu‘tazilite position. For him, in fact, it is not a “state” at
all. The relevance of this to the essence-existence dispute was noticed by al-
Shahrastani [T17], and by Ibn Ghaylan, who suggests that the conceptualist
approach that some authors had applied to states could also be applied to exist-
ence [T18].

Another piece of technical terminology that emerges in the dispute over
Avicenna’s distinction is huwiyya, which we translate in this context as “con-
crete being.” Its use in this context begins with al-Suhrawardi, who uses it
to express the extramental realization or facticity of such things as existence
and contingency (for a later example of the same strategy in al-Shahraziii see
[T57]). Al-Suhrawardi himself sets his face against this and denies that these
items have concrete being. In fact they are mere mental concepts [T36, T37]. Al-
Abhari adopts this terminology too, and uses it in variously upholding the con-
ceptualist and realist versions of the distinction in different works [T43, T44,
T45, T46, T47]. He says that essence and existence have only a single concrete
being in extramental reality: the contingent thing is “in itself” both essence and
existence, but the two are distinguished in the mind [T48].

Texts from Avicenna, al-Juwayni, Bahmanyar, ‘Umar al-Khayyam, al-Sawi, Abii
al-Barakat al-Baghdadi, Ibn al-Malahimi, al-Shahrastani, Ibn Ghaylan, Fakhr
al-Din al-Razj, al-Suhrawardi, al-Amidi, al-Abhari, al-Tisi, al-Katibi, Ibn Kam-
muna, al-Shahrazuri, al-Hillx.
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The Essence-Existence Distinction

[T1]  Avicenna, Isharat, 47.4-14
[essence-existence distinction and doubt argument]

You should know: everything that has a quiddity is realized (yatahaggaqu) as
existent in concrete individuals, or as conceptualized in the mind, while its
parts occur together with it. If it has any true reality (hagiga) apart from its
being existent in one of the two modes of existence, and is not constituted by
[existence], then existence is something added to its true reality (ma‘na mudaf
ila haqiqatihi)—either as a necessary concomitant, or not. Also the grounds
of its existence (asbab al-wujud) are different from the grounds of its quid-
dity. Take for instance humanity. In itself it is a true reality and a quiddity,
but the fact that it is existent in concrete individuals or in the mind is not
constitutive of it, but rather additional to it. If it were constitutive of it, then
since it would be impossible to form a notion (mana) of it in the soul in the
absence of its constitutive parts, it would be impossible for an understand-
ing (mafhim) of “humanity” to have existence in the soul while one doubts
whether or not it has existence in concrete individuals. As for human, perhaps
there is no doubt concerning its existence, yet this not because of the under-
standing of [human] but because there is sense-perception of its particular
instantiations. You can then find examples to make the same point with other
notions.

[T2] Avicenna, Isharat, 266.3—4
[shorter version of the doubt argument]

You should know: you understand the meaning of triangle, while doubting
whether or not existence among concrete individuals is attributed to it. After
it occurs to you that it consists of line and plane, it does not [thereby] occur to
you that it exists in concrete individuals.

[T3] Avicenna, Isharat, 270.4-8
[priority argument)

The quiddity of something may be the ground for one of its attributes (sifa),
and one of its attributes can be the ground for another attribute, for example
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a specific difference [may be the ground] for a proper accident. Nevertheless
that attribute which is the existence of something cannot be grounded by its
quiddity, which is not [itself] existence, nor can it be grounded in some other
attribute. For the ground is prior in existence, and nothing is prior in existence
to existence.

[T4] Al-Juwayni, Shamil, 129.15-130.1

If it is asked: why do you deny that existence is a state (hal) although you accept
the reality of states? We answer: the claim that existence is a state fails on [both
of] the two doctrines. (1) According to our doctrine, it fails because the true
reality of the object is existence, and existence is not an entity (mana) addi-
tional to the object. (2) On your own principles, it fails because there are two
kinds of states in your theory: the attributes of self (sifat al-nafs), which do not
include existence; and the attributes [130] that are caused (yu‘allala bi-al-illa),
which do not include existence either. And Abu Hasim did not imagine any
kind of states different from these two.

[T5] Bahmanyar, Tahsil, 280.18—281.5
[infinite regress and “being existent (mawjudiyya)”]

As for establishing the existence of the subject-matter of this science, namely
existence, this is unnecessary. For, when we say “this is existent,” we mean
two things by this. First, that it possesses existence (dhu wujiud), as we say:
“head is related (mudaf’) to somebody who possesses a head.” This statement
is [however| metaphorical. In reality the existent is existence and the related is
relation. For existence is not that through which (ma yukinu bihi) something is
among concrete individuals, but is “something’s being (kawn) among concrete
individuals” or “coming-to-be (sayriara) in concrete individuals.” If something
were among the concrete individuals through its being among concrete indi-
viduals, it would lead to an infinite regress, with the result that nothing could
ever rightly be said to be among concrete individuals. Thus, the existence
which is [something’s] being among concrete individuals is “being existent
(mawjudiyya),” and the Existence necessary in itself is [just] its being exist-
ent.
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[T6] Bahmanyar, Tahsil, 282.10—283.10

[extramental existence is an accident intrinsically related to that which
exists|

If existence is something common (‘@mm), then its existence must be in the
soul. For existence exists in the soul through existence, since it is like other
conceptualized meanings. As for the [existence] which is among concrete indi-
viduals, it is [only] “something existent (mawjiid ma).” The specification (takh-
sis) of each existent obtains through a relation (bi-al-idafa) to its subject; that s,
it is constituted by its relation to its subject and its ground, so that the relation
does not attach to it extrinsically. For the existence of that which is caused is an
accident, and every accident is constituted through its existence in its subject.
The same goes for existence. For instance, the existence of the human is con-
stituted by its relation to the human, and the existence of Zayd is constituted
by a relation to Zayd. [...]

[283] The proof for this is that if [existence] were something self-subsistent,
and then a relation to different subjects attached to it extrinsically, the rela-
tion would have to be existent for the existence,® which is assumed to be self-
subsistent, through that very existence; but then the existence of the relation
to a subject would have to pertain to the existence which is assumed to be self-
subsistent, and this is a contradiction. Thus, the relation of each existence to
its subject is not an attachment to it, but rather a constituent. But that which is
constituted through an accident, that is, [through] a relation, is itself an acci-

dent. [...]

[283.7] The [specific] existents are entities whose names are unknown. Their
names can be explicated as “existent as such-and-such” or “existent which does
not have a ground.” Then, a common existence is associated with all of them in
the mind. Likewise, if we did not know the names and descriptions of quantity,
quality and other accidents, we would say about quantity e.g. that it is a par-
ticular kind of accident (‘arad ma) or a particular kind of existent in a subject
(mawjad ma fi mawdu).

9 Adopting the reading li-al-wujud from Ms “J".



THE ESSENCE-EXISTENCE DISTINCTION 73

[T7] Bahmanyar, Tahsil, 286.4—7
[existence is a secondary intelligible]

“Thing” is one of the secondary intelligibles that are traceable to the primary
intelligibles. [“Thing”] has a role analogous (Aukm) to “universal,” “particular,’
“genus,” and “species.” No existent among the things that exist is [just] a “thing.”
Rather the existent is either a human, or a sphere [etc.]. And then, when one
grasps this intellectually, it follows that it is a thing. Likewise with “essence
(al-dhat),” and likewise too “existence (al-wujiid),” in relation to its different

types.

[T8] Al-Khayyam, Risala fi al-wujud, 106.5—9
[infinite regress argument|

Before we enter into the solution of this doubt (shubha), we put forward a
necessity demonstration that existence is something merely conceptual (amr
i‘tibart). We say: if existence in an existent were something additional (mana
2a@’id) to it in concrete individuals, then it would be existent. But it was said that
every existent is existent through existence. Hence, existence would be exist-
ent through existence, and likewise its existence, and so on to infinity, but this
is absurd.

[T9] Al-Khayyam, Risalat al-diya’ al-‘aqli, 64.3—66.13

[existence as a mental judgment that an essence is extramentally
instantiated]

As for [existence’s] being something conceptual that exists in the soul (shayan
i‘tibariyyan mawjudan fi al-nafs), you must realize that everything has a true
reality through which it is specified and distinguished from everything else.
This judgment is primary and no intellect can reject it. If an intellect grasps
that true reality intellectually, I mean if a trace (athar) of that true reality occurs
(hasala) in some intellect, and this intellect furthermore relates that true real-
ity and quiddity to a form that occurs as existent in concrete individuals, then
“being in the concrete individuals” is something additional to the essence of
that quiddity and true reality, but is nothing additional to the essence of the
existent (dhat al-mawjud). For the existent in concrete individuals is not that
quiddity, since that quiddity cannot exist in the concrete individuals as such
(bi-‘aynihi), given that intellect can only think of something by grasping it intel-
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lectually as abstracted (mujarradan) from its individual accidents; and it is not
possible that this exists extramentally insofar as it is something abstracted.

[...]

[65.18] As for the claim made by one who says, “if the existence of Zayd is not
existent in the concrete individuals, how then is Zayd existent?”: this is a false,
barefaced, sophistical argument. Its absurdity may be seen in two ways. [ First]:
their saying “if the existence of Zayd is not existent, how then is Zayd existent?”
is tantamount to saying that the existent exists due to existence, which is just
to insist on the fallacies of the first investigation. [Second]: the existence of an
intellectually grasped Zayd is something intellectually grasped, existing in the
soul. Indeed, the fallacies fail to distinguish between two modes of existence:
in concrete individuals and in the soul.

If they say “we mean that Zayd is a particular grasped by the senses and by the
intellect, so that his existence is something additional to the quiddity in the
soul,” we reply: universal predicates may be applied to the subjects only after
they are intellectually grasped; but existence is a universal predicate, so it can
be predicated of a subject only after [the subject] is intellectually grasped. It
does not matter whether, upon grasping it intellectually, the intellect takes it to
be one and without multiplicity—as in God’s case—or not. [...]

[66.11] Thus, it is clearly right to say that the existent among concrete individu-
als is one and the same thing as its existence. The multiplicity occurs only once
itis intellectually grasped and when it becomes an intellectually grasped quid-
dity, to which is added that intellectually grasped entity (mana) that is called
“existence.”

[Ti0o] Al-Khayyam, Risala fi al-wujid, 107.11-110.4
[rejection of the solution that existence needs no further existence]

Some of them say: the attribute of existence requires no further existence
in order to be existent. Rather it is existent without any further existence.
Response: the person who says this simply wants to ward off the infinite regress,
but does not manage to do so [108]. Instead he falls into a number of other
absurdities, including:

We ask whether an indicated existence is existent or not. [...] If they answer
no, we ask: this existence that you believe in, is it something that has its
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own essence (dhat) or not? If they answer no, [their notion of existence]
is meaningless and absurd. But if they answer yes, we say: you have now
accepted that there is an essence which is not existent through existence.
Why then you would not accept this in respect of every existent and every
essence, in order to be delivered from these contradictions and absurdities?
Furthermore if your original claim was true, namely that the existent white-
ness requires an existence additional to it, then it [sc. the existence of white-
ness]| also inevitably requires an existence additional to it, and this is absurd.

[...]

[108.14] If the attribute of existence!? is existent [109] in itself and not through
another existence, and it is conjoined to the quiddity so that the quiddity
becomes existent through it, then the predicate of the part would be applied
to the whole, but this is absurd. Indeed, if this were so, the quiddity would not
become existent. Instead, it would become conjoined to some existent item,
so that the attribute of the part would not be predicated of the whole. For
instance, whiteness is in itself whiteness. When it is conjoined to body, the
composite does not become whiteness but rather becomes white. If whiteness
were in itself white, then the body would not become white, but would rather
become conjoined with something white. Admittedly, people in general do call
whiteness “white” and say, “this is a white color.” However, this is metaphorical
usage, not strictly accurate (/@ ‘ala sabil al-tahqiq). If existence too were said
to be existent in a metaphorical sense, and not with strict accuracy, then it is
applied only as a metaphorical predication, and we have no quarrel with this.

[...]

[109.14] I heard one of them say that existence is existent with no need of a
further existence, just as human is human through humanity, yet humanity
does not require another humanity in order to be human.!! [110] Someone who
says this fails to distinguish between humanity and human. For if humanity
were described as “human,” it would require a further humanity. Rather it is
described as “humanity.” But then why not say the same about existence: that
existence is not described as existent, such that it would require another exist-
ence; rather it is described as existence, and nothing else? Thus one could avoid
the absurdity.

10  Correcting the edition which reads al-mawyjiid instead of al-wujiid.
11 Reading insanan instead of insaniyyatan.
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[Tu] Al-Khayyam, Risala fi al-wujid, 110.13-111.5
[indication of the priority problem]

It is essence [not existence] that derives [its being from something else] (al-
mustafad); for essence is non-existent and then it exists. Therefore, the essence
derives [its being from something else]. This kind of essence cannot be in need
of existence or of a relation to existence, since essence is non-existent before
existence, and how can one thing be in need of another before it even exists?
A need for something can belong only to existing things, not non-existents.
So, what really happens is that when the soul intellectually grasps that kind
of essence, considers its states (afwal) and distinguishes between them intel-
lectually, some of them get classified as essential and others as accidental. [111]
[The soul] then finds that existence in all things is accidental to them. So, it
is beyond any doubt that existence is something additional to the intelligible
quiddity. There is no quarrel about it. Rather, we quarrel about existence in
concrete individuals.

[T12] Al-Sawi apud al-Suhrawardi, Mashari', llahiyyat, 354.5-18
[whether existence needs a further existence]

Another proof whose weakness they [i.e. the proponents of real essence-exis-
tence distinction] [can show] is something mentioned by the author of the
Basa’ir [‘Umar b. Sahlan al-Sawi] in several passages. The upshot of which is:
“the existence of the quiddity that is in concrete individuals is either something
occurring as an entity (amran mutahassilan al-dhat) or not. If the existence [of
the quiddity] does not occur as an entity, then the quiddity is non-existent.
If however its existence occurs, then existence belongs to existence, and this
yields an infinite regress.” This is nothing other than replacing the word exist-
ence by “occurrence (husil).” For occurrence is the same as existence, so it’s as
if he asked, “is the existence of [the quiddity] existent or not?” Some of them
say that existence is not existent. For nothing is attributed to itself ( yasafu bi-
nafsihi). For instance, one does not say that whiteness is white. Others say that
existence is existent and its being existence is identical to its being existent.
This is the “being existent (mawjidiyya)” of a thing in concrete individuals, with
no further existence belonging to it. Instead, it is existent insofar as it is existent.
That which belongs to things other than it—that is, the attribution “existent”—
belongs to it in itself ( fi dhatihi), and is the same as its essence (dhat). This is
the basis of their position concerning these issues, and is the most prominent
way they use to rebut the proofs of their opponents. Yet the argument is no
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different just by using the word “occurrence.” It's amazing that he [i.e. al-Sawi]
elsewhere mocked this argument [i.e. asking whether existence is existent or
not], but [here], when he replaced the word “existence” with “occurrence,” he
admired it, although it is just the same argument.

[Ti3] Al-Sawi apud al-Suhrawardi, Mugawamat, 167.3—7
[on the claim that existence needs no further existence)

The author of the Basa@’ir [ Umar b. Sahlan al-Sawi], establishing existence as
merely conceptual (itibart) by way of raising doubts, asked whether [exist-
ence] occurs as an entity or not. If it occurs as an entity, then existence belongs
toit. However he [also] argued against those who ask whether existence is exist-
ent or not, claiming that it is incorrect to say that whiteness is white. Yet he
commits the same sin he decries, since “occurring” is the same as “existent.”

[T14] Abu al-Barakat, Mu‘tabar, vol. 3, 63.14—-64.14
[infinite regress and whether existence needs further existence]

One understands (ya‘rifu) existence primarily, along with the understanding
of any existent or non-existent. We have already said that whatever one under-
stands is existent. In light of this, existence [too] is existent; how could it be
otherwise, given that whatever fails to exist (laysa bi-mawjud) is non-existent
(ma‘dum)? How then could existence, through which the existent exists, be
non-existent or fail to exist? But if existence is existent, so that both the existent
and the existence of this existent!? exist, then the existent exists through exist-
ence, and the existence [likewise exists] through existence, which yields an
infinite regress. Or [the infinite regress] stops with an existence that is existent
in itself, not through some [further] existence that is attributed to it. This exist-
ence would inevitably be existent. When we say that such a thing is existent,
we do not mean a composition of an attribute (sifa) and a subject of attribu-
tion (mawsuf ), that is, an existent to which existence belongs. Rather, we mean
the existent whose essence is existence, like white color, not like white body.
For white body is only white through white color, whereas white color is white
through itself, not through [white] color yet again. For the existent essence
of [this] color is existent whiteness, and color is a mental attribute (sifa dhih-

12 Correcting al-wujud to al-mawjud.
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niyya), [64] whereas whiteness is a concrete, simple, existent object (al-‘ayn al-
mawjid), in which there is no composition. The composition is purely mental,
insofar as one passes from one conception to another as generic and specific,
given that whiteness and redness are similar in both being colors. Likewise,
“existent” is said about that simple, first existence (al-wuyjud al-awwal al-basit),
just as the white is said to be color. This isn't because of any composition of
color and whiteness in its essence. Likewise, in the essence of the first exist-
ence there is no such composition of existence and existent. Rather, “existent”
is said about [first existence] and other existents by way of similarity and par-
ticipation in the mind, just as color is said about the white and other colored
existents. In the first existence, the referent (mana) of “existent” and “exist-
ence” is one and the same, just as white color and whiteness in the white are
one and the same in the concrete particular and being (Auwiyya), not however
in mental conceptualization.

[Ti5] Ibn al-Malahimi, Tuhfat al-mutakallimin, 62.20-63.5
[infinite regress and substitution of wujud with ‘ayn]

If someone asks: Are the true reality and quiddity of body affirmed as real (¢thab-
ita) in the mind prior to its [sc. the body’s] existence, with it then becoming
existent afterwards, so that existence may rightly be said to be accidental to
the quiddity of body? And likewise for anything that is contingent in existence.
We respond: The true reality of body is conceptualized before the existence of
body, yet the true reality in itself is not prior to existence, so that existence
would be added to this true reality afterwards. For if this were the case, then
you would have to say that existence becomes [63] existent in the quiddity
of body. Then the same would follow for the existence of existence that was
necessary for the quiddity of body, thus yielding an infinite regress. It would
[furthermore follow] that existence itself has a quiddity, just as body has a quid-

dity.

To the contrary, the meaning of “the existence of body” is that the Omnipotent
created a body, and it entered concrete individuals in its essence and concrete
being (‘ayn). So its concrete being is described as existent, that is, it is one of
the concrete individuals (huwa ‘ayn min al-‘ayan). Evidently, the fact that it is
described as being one of the concrete individuals is due to its concrete being
itself (li-‘aynihi), not due to something additionally associated with the con-
crete being, that is, with the essence of body.
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[T16] Ibn al-Malahimi, Tuhfat al-mutakallimin, 62.12—15
[rejection of the doubt argument]

The proof of our statement that the existence of each thing is identical to its
essence (dhat) is that, if it were additional to the essence or true reality of the
thing, like body for instance, then it would be possible to know one of them
without [knowing] the other. It is however impossible to distinguish between
them [i.e. essence and existence] in knowledge. Given that this is unfeasible,
then, since we never know a concrete body without knowing that it is existent,
nor do we know that it is existent without knowing that it is body, we say that
existence is nothing additional to corporeality.

[Ti7] Al-Shahrastani, Nihayat al-agdam, 161.18-163.3
[the doubt argument clarified)|

Everyone [should] wonder about the proponents of real states that they made
species, like [162] substantiality, corporeality, accidentality, and “being color,”
something real even while they are non-existent (ashya’ thabita fi al-‘adam).
For, [these proponents reasoned,] knowledge is connected to them and what-
ever is known has to be a thing, in order that knowledge can depend upon
(yatawakka’u) it. Furthermore, the same objects, that is, substantiality, acci-
dentality, “being color” and “blackness” are states in existence that cannot be
known in their own right, and are never existent by themselves. What can this
be, that is known while non-existent, so that knowledge depends on it, but is
not known when it is in existence?!3

If they went the well-trodden path of intellects in their conception of things
with their genera and species, they [sc. the proponents of states] would know
that the conceptions of intellects are the quiddities of things with their gen-
era and species, which do not call for realized existence (mawjuda muhaqqiqa)
or being postulated as real, extramental things (ashya’ thabita kharija ‘an al-
‘ugul). And* what belongs to them in themselves and in respect of their genera
and species in the mind ( fi al-dhihn), in terms of essential constituents (al-
mugawwimat al-dhatiyya), by which their selves are realized, does not depend

13 Thisdiscussion is part of the argumentation for the reality of the non-existent. See further
the chapter in the present volume on “Non-Existence.”
14  Reading wa- instead of aw with manuscript B.
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on the act of any agent. So it is possible for them to be known while disreg-
arding the question whether they exist. For the grounds (asbab) of existence
are different from those of quiddity.’®> And [the proponents of states] would
know that sensory perceptions are the concrete things themselves. The way
we become acquainted with them calls for their realized existence, and their
being acknowledged as real things outside of sensation (ashya’ thabita kharija
‘an al-hawass). And what belongs to them in themselves as concrete beings and
the way we become acquainted with them through sensation, in terms of acci-
dental specifiers (al-mukhassisat al-‘aradiyya), by which their concrete selves
are realized, does depend on the act of an agent. So they cannot exist deprived
of these specifiers. [Again,] the grounds of existence are different from those
of quiddity.

When the Mu‘tazilites heard the philosophers (al-falasifa) drawing a distinc-
tion between the two cases, they thought [163] that conceptions in minds are
real things among concrete beings (al-mutasawwarat ft al-adhhan hiya ashy@
thabita fT al-a‘yan), and concluded that the non-existent is a thing (skay’). And
they thought that the genera and species existing in the mind are states that

are real among concrete beings.!6

[T18] Ibn Ghaylan, Huduth al-‘alam, 74.4-12
[conceptualism regarding existence and states]

We say: there is no existent in concrete individuals apart from the objects them-
selves (dhawat), which (with the exception of God the exalted) are either sub-
stances or existing (wujiidiyya) accidents, like white and heat, not like [the state
of] “being a color” or “being an accident.” Existence is among the universals and
the other accidents which we affirm as existing in the mind alone. [They are
affirmed] when the mind makes a comparison between existent objects which
differ in their quiddities, and finds both commonalities (musharikat) and dif-
ferences (mubayinat) among the attributes that follow from the variation in the
quiddities. Hence, it predicates these attributes of them, even though in extra-
mental reality, there are only objects that differ in their quiddities—precisely
as we said in the case of white. For the mind predicates of it that it is a color, a
quality, an accident, an existent, and the other attributes that we mentioned

15  See[T1].
16 Exceptionally, we quote this passage twice, also in [5T17].
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in the preceding chapter. Yet we clarified that none of them is existent in
concrete individuals, along with what we said about relational and associated
items (al-umar al-nisbiyya wa-al-idafiyya), which we decided exist in the mind

[only].

[Ti9] Ibn Ghaylan, Huduth al-‘alam, 7513—20
[rejection of the solution that existence requires no further existence]

One should not say: existence requires no further existence, because its essence
is existence and its existence is from the Bestower of existence (al-mujid),
not through another existence, whereas other existents exist through it [sc.
existence]—just as body is white through whiteness, but whiteness is white
through itself, since its essence is whiteness, not through whiteness. [This is
wrong,| because white is said of those [objects] in which whiteness subsists
and exists, since the white is that which has whiteness, or is the possessor of
whiteness. By contrast whiteness does not subsist in whiteness, nor does it have
whiteness; whiteness is not that which possesses whiteness, so it is not strictly
(bi-al-haqiqa) said to be “white.” If one calls it “[white] color,” this would be
in an extended sense, which is metaphorical and equivocal. Strictly speaking,
one should say that it is “a color which is whiteness,” not “white color,” that is,
color possessing whiteness. If “existent” were a name for something in which
existence subsists, and if existence were existent, then existence would have to
subsist in [existence], just as white is predicated of something in which white-
ness subsists.

[T2o] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 112.2-6
[essence is distinct from existence]

You should know that the existence of contingent things is either the same as
their quiddities or not. If not, then it is either intrinsic (dakhil) to their quid-
dities or not. These three are the only options. The first is that their existence
is identical to their quiddities, the second that their existence is a part of their
quiddities, the third that existence is extrinsic to their quiddities. The truth is
the third, as arises from the fact that the other two are false.
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[T21] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 12.10-15; 113.16-19
[essence is distinct from existence]

Let us mention in this chapter the proofs that existence is not [identical to]
quiddity, of which there are four. First, existence is shared by the quiddit-
ies, whereas the quiddities, which are more specific than existence, share no
specific aspect (khususiyya) of any quiddity that is more specific than exist-
ence; hence existence is different from the quiddities. Second, if existence were
identical to quiddity, then saying that a substance exists would be just like
saying that a substance is a substance, and in general there would be no pre-
dication or assertion (al-ham!wa-al-wad‘) here, only the linguistic form of one.
Since this is not so, we know that existence is distinct from substancehood.
[...] [113.16] Third, existence does not need to be understood (ta7if’) whereas
quiddities, in their specificity, do require this. Hence existence is not identical
to quiddity. Fourth, existence is opposed to non-existence and can be distin-
guished into necessary and contingent, whereas the specificities of quiddities
are not opposed to these notions. Hence existence is distinct from the spe-
cificities.

[T22] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 126.19-127.2
[priority of essence over existence]

The fact that a quiddity is concrete (ta‘ayyun), insofar as it is quiddity, is either
insufficient for the reception (qubil) of existence, or it is sufficient. (a) If it is
insufficient, then it follows that the quiddity’s receptivity of existence depends
on a further existence, so that it would be existent before being existent, lead-
ing to the absurdities you have mentioned. This being false, it must be right
to say that the existence of contingent things is not additional to their quid-
dities, but rather identical to them. But in that case, existence would be pre-
dicated of existent quiddities equivocally. (b) Alternatively, if the fact that a
quiddity is concrete, insofar as it is quiddity, is sufficient for the receptivity
of existence, and the priority of the quiddity and its receptivity of existence
do not conceptually imply (ya‘tabiru) its being existent before being existent,
then why can't the fact that a quiddity is concrete be sufficient for its produ-
cing (mwaththiratan) [127] existence, so that its priority to existence in being
productive does not conceptually imply its being existent before being exist-
ent?
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[T23] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 129.5-18
[priority argument and the neutrality of essence with respect to existence]

If they say: if by quiddity’s “bringing about” you do not conceptually imply its
“being existent,” you must allow that it brings about existence even while being
non-existent, which is absurd. We say: this is a unconvincing challenge. For
the conception (itibar) of the quiddity is distinct from the conception of its
existence and non-existence. We attach existence to this quiddity as such, not
insofar it is non-existent. There are two things that indicate the truth of what
we say.

First, they claim [themselves] that if the quiddity is qualified (shurita) by
existence or non-existence, then contingency does not occur to it, but con-
tingency occurs to it as such. So, just as non-existence need not enter into it
simply because it lacks existence at the level of the conception of the quid-
dity qualified as contingent, in the same way it does not follow in our prob-
lem.

Second, the quiddity receives existence without being qualified with (la bi-
shart) a further existence. Besides, they need not make the receiver of existence
anon-existent quiddity, such that one would have to say that existence is attrib-
uted to the quiddity while it is non-existent. Likewise here, we do not make that
which produces to be a non-existent quiddity, so that it would have to be pro-
ducing even while being non-existent. Rather, what is producing is the quiddity
itself.

[T24] Al-Razi, Matalib, vol. 1, 309.18—22
[more on the neutrality of essence]

Contingent quiddity entails contingency as such (li-ma hiya hiya); as for exist-
ence, it arises only due to a distinct cause. What is through itself is prior to what
is through another. Hence, the fact that the contingent quiddity entails contin-
gency is prior to the attribution of existence to [the quiddity]. It is therefore
established that the fact that the quiddity entails its necessary concomitants is
prior to the attribution of existence, and it is established that the fact that the
quiddity entails its necessary concomitants does not depend on that quiddity’s
being existent.
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[T25] Al-Razi, Arba‘in, vol. 1, 87.21-88.10
[affirmation principle and the neutrality of essence]

The one who denies that existence is additional to quiddity offers the following
proof: if existence were additional to quiddity, then existence would subsist in
the quiddity. But if it depends on the fact that the quiddity is existent, then
it follows that either something is a condition for itself, [88] or there is infin-
ite regress. Yet if it does not depend on [quiddity’s being existent], then an
affirmative attribute (al-sifa al-thubitiyya) would have to subsist in pure non-
existence. This is absurd, because essences are perceptible for us only through
the attributes. And if we allow that the existent subsists in the non-existent,
then [consider the example] of looking at a wall: we perceive nothing of it apart
from its color, its density and its weight. If we accept that an existent attribute
could subsist in a non-existent subject of inherence (al-mahall), then we can-
not rule out that something described as having a certain color, density and
weight might be purely non-existent. This gives rise to a doubt as to whether
the essence of the wall, or a man, is existent or not. But this is known to be
false.

The answer to which is: the quiddity is the subject of inherence for existence.
Furthermore the quiddity as such is a quiddity distinct from existence and
non-existence. This does not imply the subsistence of something existent in
something non-existent.

[T26] Al-Razi, Mulakhkhas, fol. 78v2—10
[affirmation principle and priority problem]

We do not say that existence is an affirmative attribute (sifa thubitiyya) whose
occurrence (husil) to a quiddity can do without the [the quiddity’s] occur-
ring beforehand. Otherwise an infinite regress would follow [...] [78.6] For we
answer that, obviously, attributing affirmation (thubit) to something does not
require a further prior affirmation as a precondition. Rather, it is obvious that
this is impossible, and that [only] the attribution of a further affirmative attrib-
ute (sifa thubutiyya) to a thing requires as a precondition the affirmation of the
subject of attribution. Given that the difference between the two cases is obvi-
ous [i.e. an affirmative attribute and affirmation itself], any confusion between
the two is ruled out.
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[T27] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 133.9-134.6
[existence is not an attribute)

Existence is not that through which something is real (ma yakuanu bi-hi thab-
itan), rather, it is the fact of being real itself (nafs kawnuhu thabitan).

Verification: We do not mean by existence anything but the occurrence (husi!)
of something, its realization (fahaqquq) and its reality (thubit). [...]

[133.14] If someone says that he means by “existence” an attribute (sifa) that
entails the occurrence of a thing among concrete individuals, we say: the occur-
rence of a thing among concrete individuals cannot be caused by an attribute
that subsists in it, and this for two reasons:

[priority problem]

First, the fact that this attribute which is the cause of existence is attributed to
[that thing] would precede its occurrence (husul) in itself, whereas the occur-
rence of existence, if this means the occurrence of quiddity itself (nafs hAusil
al-mahiyya), is not like this. For it is [the quiddity’s] occurrence itself, not the
occurrence of something to it, as has already been discussed. For the occur-
rence of something in itself precedes the occurrence of something else to it.
So if the occurrence of something else to it were the cause of its occurrence in
itself, a [vicious] circle would follow.

[infinite regress]|

Second, the cause of the occurrence has to be different from the occurrence
itself with respect to true reality ( fZ al-hagiga). Otherwise it would not be more
appropriate that one is the cause of the other, rather than vice-versa. Yet surely
some occurrence does belong to that cause [too], so that the occurrence of the
cause of occurrence would require another [cause of occurrence], [134] yield-
ing an infinite regress.

[doubt argument concerning particulars)

Then there was the argument put forward initially, namely that if existence
were not the very being among concrete individuals (rnafs al-kawn fi al-a‘yan),
one could know a quiddity which has being among concrete individuals before
knowing that this additional [attribute of existence] is established for it. In that
case, we would not necessarily have knowledge of the existence of sensible
things immediately, but would instead acquire it through proof, so that a doubt
concerning that proof would be a doubt about this [sc. their existence]. Since
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this is false, we know that existence is nothing but the very fact of occurring
among concrete individuals.

[T28] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 15.14-116.19
[the doubt argument and a solution to the infinite regress|

If someone says: your argument [i.e. the doubt argument] can be turned and
applied to existence. For we conceptualize the true reality of existence, and
doubt whether it occurs to concrete individuals. Hence it follows that [a fur-
ther] existence belongs to existence. We say: one can doubt something in two
ways: in some cases, there is a doubt whether an item is affirmed of it, in other
cases, there is a doubt whether it is affirmed of an item. The doubt concern-
ing existence (al-shakk ft al-wujad) is not a doubt whether a further existence
is affirmed of it. For existence cannot be described either with existence or
with non-existence. The former because, if existence were described with a fur-
ther existence, then in that case one would posit three items: first the quiddity,
which is receptive and not received; second the first-order existence, which is
received by the quiddity and receptive [116] of a further existence; third, the fur-
ther existence. There would be no escape from affirming these three levels, with
nothing else in between them, whether or not there is an infinite regress. For
if these items [sc. quiddity, first-order existence and second-order existence]
did not exist at these [levels] as correlated (mutalagiyatan), then none of them
could have the others as attributes.

We say, then, that the quiddity’s receptivity of the first-order existence either
depends on the second-order existence or it does not. If not, then the first-order
existence might be received by the quiddity while the second-order existence is
non-existent. Then the existence of existence [of the quiddity] would be non-
existent while the quiddity is existent, which is absurd. If on the other hand
it does depend [on the second-order existence], then (a) it is absurd, and (b)
even if we granted it, it would still yield the conclusion sought.

(a) There are two ways to show its impossibility. First, the first-order and
second-order existence share a true reality (al-hagiga), and it is no more appro-
priate that one should inhere in the other than that it should be the other way
around. This leads to the result that each of them inheres in the other, while
both of them inhere in the quiddity, that two indistinguishable things occur
together, that one thing is existent twice, that multiple existents are one, and
that one thing inheres in two subjects of inherence—all of which is absurd.
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Second, given that they are equal in respect of quiddity, and that the second-
order existence provides (yufidu) the first-order existence with a disposition
to inhere in the quiddity, it follows that the first-order existence must provide
itself with this disposition; for things that coincide in respect of species are
equal in their characteristics.

(b) The reason why [it still yields the conclusion] even if we granted [that the
first-order existence depends on the second-order existence] is that the fact
that existence is accidental to the quiddity is one of the necessary concomit-
ants of existence. This necessary concomitant is caused by the second-order
existence. Hence it is impossible to separate the first-order existence from the
second-order existence. Rather [the first-order existence] will not be receptive
of non-existence so long as the second-order existence is together with it. Thus
it will not be contingent in respect of existence and non-existence. Obviously
then, existence cannot have existence and non-existence as attributes. There-
fore, the doubt concerning the affirmation (thabit) of existence is not a doubt
whether another existence is affirmed for it. Rather, it is a doubt whether or
not existence is affirmed of the quiddity [to which it belongs], and it must be
distinct from that item of which it is affirmed.

[T29] Al-Razi, Arba‘in, vol. 1, 86.7-87.4
[existence is not a mere concept]

If someone says: yet we intellectually grasp two essences without knowing
whether one of them is implied by the other, or vice-versa, or whether one of
them has an effect (athar) on the other or is an effect of the other, or whether
one inheres in the other or is its subject of inherence. It follows that one being
implied by the other or vice-versa, one having the other as an effect or vice-
versa, or one inhering in the other or vice-versa—/all of this] is additional to
the essence. This is absurd, since it yields an infinite regress. [...] [86.23]

As for the argument about implying or being implied, and so on, these are [87]
mere mental concepts ({tibarat dhihniyya), as opposed to extramental exist-
ents. By contrast, one cannot say that [existence] is a mere mental concept.
Otherwise one would have to say that it does not exist in concrete individuals,
and admit that its existence in concrete individuals is the quiddity itself (nafs
al-mahiyya). But this would just take us back to the aforementioned agreement
between what is denied [i.e. existence] and what is affirmed [i.e. quiddity] con-
cerning one and the same thing, which is absurd.
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[T30] Al-Razi, Nihayat al-‘uqul, vol. 1, 379.1-4
[existence is not a mere concept, but its occurrence is|

As for their statement that the occurrence of existence to a quiddity would
have to be additional to existence itself, we say: the occurrence of one thing
to another cannot be additional. Otherwise it would have to occur to this sub-
ject of inherence too, yielding an infinite regress. Rather the occurrence of one
thing to another is a mere mental concept (i{tibar dhihni) which has no extra-
mental occurrence [in its own right]. As for existence itself, one cannot say that
it is a mere mental concept. So the difference is clear.

[T31] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, n2.17-113.8
[compromise wording, close to al-Khayyam’s terminology]

If someone says: when we say “the substance is existent,” we mean that what
the intellect conceptualizes as existent is occurrent (muhassil) in extramental
reality. This does not imply that its occurring in the extramental reality is addi-
tional to it, but only that its occurring in extramental reality is distinct from its
being conceptualized in the mind. [...]

[113.6] We answer: as for the first argument, it just admits [our own] conclusion
(taslim al-matlab). For we do not claim that existence is an item additional to
the fact that [substance] occurs in extramental reality. Rather, we claim that its
occurrence in extramental reality is something additional to the meaning of its
substancehood, and you have now agreed to this.

[T32] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 115.4—12
[solving how we can doubt mental existence]

If someone says: let’s grant that quiddity has to be distinct from its extra-
mental existence, since it is possible to grasp it intellectually while it is non-
existent in extramental reality. However it is impossible to grasp intellectu-
ally a quiddity while it is non-existent in the mind. How then does it follow
from this argument that mental existence is additional to the true reality (al-
hagiga)?

We say: because we can intellectually grasp the quiddity while doubting wheth-
er this intellectually grasped object possesses mental existence or not. For
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many people claimed that “intellectual grasping” refers to a connection
(ta‘allug) between the intellective power and the intellectually grasped object,
without the intellectually grasped object occurring in the mind before it was
affirmed by way of demonstration. Hence it is established that quiddity can
be intellectually grasped even while one is in doubt as to its mental existence;
but the demonstration of this is lengthy. The upshot is that mental existence
is not a necessary concomitant within awareness ( fi al-shu‘ur), although it is a
necessary concomitant of awareness (li-al-shuur).

[T33] Al-Razi, Arba‘in,vol. 1, 87.5—7
[another solution to the impossibility of doubting mental existence]

As for mental existence, the answer is that quiddity can exist among concrete
individuals without mental existence, just as it exists in minds free from extra-
mental existence. So one must distinguish [between essence and mental exist-
ence].

[T34] Al-Razi, Mabahith, vol. 1, 19.2—23
[doubt argument and existence as occurrence itself |

If existence were additional to quiddity, then the occurring quiddity could be
grasped intellectually as being realized even while one is ignorant whether it
exists; or one could grasp its existence intellectually even while one is ignorant

of [the quiddity]. [...]

[119.17] This is a sophism. For existence is nothing other than the fact that the
quiddity has occurred (kawn muhassalata) in extramental reality. When we
intellectually grasp the quiddity as occurring in extramental reality, existence
is already included in this intellectual grasping. In light of this, how is it pos-
sible that [the quiddity] is grasped intellectually [as occurring and realized]
even while one is ignorant of [its] existence? Granted, this argument might
be supposed to follow, if existence were made the cause for the occurrence of
quiddity. But it is ruled out for someone who makes existence just the same as
occurrence (nafs al-tahassul) in extramental reality itself.
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[T35] Al-Suhrawardi, Mashari, llahiyyat, 343.9-344.2
[options in the debate]

Some people take existence insofar as it is understood (min haythu mafhu-
muhu), as well as contingency and unity, to be items additional to things,
while featuring among concrete individuals. Against them, others hold that
these things as understood ( fi mafhumiha) are items additional to quiddities,
but have no form among concrete individuals (suwar fi al-a‘yan). These two
groups are worth taking into account among the theoreticians (ah! al-nazar),
albeit that there is another group among laypeople (ta’ifa min al-‘awamm) who,
according to the reports, say that contingency, existence and the like are not
additional to the quiddities to which they are related, whether in the mind or
in concrete reality. But there is no point quarreling with them. For you know
that if you say, “horse is contingent in respect of existence,” or “human is con-
tingent in respect of existence,” you do not mean by “contingency of existence,’
in the case of the horse, the horse itself, nor do you mean by “contingency of
existence,” in the case of the human, the human itself. Rather it is with one
and the same meaning that [344] you apply [contingency of existence] to the
horse and the human. If the meaning of “contingency of existence” were horse-
ness, and one applied “contingency” to human with the same meaning that is
applied to the things described with horseness, then the human would be a
horse!

[T36] Al-Suhrawardi, Mashari, Ilahiyyat, 344.9-347.3
[terminology: huwiyya]

Those who say that contingency, existence, unity etc. are items that have con-
crete being (huwiyyat) that is additional to quiddity, to which they attach in
concrete individuals, argued as follows [...].

[existence in concrete individuals applies to the concept in the mind]

[346.3] You are wrong to say, in your first argument, that [something] is either
contingent in concrete individuals or existent in concrete individuals, imply-
ing that [either way] its contingency and its existence are among concrete
individuals. For from the fact that we truly judge [of something] that it is con-
tingent in concrete individuals, it does not follow that its contingency occurs
in concrete individuals. Rather it is from the perspective of the mind (min gibal
al-dhihn) that [that thing] is judged to be among concrete individuals; and it
can also be judged to be contingent in the mind. Contingency is a mental attrib-
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ute (sifa dhihniyya), which the mind sometimes relates to something that is in
the mind, sometimes to something concrete, and sometimes it makes a judg-
ment absolutely, as equally related to both [what is in] the mind and [what is]
concrete.

[Those responding may also] say: your way of arguing about contingency, unity
and existence and such notions fails, when you say that such-and-such a thing
is impossible of existence in concrete individuals. When we say “impossible in
concrete individuals” we do not mean that impossibility has some form in con-
crete individuals. [...]

[existence is a secondary intelligible]

[346.14] Attributes are distinguished into those that have existence both in the
mind and concretely, like the white, and those which describe quiddities yet
have existence only in the mind; their concrete existence is their being in the
mind. For instance being a species, which is predicated of the human, and
particularity, which is predicated of Zayd. For our saying “Zayd is a particu-
lar in concrete individuals” does not mean that particularity has some form
among concrete individuals that subsists through Zayd. The same goes for
thingness (shay’yya), [347] which many of them have acknowledged as a sec-
ondary intelligible (min al-ma‘qalat al-thawant), although one can truly say, “X
is a thing in concrete individuals.” Contingency, existence, necessity, unity, and
such notions belong to this group.

[T37] Al-Suhrawardi, Mugawamat, 162.10-163.6
[correspondence problem]

Those who believed that existence, contingency, unity etc. have a form in con-
crete individuals argued on the basis of the fact that we say that something
is contingent in concrete individuals or that it is one or that it its existent, so
that they have to have some entitative realities (dhawat) and forms (suwar) in
concrete individuals. Otherwise the aforementioned statements would not be
true. One may object to them on the basis of our saying, “X is impossible in con-
crete individuals.” For its impossibility does not have to have a concrete being
(huwiyya ‘aynan) [as] it would [also] imply the reality of that whose [impossib-
ility] has been established. So, it is conceded that these things—i.e. existence,
contingency etc.—are something additional to quiddity, yet it is not conceded
that they have concrete being,
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[163] Question: Is not it the case that everything in the mind is a resemblance
(mithal) of the concrete [extramental entities]?

Response: we talk about correspondence (al-mutabaga) only in the cases when
there is an entity (dhat) in concrete individuals, such as blackness and white-
ness. As for the merely conceptual items (al-i‘tibariyyat), they do not have
any concrete being (huwiyyat ‘ayniyya). Rather their concrete existence is just
their mental existence. Sometimes it is related to the concrete, as when one
says “a thing such-and-such is impossible as a concrete entity” Sometimes it
is related to the mental, or to both of them, as when one says “the occurrence
of a form and its simultaneous non-existence in the mind and absolutely is
absurd.”

[T38] Al-Suhrawardi, Hikmat al-ishraq, 46.1—5 [trans. Walbridge and Ziai,
mod.]

[doubt argument and infinite regress)|

Another consideration is that the opponents of these followers of the Peripat-
etics understand existence, yet doubt whether it occurs in concrete individuals
or not, just as they did in the case of the quiddity. Existence then would have
another existence, yielding an infinite regress. It is clear from this that there is
nothing in existence which is a concrete individual of the quiddity of existence
(‘ayn mahiyyat al-wujud); for as soon as we conceive of its meaning, we may
doubt whether or not it has existence. Thus it would have a further existence,
leading to an infinite regress.

[T39] Al-Suhrawardi, Talwihat, 193.10—-20

[doubt argument and answer to Abu al-Barakat’s solution that existence
needs no further existence]

One cannot say that existence is additional to quiddity among concrete indi-
viduals, because we can intellectually grasp [the quiddity] apart from [exist-
ence]. For we understand existence as such too, for instance the existence of
phoenix, without our knowing that it is existent in concrete individuals. Hence,
existence needs another existence, and that forms an infinite series whose ele-
ments are ordered and exist simultaneously, which you already know to be
impossible.
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Counter-argument: existence and being existent are one and the same. What is
other than it [receives existence] from it, [however existence] belongs to [exist-
ence] in itself ( fi dhatihi).

Response: we understand [existence] in relation to the jinn, for instance (as
has been mentioned above), without knowing whether it in fact occurs. The
existence of existence is different from [existence], just like in the case of quid-
dity. If [existence] were existent simply due to its being existence, then this
would be so by virtue of its quiddity, and its non-existence would be inconceiv-
able.

[why there is no infinite regress|

Furthermore, if the existence of existence is added to [existence], leading to
an infinite regress, then existence would not occur for anything until the Agent
makes the existence of its existence exist, and it would go on like this, so that
nothing would be originated in time until a preceding infinity were originated.
But that which depends on an ordered infinity has never occurred and will
never occur.

[Tg0] Al-Suhrawardi, Hikmat al-ishraq, 45.2—13

[infinite regress and another answer to Abu al-Barakat’s solution that
existence needs no further existence]

Existence applies with a single meaning and concept (mana wa-mafham) to
blackness, substance, human and horse. It is an intellectually grasped meaning
(ma‘na) which is more general than any of these, as are the concepts of quid-
dity taken absolutely, and of thingness, and true reality, and essence!” taken
absolutely. We claim that all these predicates are purely intellectual. For if exist-
ence were nothing but an expression of blackness itself, it could not apply with
a single meaning to whiteness, blackness, and substance. If it were taken to
have a meaning more general than substantiality, it would be either occurring
(hasil) in the substance, subsisting in it, or it would be independent in itself. If
it were independent in itself, then the substance would not have it as an attrib-
ute, since its relation to [the substance] would be the same as its relation to
everything else. If it were in the substance, it would certainly occur in it, but
occurrence (al-husil) is existence; so that existence, if it occurred, would be

17 Adding wa-l-dhat from ed. Corbin, 64.12.
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existent [yielding an infinite regress]. If though one takes its being existent as
nothing but existence itself, then “existent” would not be [predicated] of the
existent and other things with a single meaning. For its concept in respect to
[other] things would be “something that has existence,” and in respect to exist-
ence itself, that it is existence. We ourselves apply [existent] to many things
with a single meaning.

[T41] Al-Suhrawardi, Talwihat, 194.1—4
[priority argument]

Furthermore, if existence is an attribute of quiddity in concrete individuals,
then quiddity is receptive (gabila) of it, and would be existent either after it—
in which case [existence] would occur independently of [quiddity], without
any receptivity or attribution—or before it—in which case [quiddity] is exist-
ent before being existent—or with it—in which case the quiddity would be
existent together with existence, not through existence, and a further existence
would belong to it.

[T42] Al-Amidi, Kashf al-tamwihat, 56.23-57.6

[rejecting Raz(’s solution to the “no doubt regarding mental existence”
counter-arqument|

Our Master said: the only meaning of the fact that something is existent in the
intellect is that it is grasped intellectually. The disagreement [between the doc-
trine that knowledge is an impression in the mind and the doctrine that it is
a relation] is not about the intellectual existence in this meaning, but about
its modality (kayfiyya). Whether one says that intellectual grasp means the
impression (intiba“) of the intellectually grasped form in the soul, or one says
that it is a relation (idafa) between the intellectual power [57] and the object of
intellectual grasping, the disagreement is about the modality of existence and
not the existence itself. Otherwise, if the meaning of the existence of something
in something [else] to which it is related depended on the existence of its form
in it, then it would not be correct to say that something has existence in word
and existence in writing. For there is no form of it in either. Its existence in both
of them only means that their meaning signifies it. If this is the case, then the
counter-argument remains.
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[T43] Al-Abhar, Kashf al-haqa’iq, 242.20-243.5 [trans. Eichner 2012,
mod.]

[essence is not existence, yet there is no priority in identity]

If someone says: if existence were additional to the contingent quiddity, it
would have a concrete being (Auwiyya) in concrete individuals apart from the
concrete being of the quiddity, in which it would inhere. Then its subject of
inherence (mahall) would have an existence which precedes it with respect to
existence, so that quiddity would have existence prior to its existence. This is
absurd. For [243] if it were additional, it would follow that existence would sub-
sist by virtue of something non-existent. We say: we do not concede the infer-
ence that the subject of the inherence of the concrete being of existence has
another existence. Why can't it precede it by virtue of itself (bi-nafs dhatiha),
rather than by virtue of a further existence?

As to his inferring the subsistence of existence by virtue of something non-
existent, we say: we do not concede this. Rather, what follows is the subsistence
of existence by virtue of the essence so long as the essence is existent. Nonethe-
less, its existence is different from it.

[Ta4] Al-Abhar, Kashf al-haq@’iq, 248.9—250.7 [trans. Eichner 2012, mod.]
[on al-Suhrawardi and the priority argument|

The author of The [Philosophy of | Illumination [al-Suhrawardi] takes another
approach to existence. He says that the existence of contingent things in extra-
mental reality is identical to the quiddities, since if they were distinguished
from one another, then the quiddity would have one concrete being (huwiyya),
the existence another, and they would be two [different] existents in extra-
mental reality. Then the quiddity would have to have a further existence, and
existence would also have a further existence. [Again] the quiddity would have
concrete being, and that [second-order] existence would also have concrete
being, and these two would be two existents. So it would follow that the quid-
dity has infinite existences. Therefore, existence and quiddity are one and the
same thing in concrete individuals, but the intellect distinguishes the extra-
mental quiddity into two things, quiddity and existence, so that two forms arise
in intellect which correspond to the extramental quiddity. “Common existence
(al-wujuad al-‘Gmm)” does not occur among concrete individuals; it is only in
the mind. The only existence that occurs [among concrete individuals] is the
necessary existence that is free of any quiddity. When it arises in the intellect,
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intellect does not distinguish [249] it into two things, quiddity and existence.
Rather the only thing that arises from it is existence. Its existence among con-
crete beings is not connected to any kind of quiddity. [...]

[rejection of al-Suhrawardi’s position)|

[249.6] This calls for investigation. For we say: we do not concede that, if quid-
dity is distinct from existence and both of them are existent, then essence must
have a further existence. Why can't the quiddity be existent by virtue of an
existence that is distinct from it, while the existence of existence is identical
to itself?

As for his statement that the intellect distinguishes the extramental quiddity
into two things, quiddity and existence, so that two forms arise in intellect
which correspond to one thing, this is absurd, because it cannot be that two
different forms correspond to one thing.

And as for his statement that “common existence” does not occur in concrete
beings, this means that existence is a merely mental concept (itibar dhihni),
which does not arise among concrete individuals; but this is not true. If it were,
the nature of existence would be something non-existent (‘adami) among con-
crete beings, and the quiddity of the Necessary in itself, and as such, would
be something non-existent among concrete individuals. But this is absurd.

[his own doctrine]

[250.3] The truth is what the Master [sc. Avicenna] teaches, namely that exist-
ence is shared among existents, that existence in contingent things is addi-
tional to their quiddities, and that the necessarily existent in itself is not con-
nected to any quiddity, as we have established. The Imam [Fakhr al-Din al-Razi]
disagrees with [Avicenna] about whether [God’s existence] is free of quiddity.
[Al-Razi] claims that it is connected to some quiddity, this quiddity being a
cause for [God’s existence], with [God’s quiddity] not preceding [existence]
with regard to existence. But this is unconvincing, as has been explained.

[Ta5] Al-Abhari, Matali', fol. 14v15—18
[general priority problem]

Extramental existence cannot be distinguished from the extramental quiddity.
For if it were distinguished from it, existence would occur to the extramental
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quiddity in extramental reality and [the quiddity] would be prior in existence
to the extramental existence, and would be existent before existence, but this
is absurd.

[T46] Al-Abhar, Talkhis al-haqa’ig, fol. 8gvig—gor1
[more on concrete being (huwiyya)]

Existence cannot be distinguished from quiddity in concrete individuals such
that the quiddity would have a concrete being (huwiyya) different from the con-
crete being of existence. Otherwise, the quiddity in extramental reality would
be receptive of existence and would be prior to existence in extramental real-
ity. Rather, they have [gor1] one concrete being and are distinguished through
their “selves ( fi anfusihim).

[T47] Al-Abhari, Muntaha al-afkar, 280.9—281.23 [trans. Eichner 2012,
mod. ]

[summary of al-Razt’s position, with responses]

The opinion is widespread that the existence of contingent beings among con-
crete individuals is additional to their extramental quiddities. They argue that
existence is either (a) identical to essence or (b) intrinsic to it or (c) extrinsic
to it. The first two [options] are false.

(a) The first [option is false] for several reasons. (a1) We have an intellectual
grasp of blackness while doubting about its extramental existence, and what
is known is different from what is doubted. (a2) Blackness as such is sus-
ceptible of non-existence, whereas blackness-as-existent is not susceptible of
non-existence. Hence blackness as such is different from blackness-as-existent.
Therefore, existence is different from essence. (a3) Existence is common to all
existents, whereas blackness is not common. Hence existence is different from
blackness. (a4) If existence were identical to blackness, then our saying “black-
ness is existent” would be tantamount to our saying “blackness is blackness,”
but this is not the case.

(b) The second [option is false], because (b1) if existence were intrinsic to the
essences it would be the most general essential [property] common to them.
So it would be genus for them, and the Necessary in itself would be composed
from genus and specific difference, which is absurd. (b2) Further, because if it
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were intrinsic, it would be either a substance or an accident. If it were a sub-
stance, then a substance would be intrinsic to an accident. But if it were an
accident, then the reverse [would be the case].

Since both possibilities are false, the third is to be considered true, which is
what we wanted to prove.

But all this is unconvincing.

(a1) As to the argument that one can know blackness while doubting its exist-
ence, we say: we do not concede that from this, it follows that the existence of
blackness in concrete beings is distinct from its extramental quiddity. What fol-
lows is that the concept (mafhim) of blackness in the intellect is distinct from
existence. (a2) As to the argument that blackness as such is susceptible of non-
existence, whereas blackness-as-existent is not susceptible of non-existence,
we say: if you mean by its “being susceptible of non-existence” that it is pos-
sible that it can be eliminated from [reality], then we do not concede that
blackness-as-existent [281] is insusceptible of non-existence in this sense. But
if you mean that blackness in the state of non-existence occurs in extramental
reality and non-existence is ascribed to it, this is impossible. For blackness can-
not have a concrete being (Auwiyya) in extramental reality while it is in a state
of non-existence. (a3) As to the argument that existence is common between
all existent things: you already know that it is unconvincing. (a4) As to the argu-
ment that if existence were identical to blackness, then our saying “blackness
is existent” would be tantamount to our saying “blackness is blackness,” we say:
if you make the subjects of both propositions the extramental blackness, we
do not concede the difference between them. But if you make their subjects
that which is understood (mafhuim) by blackness, [your] desired conclusion
does not follow. For from this follows their being different in the intellect, not
in extramental reality.

(b1) As to the argument that if existence were part of a quiddity it would be the
most general essential [property], we say: we do not concede this. This would
only follow if existence were common (mushtarak) to all existents, and that
this is unconvincing has just been shown. Even if we assume that it is com-
mon, it must be the most general essential [property] only if it is essential for
the quiddity of the Necessary Existent. But its being essential would only fol-
low if it had a quiddity beyond existence. Why would you say this is so? (b2)
As to the argument that if it were intrinsic, it would be either substance or
accident etc., we say: if you mean by “substance” the quiddity which, when it
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exists among concrete individuals, is not in a subject (mawdi‘), and by “acci-
dent” you mean “existent in a subject,” then we do not accept this division [as
exhaustive], because a third possibility remains. Namely that—if it exists in
concrete individuals—then it is in a subject. If you mean by [“substance”] the
quiddity which, if it exists in concrete individuals, is in a subject, then existence
is neither a substance nor an accident, because it does not have a quiddity bey-

” o«

ond existence. If you mean by “substance” “what does not require a subject”

» «

and by “accident” “what requires a subject’—why is it not possible that on this
reckoning substance is a constituent (mugawwim) of the accident, since it is

possible that the whole requires a subject while one of its parts does not?
[his own doctrine]

The truth is that existence is identical to the extramental quiddity in concrete
individuals. For otherwise, existence would be either a part of [quiddity] or an
attribute (sifa) of it.

The first is absurd, since existence would be something prior to [the quiddity]
due to the fact that the part has to be prior to the whole, and this is absurd. Also,
if existence were intrinsic for the extramental quiddities, then all the simple
quiddities would be composite, and this is absurd.

The second is also absurd, for if existence were an attribute of quiddity, then
[existence] would presuppose (muftagir) the [quiddity]. When one thing pre-
supposes another, the concrete being (Auwiyya) of the latter must inevitably be
prior to the concrete being of the former. Therefore, the quiddity would have
a concrete being in extramental reality that is prior to existence, and this is
absurd.

This is the doctrine which some eminent [scholars]'® transmitted from the First
Teacher.

[T48] Al-Abhari, Bayan al-asrar, fol. 41r1—20
[the doubt argument and the tautology arqument|

Existence is distinct from quiddity (al-wujud ghayr al-mahiyya), because we
can conceptualize quiddity while doubting whether existence is attributed to

18 A marginal note adds, “al-Suhrawardi.”
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it. If existence were not distinct from quiddity, this would be impossible. Also,
because if existence were not distinct from quiddity, our saying “human exists”
could be replaced by saying “the human is a person (bashar).”

[priority problem and conceptual distinction]

Yet when we say that existence is distinct from quiddity, we do not mean that
the quiddity, which possesses existence, is realized in concrete individuals and
existence occurs to it. Otherwise, [such a quiddity] would be individualized
(mutashakhkhisa) before existence. Rather we mean that the contingent is in
itself (fi nafsihi) a quiddity and existence. The intellect analyzes a concrete
human into humanity and existence, and on this basis two different objects of
intellection (ma%ulani) occur in the mind, so that the concrete human would
be composed from humanity and existence.

[Ta9] Al-Abhar, Risala ft ilm al-kalam, 51.5-52.6
[existence is “having a form in extramental reality”

Even if we were to concede that existence is distinct from the quiddity as such,
why would it follow from this that existence is distinct from the extramental
quiddity (al-mahiyya kharijiyya)? For quiddity is sometimes mental and some-
times extramental. Existence can be distinct from the quiddity as such, just as
it is distinct from the mental quiddity, without being distinct from the extra-
mental quiddity. Why do you deny that this is so? The answer to other aspects
[of the argument] emerges from this. For these show that existence is distinct
from the quiddity as such, but from this it does not follow that [existence]
is distinct from the extramental quiddity itself. For, according to me, exist-
ence is identical to the extramental quiddity but distinct from the quiddity as
such.

[52] Our judgment that blackness is sometimes existent, and sometimes non-
existent, is a judgment that it sometimes has a form in extramental reality (lahu
sura fi al-kharij) and sometimes does not. When we judge that the triangle is
not existent, while being in doubt as to whether it exists in extramental reality,
we mean that it has no form in extramental reality. When we judge that black
can receive existence, we judge that it may have no form in extramental real-

ity.
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[T50] Al-Tasi, Sharh al-Isharat, vol. 3, 576.15-577.6
[anti-realism about essence qua essence]

[Regarding al-Razi’s theory of the neutrality of essence.] The answer is: this
reasoning of his is based on his notion that quiddity has some reality (thubut)
extramentally apart from its existence, and furthermore that existence inheres
in it. This is false. For the being (kawn) of quiddity is its existence. The quiddity
can be separated from existence only in the intellect—not that it is deprived of
existence in the intellect, since being in the intellect is an intellectual existence
too, just as being in the extramental world is extramental existence. Rather, the
intellect’s role is to consider it [577] by itself, without considering existence.
The absence of considering something (‘adam (tibar al-shay’) is not the same
as considering an absence.

Therefore the attribution of existence to quiddity is an intellectual procedure
(amr ‘agli), and is not like the attribution of white to body. For the quiddity has
no distinct existence (wujud munfarid), and its accident that is called “exist-
ence” has no further existence, such that [quiddity and existence] would relate
to one another as receiver (al-qabil) and received. Rather if there is the quiddity
(al-mahiyya idha kanat), then its being (kawn) is its existence.

The result is that quiddity is receptive of existence only when it is existent in
the intellect, and cannot be the efficient cause for an extramental attribute so
long as its existence is only in the intellect.

[T51] Al-Tasi, al-Murasalat bayna al-Tast wa-al-Qunawt, 104.13-106.5
[status of essence as such)|

As for [al-QunawT’s] question whether [quiddities], just in being quiddities, are
existing items, [105] the answer is no. For a quiddity just as such cannot be
anything other than the quiddity. But when he glosses this by asking whether
[quiddities] have some sort (darb) of existence, the answer is yes. When they
are conceptualized, they come to have intellectual existence. But if they are
posited in concrete individuals, they have concrete existence. Concrete exist-
ence belongs to them only through the Bestower of Existence, whereas intellec-
tual existence comes from whoever grasps them intellectually. Both existences
are contingent.!® When they say that quiddity has existence before [concrete

19  Dropping “lahu” with the ms “Tah".
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individuals], they thereby mean the intellection of it [by God], which is the
cause for its concrete existence and is [called] active knowledge (al-ilm al-filt).
When they say that [the quiddity] has existence together with [concrete indi-
viduals], they mean concrete existence. When they say that it has existence
after [concrete individuals], they mean its intellection after its existence, that
is, passive knowledge (al-iUm al-infi‘alt) [in humans]. If one however considers
the quiddity alone, there will be nothing in the intellectual intention apart from
the quiddity. Neither existence nor non-existence are included in this way of
considering it. That is why they say that [quiddity as such] is neither existent
nor non-existent. But then, when one considers its state insofar as it is being
considered, [106] and is occurring in the intellect, then it must have existence,
either intellectual or concrete. It is in respect of this existence that it is contin-
gent. Likewise, if one considers either of its two modes of existence insofar as
it is existence, it will be only that existence alone. If one however considers the
affirmation of that existence for [the quiddity], then that existence will have
another existence and so on, so long as the mind does not stop.

[T52] Al-Katibi, Jami* al-daqa’ig, fol. 131vi—13211 [trans. Eichner 2012,
mod.]

[the doubt and priority arguments, with a conceptualist response)]

The existence of contingent things is not the same as [their] quiddity, nor
intrinsic to it. For we conceptualize a triangle while being in doubt as to its
extramental existence. So, in this state, one passes the judgement about the tri-
angle in the intellect that it is a triangle, but one does not pass the judgement
that it is existent extramentally. If its extramental existence were identical to its
being a triangle or intrinsic to it, then it would be impossible to judge thatitis a
triangle without judging that it is existent extramentally. Therefore, existence is
not identical to triangle, nor intrinsic to it. The same goes for the other quiddit-
ies: one may grasp them intellectually while being unaware whether they exist
extramentally. Thus existence is not identical to contingent quiddities, nor is it
intrinsic to them.

If it is said: if existence were distinct from the contingent quiddity, then exist-
ence would be attributed to the extramental quiddity and would be an attribute
(sifa) of it. An attribute stands in need of a subject, and what is needed must be
prior. Hence, the quiddity must be prior in existence to the existence; but then
it would have another existence, and it would have to be prior to this [second-
order] existence too. Thus, between quiddity and existence there would be an
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infinite number of existences, and something infinite would be fall between
two limits, which is a contradiction. Then we say: we do not admit that if exist-
ence were distinct from quiddity, then the existence would be attributed to
quiddity extramentally. This would follow only if the extramental quiddity were
different from existence. Why do you say that it follows from existence being
different from quiddity as such (al-mahiyya li-nafs al-mahiyya) that it is differ-
ent from the extramental quiddity? This is so because extramentally, quiddity
and existence are one thing, and when they are in intellect, intellect splits them
into two things: quiddity and existence.

If you say: if it is affirmed that existence is different from quiddity in intellect,
it follows that they are different extramentally too. Otherwise, the judgement
of intellect that they are different would not correspond to what actually is
the case ( fi nafs al-amr). Then we say: we do not admit this, because intellect
judges them to different in the intellect, but united extramentally. This judge-
ment does correspond to what actually is the case, for the very reason that they
are in fact different in the intellect but not extramentally.

If you say: if they are different in the intellect but unified extramentally, then
one extramental thing would yield two representations (mithlani) in the intel-
lect, one for the quiddity, the other for the existence. Then we say: why can’t one
extramental thing yield two representations in the intellect? After all, from an
isosceles triangle result two representations in intellect, namely those of “tri-
angle without qualification” and “isosceles triangle,”2? although it is one and
the same thing extramentally. [Extramentally], it does not have two different
aspects ( jihatani) such that the triangle [as such] would correspond to one of
them and the isosceles triangle would correspond to the other. Likewise, from
blackness result two representations in intellect, those of color without qual-
ification [132r] and blackness, even though extramentally they are one thing.
Many other cases will occur to you, God willing.

[T53] Al-Katibi, Munassas fi sharh al-Mulakhkhas, fol. 190r15—20
[criticism of the doubt argument]

This way of arguing [i.e. the doubt argument] would establish a distinction
between the existence of each contingent being and its quiddity, only if we

20  We delete the apparent corruption wa-ka-dhalika al-sawad hasala minhu mithlani fi al-
‘aql, which mixes up the following example of blackness with the previous one about
triangle.
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could grasp intellectually every contingent being even while doubting whether
they exist extramentally. But this is impossible. The Master [sc. Avicenna]
indicated this objection in a chapter of the Isharat, saying “as for human, per-
haps there is no doubt concerning its existence, yet this not because of the
meaning (mafhum) of [human] but because there is sense-perception of its
particular instantiations.” The Master said in response to this objection that
“you can then find examples to make the same point with other notions.” This
calls for investigation. For it [only] entails that the existence of this [other]
example would be additional to its quiddity, not that the existence of anything
else would [be additional] to their quiddities. The goal [of the proof] is the fact
that the existence of each contingent being is additional to its quiddity, and
what he mentioned does not imply this.

[T54] Ibn Kammuna, Sarh al-Talwihat, vol. 3,103.1—4
[the solution that existence needs no further existence)

The existence of existence is not additional to its being existence. For exist-
ence has no quiddity apart from being existence. To the contrary, its quiddity
and essence is that it is existence. Quiddities other than it are existent through
it, but existence [is existent] through itself, not through an existence additional
to it. The existence of other things is through it. This is like the beforeness and
afterness that belong to time; they belong to it in itself, that is, they are not
additional to it, and they belong to other things through it.

[T55] Ibn Kammauna, al-Jadid ft al-hikma, 80.7-12; 81.7-13
[extramental existence is “being existent,” as proposed by Bahmanyar|

Existence in concrete individuals is identical to “being in concrete individuals
(kawn fi al-a‘yan)” and it is not “that through which something is in concrete
individuals (ma bihi yakanu fi al-a‘yan).” If something were in concrete indi-
viduals through its being in concrete individuals, then it would go on ad infin-
itum and being in concrete individuals would not be true [at all]. Therefore,
existence, which is being in concrete individuals is “being existent (mawju-

diyya)? [...]

[81.7] That [aspect] of existence which is in concrete individuals is “something
existent (mawjid ma).” [Moreover], not only every existence is concretized by
its subject, as redness for example is concretized by its subject; every existence
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is [also] specified through some [item] which behaves like a specific difference
[for this existence]. And then it is associated with some subject. [Particular]
existences are meanings whose names are unknown and which are expressed
as “existence as such-and-such” and “as such-and-such.” The common existence
is attached to all these [particular existences] in the mind. If one did not know
the species of accidents through their names and descriptions, they would still
say that quantity is such-and-such accident and quality is such-and-such acci-
dent.

[T56] al-Shahrazuri, Sharh hikmat al-Ishraq, 182.14-183.1
[on the doubt argument]

If from this argument [sc. the doubt argument] it followed that existence is
additional to quiddity in the concrete individual, then the existence of exist-
ence would be additional to that existence, as he [i.e. al-Suhrawardi] mentions
in the book [Hikmat al-Ishrag, saying]: we conceive of an existence, like the
existence of phoenix and we doubt whether it occurs in extramental reality or
not. If both existences were one and the same, i.e. the existence of phoenix and
the existence of that existence, then it would be impossible to grasp of one of
the existences intellectually while doubting the other—as they [i.e. the Peripat-
etics] mention in the case of the quiddity and its existence. Thus, the discussion
turns to the existence of existence [183] and leads to an infinite regress.

[T57] Al-Shahrazuri, Shajara, vol. 3, 214.13-14
[stating the real essence-existence distinction in terms of huwiyya|

The Peripatetics believed that [existence] is additional to quiddities in extra-
mental reality and that it has a concrete being (huwiyya) which lies among
concrete individuals.

[T58] Al-Hilli, Asrar, 415.8—9
[the priority problem in terms of huwiyya]

The judgment that existence is additional [to quiddity] is [true] only as con-
cerns that which is grasped intellectually; it is not the case for concrete indi-
viduals. Otherwise quiddity would have a concrete being (huwiyya) besides
existence. In this case there would be two existents, not one, which leads to
an infinite regress.
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[T59] Al-Hilli, Taslik al-nafs, 29.11-13
[acceptance of essence qua essence]

They argue [against the essence-existence distinction]: if the subject of inher-
ence for existence is non-existent, then existence is attributed to the non-
existent, and this is necessarily false. If on the other hand it were existent, a
circle and infinite regress would follow. The answer is: the subject of inherence
is quiddity, understood with neither qualification ({a bi-itibar al-qayyidayn).

[T6o] Al-Hilli, Kashf al-murad, 9.21-10.16
[the ontological place of the essence qua essence]

[Al-Tasi] said: [existence] subsists in the quiddity as such.

I say: This is an answer to the opponent’s proof that existence is identical to
quiddity. The upshot of their proof is: if [existence] were additional to quid-
dity, then it would be an attribute (sifa) that subsists in it, [10] since it cannot
be a self-subsistent substance independent of the quiddity, and since no attrib-
ute can subsist without that to which it is attributed. This being so, it subsists
in the quiddity either (a) while it exists or (b) while it does not. Both options
are false.

(a) The first [is false], because the existence that is the condition for the sub-
sistence of this existence in the quiddity, is either this very existence, in which
case it would follow that something is a condition for itself; or [the posterior
existence] is distinct from [the prior existence], which implies that there are
several existences in one quiddity. [ That makes this option false], since we may
shift the question to the [prior] existence that is the condition of [this posterior
existence], leading to an infinite regress.

(b) The second [is false], because an existing (wujudiyya) attribute would have
to subsist in a non-existent subject of inherence, and this is false.

Given that both options are false, the idea that [existence] is additional [to
quiddity] is rejected. The upshot of the answer is that existence subsists in the
quiddity as such, not insofar as it is existent nor non-existent; thus the limita-
tion [to the two aforementioned options] is rejected.

[10.10] [Al-Tust] said: The addition [of existence] is in the conception.
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I'say: this is the conclusion of the preceding. The subsistence of existence in the
quiddity as such can be grasped intellectually only in the mind and the concep-
tion, not in extramental existence. For no quiddity can be realized in concrete
individuals so long as it is deprived (munfarida) of existence. How then can the
addition [of existence], or its subsistence in the quiddity, be realized in extra-
mental reality? Rather the existence of the quiddity is additional to it as it is in
itself ( fi nafs al-amr) and in conception, not in concrete individuals. The sub-
sistence of existence in the quiddity is not like the subsistence of black in the
subject of inherence.

[T61] Al-Hilli, Nihayat al-maram, vol. 1, 42.11-43.2; 43.14-18

[Abu al-Husayn al-Basri's argument against the essence-existence
distinction]

The first argument against [the idea that existence is additional to essence]
comes from Abu al-Husayn [al-Basri]: if the existence of a substance were
an attribute additional to its being space-occupying (mutahayyiz), then we
could know it to be space-occupying without knowing it to be existent. Or we
might know it with the attribute of existence without knowing it to be space-
occupying. For there is no connection (ta‘allug) between them that would
exclude this. But in fact we can know [a substance] to be existent only when we
know that it is space-occupying, and know it to be space-occupying only when
we know it to be existent, so we understand that its existence and its space-
occupation are one and the same. We say that there is no connection between
them, simply because if one were connected to the other so as to be its basis
(asl) (and it cannot be that each is [43] a basis for the other, because that would
be circular), then one could know that basis without whatever is based upon
it. But this is not affirmed in the case of space-occupation and existence, as
explained above. [...]

[43.14] Response to the first argument: it is utterly incoherent. For conceptual
separability (al-infikak ft al-tasawwur) does not follow from [mere] distinct-
ness. No doubt, there is a mistake here that falls under “suppositious conver-
sion.” For [in fact it is the other way around]: things that are conceptually
separable are distinct. Or we can just accept that there must be [conceptual
separability: why do you deem it impossible? For we can conceptualize a space-
occupying substance that is not existent.
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[T62] Al-Hilli, Nihayat al-maram, vol. 1, 44.12—45.4
[existence does not relate to essence as an inhering accidental property|

[Our saying] “existence is additional to quiddity” does not mean the same as
when we say [for instance] that “blackness is additional to the quiddity of body.”
For body exists in extramental reality while unconnected to blackness. In light
of which [blackness] is judged to be additional to [body] in extramental real-
ity. But existence, in relation to quiddity, is not like this. Body cannot exist in
extramental reality while unconnected to existence, with existence then inher-
ing in it the way blackness does in body. For body being (kawn) in extramental
reality just is its existence. Quiddity can be only separated from existence in the
intellect. This does not mean that it is unconnected to existence in the intellect.
For being in the intellect is intellectual existence (wujid ‘agli), just as being in
extramental reality is extramental existence. Rather, we mean that the intel-
lect can focus on the quiddity alone without paying any attention to existence.
The attribution of existence to the quiddity is something [45] intellectual (amr
‘aqlr), unlike the attribution of blackness to body. It’s not as if quiddity has
an existence of its own and its accidental feature, which we call “existence,”
has another existence, and they then come together as receiver and received.
Rather, if quiddity has being (k@nat), then its being just is its existence. Quid-
dity is only “receptive” of existence when it comes to be (kawn) in the intellect.



CHAPTER 3

Univocity and Equivocity of Existence

To use a word “univocally” means using it with the same meaning on different
occasions. If you first say “I have to go to the bank to get some money” today,
and then “there was a run on the bank because of a crisis of confidence,” you
are using the word “bank” to mean the same thing, namely a financial institu-
tion. The same word could however be used “equivocally,” that is, with two or
more different meanings, as in “my money is at the bank,” “let’s have a picnic
on the river bank,” and “the pool player made a nice bank shot.” The difference
was pointed out by Aristotle in the opening chapter of his Categories, meaning
that it would have been among the first things learned by students of philo-
sophy in late antiquity, and also in the Arabic-speaking world (where a standard
example of an equivocal word is the word ‘ayn: see e.g. [T8] [T29]). Yet this basic
and familiar distinction gave rise to a complex and central debate in metaphys-
ics. The question at stake was whether “being” or “existence” is used univocally
of different entities. If we say, “blackness exists,” and then “whiteness exists,”
are we using “exists” in the same way in both cases?

While it may seem obvious that we are, some thinkers in the Islamic world,
notably in the Asharite tradition, would have denied this [T7] [T32] [T33].!
For as we have just seen in the last chapter, they argued that there is no dis-
tinction between essence and existence. Since the essence of blackness and
the essence of whiteness are obviously different, so must be their existence. If
we consider items in different categories—so, not two qualities like blackness
and whiteness, but a substance like human and a quality like blackness—there
would be even more reason to deny that existence is applied to the two cases
univocally. Avicenna takes on this view in [T3] and [T4], arguing that on the
contrary, existence cannot be equivocal across its various uses. Rather we have
a single concept that applies to all things we take to be real; his argument for
this in [T3] is that otherwise, the law of excluded middle would not be of gen-
eral application.

But things are not so simple. Avicenna is keenly aware of Aristotle’s doc-
trine that being is not a single genus [T1], cf. [T19] [T20], which would seem
likewise to rule out that existence is used in all cases in an entirely univocal

1 See further F. Benevich, “The Metaphysics of Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Karim al-Sahrastani
(d. 1153): Ahwal and Universals,” in A. al Ghouz (ed.), Islamic Philosophy from the 12th to the
14th Century (Bonn: 2018), 323-353; and F. Benevich, “The Necessary Existent (wajib al-wujud):
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way. His solution is to offer a kind of compromise: “ ‘existence’ does not apply
to the ten categories as a coincidental name”—that is, like “bank” and “bank,”
where two unrelated things happen to have the same name—*“nor does it apply
as a univocal name” [T3]. Instead, it is used in an “analogous” (mushakkik)?
fashion, as nicely explained by al-Razi [T16]. Avicenna’s point is that exist-
ence does have the same meaning when used of blackness and human, yet is
applied to the human in a way that is “prior"—because blackness is an accident,
human is a substance, and accidents depend for their existence on substances,
as explained by Avicenna’s student Bahmanyar [T5].3

This doctrine will have a famous later echo in Mulla Sadra, but already in
the 12th and 13th century Islamic East it plays a central role in discussions of
God’s existence. For more on that, see the next chapter. In this chapter, we
consider only the more general question of whether existence is univocal, ana-
logical, or outright equivocal. Avicenna'’s position prevails insofar as almost no
one embraces equivocity of existence; as we will see shortly, the exception is
al-Amidi. The most prominent defender of the univocity of existence is Fakhr
al-Din al-Razi, who in numerous works insists that existence is used with a
“common” or “shared” meaning. (An exception is two works that may stand
more firmly in the Ash‘arite tradition, the Muhassal [T15] and Risala fi ilm al-
kalam.#*) Characteristically al-Ttsi leaps to the defense of the Avicennan view

from Avicenna to Fakhr al-Din al-Razi,” in A. Shihadeh and J. Thiele (eds), Philosophical Theo-
logy in Islam. Later Ash‘arism East and West (Leiden: 2020), 123-155.

2 Other ways of translating the notion of tashkik include “modulation,” “ambiguity,
univocity,” “modulated homonymy/univocity.” By choosing “analogy,” we are not suggesting by
any means that the other possible translations are incorrect; we are just choosing the notion
that is least interpretative.

3 On analogy of existence in Avicenna and post-Avicennian tradition see further A. Treiger,
“Avicenna’s Notion of Transcendental Modulation of Existence (taskik al-wujid, analogia
entis) and its Greek and Arabic Sources,” in F. Opwis, and D.C. Reisman (eds), Islamic Philo-
sophy, Science, Culture, and Religion: Studies in Honor of Dimitri Gutas (Leiden: 2012), 327-363;
D. De Haan, “The Doctrine of the Analogy of Being in Avicenna’s Metaphysics of the Heal-
ing,” Review of Metaphysics 69 (2014), 261-286; T.-A. Druart, “Ibn Sina and the Ambiguity of
Being’s Univocity,” in M.A. Mensia (ed.), Views on the Philosophy of Ibn Sina and Mulla Sadra
Shirazi (Carthage: 2014), 15—24; D. Janos, Avicenna on the Ontology of Pure Quiddity (Berlin:
2020), 424—489; D. Janos, “Tashkik al-wujid and the lawazim in Avicenna’s Metaphysics,” in
D. De Smet and M. Sebti (eds), Penser avec Avicenne. De I'héritage grec a la réception latine,
en hommage a Jules Janssens (Leiden: 2022), 91-147; D. Janos, “Avicenna on Equivocity and
Modulation: A Reconsideration of the asma’ mushakkika (and tashkik al-wujad),” Oriens 50
(2022):1-62; F. Zamboni, “Is Existence One or Manifold? Avicenna and His Early Interpreters
on the Modulation of Existence (taskik al-wugiid),” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica
medievale 31 (2020), 121-149.

4 See al-Razi, Risala fi ilm al-kalam, 76.7-8.
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by rebutting the arguments from [T15] in [T27]. Al-Raz1’s championing of uni-
vocity fits with his defense of the existence-essence distinction. If existence
is distinct from, and neutral, to essence, then it seems only natural to sup-
pose that it is one and the same kind of existence that is joined to various
essences, either necessarily in God’s cause or through a cause in the contingent
case.

He duly offers a whole battery of arguments to show that existence is uni-
vocal, with three main arguments appearing in several of his works; for other
arguments, including a charming one based on rhyme in poetry, see [T17] [T18].
They are laid out concisely in [T14]. First, we have the “opposition” argument,
which echoes Avicenna’s appeal to the principle of the excluded middle in [T3]:
existence is opposed to non-existence, but non-existence is univocal, hence so
must existence be univocal. Second, the “division” argument: when we contrast
God to created things by saying that He is necessary and they are contingent,
the division we are making must be within some shared notion, and this is exist-
ence. (Compare here al-Shahrastani in [T11]; but note that he thinks existence
is used equivocally in the one case of God.) Third, a version of the “doubt” argu-
ment familiar from the last chapter: we can believe that something is existent
while doubting, or simply having no view, as to whether it is necessary or con-
tingent, substance or accident. An earlier version of this argument is found in
al-Juwayni’s defense of the reality of the properties called “states (ahwal)” at
[T6].5 These properties must be real, since it is one thing to think generically
about existence, another to think about a specific given property. This argu-
ment is not found in Avicenna, but it resonates with his thought. For one thing,
it sounds very much like the “doubt argument” with which he used to estab-
lish the essence-existence distinction. For another, Avicenna distinguished
between a kind of blanket concept of existence which is just the “affirmation”
of something and the “proper” existence that belongs to each thing, which is
simply the “true reality (hagiqa)” of that thing [T2]. One response to al-Juwayni
is found in Ibn al-Malahimi: what all essences have in common is not existence,
but the fact that they are essences [T9g].

Al-Razl’'s arguments are rehearsed and critiqued by al-Katibi [T28], and also
greeted with a spirited rejoinder by al-Amidi [T21] [T22] [T23] [T24]. Against
the opposition argument, he points out, one can say that the negation relevant
to each essence is not the negation of sheer non-existence but of that partic-
ular essence. In other words, what is opposed to the existence of a cow is not
just non-existence but specifically cow’s-not-existing. As for the division argu-

5 For more on ahwal see the chapter on Universals below.
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ment, he protests that we do not need to introduce a shared meaning. We can
divide just the name “existence” itself. We can and do divide equivocal things;
indeed this is just what it is to point out the equivocity of a term like ‘ayn, as
Katib1 points out [T2g9]. Ibn al-Malahimi points out another flaw in the divi-
sion argument, namely that the division between, for instance, necessary and
contingent existence is one within the class of being a concrete object (which
is applied equivocally), not one within existence itself [T8]. Al-Abhari makes a
similar complaint, arguing that the division between necessary and contingent
is actually about essences, not existence [T26].

That leaves the third, epistemic argument for univocity. This fails too, says al-
Amidi, because belief about existence can just be a generic commitment that
some essence is realized, a belief that can further be fully specified concerning
some particular essence that has been instantiated [T24]. This seems a good
response. Analogously, if I tell you I will be at the bank tomorrow you might
readily believe me, but then ask whether I mean that I'll be depositing money
or having a picnic. Finally, al-Amidi also dismisses another argument from al-
Razi reminiscent of Quine’s example of “Plato’s beard.”® Al-Razi argues that the
very statement that there is no such thing as univocal existence commits us
to a univocal understanding of existence. Not unlike Quine, al-Amidi replies
in [T23] [T24] that saying “There is no univocal existence” amounts to saying
that “existence” has no referent, and thus commits us to nothing. It should be
noted that al-Amidi, who gives this and numerous other perceptive responses
to the Razian arguments for univocity, himself embraces univocity in another
work [T25]. So neither al-Razi nor al-Amidji, the two leading protagonists of
the debate as we have just sketched it, maintains a consistent position across
all their works.

It might seem that the univocity of existence would be especially attractive
to those who accept a distinction between essence and existence, either real or
merely conceptual. Indeed al-Shahraziiri argues for the distinction (in his case,
the conceptual one) precisely on the grounds that existence is univocal. It is
received, in the same sense, by essences which are different in other respects
[T32]. The two theses are also connected by al-Hilli [T34], who also argues for
the univocity of existence in [T35]. This is the reason why even those who adop-
ted a “conceptualist” stance on the essence-existence distinction were happy
to accept univocity of existence, with the caveat that this concerned only the
concept of existence. For these thinkers, in other words, we have a single idea

6 W.V.0. Quine, “On What There Is,” in W.V.O. Quine, From the Logical Point of View (Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 1961), 1-19.
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of existence that we can apply to anything, but in the real world being is differ-
ent for each type of thing. This is how the conceptualists understood Avicenna’s
idea of the “analogy” of existence, as we see in Ibn Kammuna. “Universal” exist-
ence is only in the mind, while real existence is “analogical” since it is simply
the realized essence of each thing [T30]. This way of understanding analogy is
already found in al-Suhrawardi, who speaks of four degrees of existence: the
Necessary (i.e. God), contingent substance, and then two kinds of “stable” acci-
dents, namely non-relative and relative [T13]. Analogy could also be applied
to articulate the difference between mental and concrete existence, as ‘Umar
al-Khayyam points out [T10]. His example is the first man Adam, who is long
dead and so exists only in our minds, thus having a lesser degree of existence
than that which belongs to a presently existing extramental object. Abu al-
Barakat al-Baghdadi agrees, but emphasizes that a thought of something is
itself something that really, not only mentally, exists [T12]. To use ‘Umar al-
Khayyam's example, Adam exists only insofar as he is represented in my mind,
but my idea of Adam exists concretely in my soul.”

Most modern readers will probably favor the position usually adopted by
al-Razi: existence is simply univocal. We do not normally think, when we say
that something “exists,” that we mean different things by this on different occa-
sions. This is so even if the entities we have in mind are as different as humans,
properties, times, numbers, and God. (Bear in mind that even atheists apply the
notion to God, when they affirm the proposition that God does not exist.) This
indiscriminate understanding of existence is captured by the use of the exist-
ential quantifier: Ix means “there is an x” or “there exists an x,” and anything
can be put in for the variable x. A point like this is made by al-Samarqandi at
[T33]. But among our texts, perhaps the one that comes closest to capturing the
“modern” intuition is [T31], where al-Nasafi points out that something or other
(amr ma) must be common to everything that there is. And what could this be,
if not existence?

Texts from: Avicenna, Bahmanyar, al-Juwayni, al-Shahrastani, Ibn al-Malahimi,
‘Umar al-Khayyam, Abu al-Barakat al-Baghdadi, al-Suhrawardi, Fakhr al-Din
al-Razi, al-Amidi, al-Abhari, al-Tiisi, al-Katibi, Ibn Kammiina, Burhan al-Din al-
Nasafi, al-Shahrazari, al-Samarqandi, al-Hilli.

7 This position forms an important part of the debate about the status of mental object in
post-Avicennian philosophy. See further F. Benevich, “Representational Beings: Suhraward1
(d. 1191) and Avicenna’s Mental Existence,” Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales
87 (2020), 289-317.
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Univocity and Equivocity of Existence

[T1]  Aristotle, Met. B 3, 998b22—27 [trans. Ross, mod.]
[being is not a genus)

But it is not possible for either unity or being to be a genus of things; for the
specific differences of any genus must all have both being and be one, but it
is not possible for the genus to be predicated of the specific differences taken
apart from the species (any more than for the species of the genus to be predic-
ated of the proper differences of the genus); so that if unity or being is a genus,
no specific difference will either be one or have being.

[T2]  Avicenna, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat 1.5, 24.9—13 [trans. Marmura, mod. ]
[proper vs. affirmative existence)

“The thing,” or its equivalent, may be used in all languages to indicate some
other meaning (ma‘na). For, to everything there is a true reality (hagiga) by vir-
tue of which it is what it is. Thus, the triangle has a true reality in that it is a
triangle, and whiteness has a true reality in that it is whiteness. This is what
we might call “proper existence” (al-wujid al-khass), not intending by this the
meaning given to affirmative existence (al-wwjud al-ithbatr); for the expression
“existence” is also used to denote many meanings, one of which is the true real-
ity in accordance with which it is the thing that it is. Thus, [the true reality]
according to which it is the thing that it is, as it were, is its proper existence.

[T3] Avicenna, Danishnama, Ilahiyyat, 36.14—38.10
[existence and the categories: equivocity, univocity, or analogy?|

Those who lack exact insight supposed that the word “existence” (hastr) applies
to the ten [categories] equivocally, [37] since each of them has one and the
same name [namely “existent”], yet the meaning of that name is not the same
[in each case]. This is incorrect.

[tautology argument]

For if this were so, then saying that substance exists would be the same as saying
that it is a substance, so that the meaning of the existence of substance would
not be different from the meaning of substancehood. Likewise, the meaning of
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the existence which is found in quality would not be different from the quality.
Hence, if one said “a quality exists,” this would be the same as saying “a quality
is a quality”; and when one said “a substance exists,” it would be the same as to
say “a substance is a substance.”

[opposition argument: the meaning of “non-existence” is one]

Nor [on the view that existence is equivocal] would it be true that each thing
either exists or does not exist. For existence would not have one meaning, but
rather ten meanings, and non-existence too would have not one meaning, but
rather ten. Therefore, there would not be a twofold division [into existence
and non-existence|; there would be no shared meaning for this utterance [sc.
“existence”].8 Yet all philosophers have acknowledged that, when we say that a
substance exists and that an accident exists, we thereby intend one meaning,
given that non-existence has [only] one meaning.

[specific and universal existence]

Of course, if one renders existence specific, then the existence of each thing is
different. Just as the specific substance of each thing is different. This however
does not prevent its being the case that there is a universal substancehood, in
whose meaning all things agree (muttafaq), or that there is a universal (‘aGmm)
existence [38] in whose meaning all things agree.

[ from univocity to analogy]

Although this is so, still existence does not apply to the ten [categories] in the
same way as animality applies to human and to horse, such that none is prior to
any other. Nor does it apply like whiteness to snow and camphor, where neither
is prior to any other, so that [existence] would be univocal (mutawatr), as those
cases are called univocal, since they apply indifferently to many instances with
the same meaning. Rather existence primarily (nukhust) pertains to substance
and by means of substance to quantity, quality and relation, then by means
of these to everything else. For the existence of the black, the white, the long
and the broad is not like the existence of time or change. For the former per-
sist (thabat ast), whereas the latter do not. Thus, existence applies to these
things in terms of priority and posteriority as well as in terms of more and less,
even though it applies with the same meaning. This is what they call analogical
(mushakkik).

8 M. Achena and H. Massé translate this last sentence as “mais, de plus, ce discours n‘aurait
aucun sens” (Avicenne, Le Livre de Science, Paris, Société d’édition “Les Belles Lettres,” 1955,
p. 115), which is also a possible alternative translation.
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[T4] Avicenna, Shifa’, Maqulat 11.1, 59.10—-62.11
[existence and the categories: equivocity, univocity, or analogy?|

A term may be multiplied in three ways: either by way of univocity (al-muta-
wati’) among its subjects; or by way of pure coincidence, which includes both
similarity and equivocity (al-ishtirak); or by way of analogy (al-mushakkik). If
someone refuses to acknowledge that “existent” has the same meaning in those
ten [categories], they have already departed from natural insight (al-fitra). This
is especially so if they try to prove that those ten differ in the meaning of exist-
ence on the basis that substance exists through itself, whereas accident exists
through another; and that substance is an existent which does not require
the existence of another for its own existence, whereas accident is an existent
that does require this. For they already made these two cases share something,
namely the expression “existent”, and only then distinguished them, on the
basis of being through itself or being through another, and of requiring [some-
thing else] or not. [...]

[opposition argument]

[60.7] The truth is that things share reality and existence by virtue of a concept
that occurs to the mind.® This is self-evident and cannot be shown. If someone
denies it, they have already committed a mistake against themselves, by direct-
ing their thought away from the goal and towards something else. Otherwise,
it would not be right [to say] that nothing can fall outside two contradicting
extremes (tarafay al-naqid) [i.e nothing can violate the law of the excluded
middle]. For each of the two extremes would be many things and would not
truly be just one extreme. In fact, existence is understood as having one and
the same meaning (mana wahid fi al-mafhum) in all of them.

[ from univocity to analogy]

If this is so, then “existence” does not apply to the ten categories as a coincid-
ental name, nor yet does it apply as a univocal name. For the mode of existence
in these ten is not the same, rather the existence of some of them is prior while
the existence of others is posterior. You know that substance is prior to acci-
dent, and that the existence of some of them is truer while the existence of
others is not. You know that the existent through itself is truer in terms of exist-
ence than the existent through another, and the existence of some of them is

9 This statement is a possible source for Bahmanyar’s position in T6 from our chapter on the
Essence-Existence Distinction.
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firmer whereas that of some of them is weaker. For the existence of the stable
(al-qarr) ones among them, such as quantity and quality, is firmer than the
existence [61] of that which lacks stability, such as time and being-acted-upon.
Therefore, existence does not apply to [these accidents] with the same status,
the way the natures of the genera apply to their species, which is purely uni-
vocal. Therefore [existence] is not a genus.

[existence is not a genus, because one can grasp the quiddity while doubting
existence]

Even if it were univocal, it would not be a genus, since it signifies no mean-
ing that would be intrinsic to the quiddities of things. Rather it is something
concomitant to them. [...] [61.7] In order to conceive of the quiddity of tri-
angle you do not have to conceive that it is existent, as you would have to
conceive that it is a plane figure. Plane figure belongs to triangle because it
is triangle, and it is intrinsic to its constitution. Therefore [triangle] is consti-
tuted by [plane figure], extramentally, in the mind, and in every which way.
By contrast the quiddity of triangle is not constituted by existence, which is
why you can understand the quiddity of triangle while doubting its existence.
[...] [62.2] Genus is indeed among the notions (ma‘ant) similar to plane figure,
through which an entity becomes an entity and a quiddity becomes a quid-
dity. Existence, by contrast, is something that attaches to quiddity, sometimes
in concrete individuals and sometimes in the mind. Hence, it is clear that the
name “existent” does not apply to the ten categories univocally (bi-al-tawatu©),
and that even if it did apply univocally it would not be among the items that
constitute the quiddity [i.e. it would not be a genus]. Therefore, existence is not
a genus.

[against an argument from differentia]

A well-known response would say, as a proof that existence is not a genus, that
if it were, then its specific difference would be either existent or not existent. If
existent, then the difference would take the place of the species, as the genus
would be predicated of it. But if it is not existent, how then can it differenti-
ate? This is an inadequate argument on this topic. For the specific differences
of substances are substances, despite being differences.1

10 Cf al-Amidi, al-Nar al-bahir vol. 5, 15.3—9.
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[T5] Bahmanyar, Tahsil, 281.10—21
[analogy (tashkik)]

Know that existence is predicated of what falls under it analogically (ham! al-
tashkik), not univocally. This means that uncaused existence is prior in nature
to caused existence. Likewise, the existence of substance is prior to the exist-
ence of accident. Also, some existences are stronger and others weaker. Clearly
then it is incorrect to say that existence is common (‘@mm) and is equally pre-
dicated of the existence of human, donkey, and celestial sphere, like yellowness
and redness. You will learn that some bodies are prior to others, meaning that
the existence of such bodies is prior to the existence of others, without [one]
corporeity being prior to [another] corporeity. Likewise, if we say that cause is
prior to effect, we mean that its existence is prior to the existence of the effect,
and likewise if we say that two is prior to four, and so on. For if existence is left
out of consideration, there is neither priority nor posteriority. Priority and pos-
teriority, just like being stronger or weaker, are something like constituents for
existences, that is, for existents.!!

[T6] Al-Juwayni, Shamil, 637.3—21
[univocity of existence as an arqument for ahwal]

A reliable basis for establishing the afiwal is to say: if two different things occur
to a person with understanding (al-@gil), and he knows the difference between
them, then unavoidably, either they differ for him through their existences, or
through a hal that is additional to them. But that they differ through their exist-
ences is absurd for several reasons. First, the true reality of existence does not
differ in intellectual judgment, since existence is reality (thubut), and blackness
does not differ from whiteness in respect of the attribute of reality. If two differ-
ent items did differ in terms of existence, then [even] two similar things would
differ. Thus positing their difference entails an attribute that is additional to
existence.

If someone says: how would you respond to somebody who claims that their
difference goes back to their existences? For in respect of its existence, black-
ness is different from whiteness. They [ further] say: it would not follow for

11 For more of Bahmanyar’s discussion of existence see the chapters on the Essence-Exist-
ence Distinction and on God and Existence.
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[someone who holds this] that whiteness is different from whiteness. For we
do not say that blackness differs from whiteness through existence taken abso-
lutely, so that we could be forced to concede the existence of two similar items
[as a counterargument]. Rather we say that blackness differs from whiteness
through its existence. This does not eliminate either of them; nor is the term
“existence” here used as a common one, so that we could be forced to concede
[that existence is the same] for similar things, as well as for different things
[as a counterargument]. They verify this by saying that, if we proceed on the
basis (as!) that blackness’s being blackness is identical to its existence, and is
not an attribute additional to existence, then, so long as blackness differs from
whiteness by being blackness, [blackness] will differ from [whiteness] through
its existence. This is tantamount to saying that this existence differs from that
existence.

[response: one can doubt essence while knowing existence)]

So far their argument, but it does not allow them to escape from what I want for
them. For we know that the true reality of the existence of blackness is its real-
ity, and the true reality of its existence does not imply its being blackness. This
is evident from the fact that one can know its existence without knowing that
it is blackness. When the true reality of existence is realized in the soul, it is not
associated with blackness’s being blackness, or whiteness’s being whiteness.
Hence, it has been shown that the difference does not arise through pure exist-
ence. This proof is convincing, when taken together with the previous one.'?

[T7]  Al-Shahrastani, Nihayat al-aqdam, 158.2—6
[equivocity of existence in traditional Ash‘arism]

Those who deny [the reality of ahwal] respond: the existence of something, its
concrete reality (‘ayn), its essence, and its being an atom or an accident, accord-
ing to us all express the same thing (‘ibarat ‘an mu‘abbar wahid). That which the
Bestower of Existence renders existent is the essence of something, and [His

12 The back reference is to 635.19—22: “What shows [that knowing existence of something is
different from knowing its ahwal] is that, among the attributes which we supposed to be
the ahwal of the existent, there are some that are not affirmed necessarily. Rather they are
affirmed after investigation and inference. Existence, by contrast, is known necessarily. If
knowing [the ahwal] were identical to knowing existence, the result would be that one
and the same object of knowledge would be affirmed both necessarily and by inference.
And this is absurd.”
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creative] power is connected with the essence of thing in just the same way as it
is connected with its existence. He affects its being an atom in just the same way
as He affects its occurrence or its origination. The distinction between exist-
ence and thingness (al-shay’iyya) is not a matter of different meanings, but of
different words (ila ma‘na wa-ma‘na bal ila lafz wa-lafz).

[T8] Ibn al-Malahimi, Tuhfat al-mutakallimin, 63.14-17; 63.22—64.5
[against the division argument]

The philosophers ( falasifa) offered proofs for their statement that existence
is accidental to quiddities, and is something additional for them.!® They said:
division applies to existence, and it is said that existence is either necessary or
contingent. Yet division (al-gisma) cannot apply to equivocal names (al-asma’
al-mushtarika), as when we say that ‘ayn is used equivocally of the organ of
sight [sc. the eye], the disc of the sun (‘ayn al-shams), the tilt of the scales (‘ayn
al-mizan), and a wellspring. [...]

[63.22] The answer is: what you have said does not show that existence is
something additional to the concrete being (‘ayn) of something, or to its quid-
dity. Division applies to existence (so that one can say that it is necessary and
contingent) only insofar as the name (ism) applies to each concrete being. Fur-
thermore, different concrete beings can be divided [into classes], for some are
concrete beings through themselves, not due to any power or necessitation, like
the essence of the Creator, may He be exalted. Others are [64] contingent, like
the concrete beings which are the acts of God, may He be exalted, for instance
bodies and so on. That is why division is rightly applied to existence. In the same
way, we call specific things concrete beings. For we say that “concrete being”
applies to each of them, even though they are different from one another. Thus,
a division of this kind may rightly be applied to our notion “concrete being,” so
that one may rightly say that “concrete beings” are divided into that which must
be a concrete being and that which can be. Yet the application of this division
to “concrete being” does not imply that something’s being a concrete being is
something additional to its essence and true reality.

13 Though Ibn al-Malahimi thinks that this argument shows that existence is additional to
essence, it is actually an argument against equivocity of existence.
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[To] Ibn al-Malahimi, Mutamad, 233.15-17
[rejection of al-Juwayni's participation argument|

One may say to them: don't you say that different essences share in being an
essence? Why do you deny that the aspect you find to be shared between them
goes back to their being essence (kawn dhatan), and not to existence?

[Ti0o] Al-Khayyam, Jawab ‘an thalath masa’il, 165.3-16
[“existence” is analogical in extramental and mental existence]

Existence is something merely conceptual, and is applied* to [its] referents
analogically, neither purely univocally nor purely equivocally. The difference
between the three terms is evident according to logical principles.

The two meanings [of existence] are [firstly] being in concrete individuals,
which is the [meaning] of the term “existence” truer to common usage (‘inda
al-jumhir); the second is existence in the soul, for instance things conceived
(tasawwurat) by sense-perception, imagination, the estimative faculty, and the
intellect. But this second meaning is [actually] the same as the first meaning.
For entities (ma‘ant), insofar as they are perceived and conceptualized, are
existent in concrete individuals, since the perceiver is a concrete individual and
what exists in some concrete individual is [itself] existent among concrete indi-
viduals. Yet the thing whose representation (mithal), figure (rasm), and image
(nagsh) is perceived and conceptualized may, in some cases, be non-existent
in concrete individuals. For instance, we intellectually grasp!> Adam. What we
intellectually grasp concerning Adam is an entity that is existent in the soul and
in concrete individuals, since soul is a concrete individual. Yet Adam, whose
representation and image is the entity existent in the soul, is not existent in
concrete individuals [that is, because he is no longer alive]. This is the differ-
ence between the two kinds of existence. Clearly the difference between them
is a matter of being truer and more appropriate, and being prior and posterior,
which is called an “analogical” meaning (mata), not the meaning known as
“equivocation.”

14  Reading yuntaliqu with Mmss S and T.
15  Reading ta‘agqgalna for ta‘allagna.
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[Tu] Al-Shahrastani, Nihayat al-agdam, 145.10-16
[accepting the univocity of existence for worldly things]

Know that essences are distinguished from one another only generically and
specifically ( jinsiyyan nawGyyan), not through the most common of their at-
tributes, like existence, but rather through their most specific attributes, on the
condition that [these attributes] are universal and common. If substance were
distinguished from accident through its existence, just as it is [distinguished]
by occupying space, then one would judge that the accident too occupies space,
and of substance that it stands in need of something that occupies space. For
existence and the occupying of space would be one and the same. Hence, that
through which they are distinguished would be the same as that which they
share, and what makes them similar would be the same as what makes them
different. Thus the very idea of similarity, difference, and opposition would be
eliminated.

[T12] Abu al-Barakat, Mu‘tabar, vol. 3, 21.18—22.9
[analogy of extramental and mental existence]

“Existent,” as it is said, is used in two ways: first the existent in concrete indi-
viduals, second the existent in minds. The existent in concrete individuals is
understood by perception (bi-al-idrak), and some perceivers can refer and dir-
ect other perceivers’ [attention] to it, so that they share it in perceiving it. It is
one and the same (wahid bi-‘aynihi), commonly shared by many perceivers, for
instance the sun, which people and others see as one and the same, without its
being multiplied by their perception of it.

The existent in the minds is not like this. For each human individuates ( yanfar-
idu ... khassatan) by his perception that which is in his mind. No other human
shares it with him, or if someone does share it with him, then this is only insofar
as he has in his mind something similar (mithl) to that which the first person
has in his mind, without their [sc. the existents in both minds] being identical
(huwa huwa). If one of us imagines [22] a form of Zayd, then he has imagined a
form in his mind and perceived it with his mind. If anybody else refers to [this
form] with a verbal expression, then the conceptualization in the mind of this
other person would [merely] be something similar (mithl) to [that form in the
first person’s mind], not identical to it. Each of them would, through their per-
ception of that which is in his mind, individuate it apart from what the other
[has in his mind], unlike the case of the sun, which is one and the same even
as many share in its perception.
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Nevertheless, existents in minds do exist in concrete individuals, by virtue of
existing in something that exists in concrete individuals, namely the mind or
the soul, in which is conceptualized whatever is conceptualized about this [sc.
the real existent]. Hereby existents in concrete individuals differ from existents
in minds, according to anyone who investigates and verifies the upshot of his
investigation. But what exists in the existent is also existent.

Hence, existence is in some respect and from a certain point of view (min jiha
wa-bi-i‘tibar) equivocal, and refers to various meanings (mafhumayn); yet in
another respect it is univocal and refers to one and the same meaning in all
cases, even if its belonging to one of these two [existences] is more appropri-
ate and primary than to the other.16

[Ti3] Al-Suhrawardi, Talwihat, 188.5-11
[analogy of existence]

You know that existence and accidenthood are not essential for quiddities.
Existence applies analogically: to the necessary more appropriately and pri-
marily, then to substance, and then to the [accident] which is stable in essence;
among [such accidents] the non-relative is more perfect.

There are quantities that do not precede any quality, since instances of
knowing (‘ulim) arise from qualities.

“True reality” is a mental concept that is predicated of something after exist-
ence [is predicated], even if the meaning (mafhimuhu) of [the true reality] is
grasped intellectually before either of them."”

[Ti4] Al-Razi, Matalib, vol. 1, 291.16—24

[three arguments for the univocity of existence: from opposition, division,
and belief |

First: the intellect judges as evident that nothing other than non-existence is
opposed to existence, and that nothing other than existence is opposed to non-

16  Forotheraspects of Abu al-Barakat’s contribution to the theory of analogy, see the chapter
on God and Existence.

17  Al-Suhrawardr’s criticism of the equivocity of existence is a part his criticism of the
identity of essence and existence; see further [T35, T40] in the chapter on the Essence-
Existence Distinction.
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existence. Hence, existence must be one and the same concept (mafhiam), just
as non-existence is one and the same concept, such that it is right that there be
this opposition between the two.

Second: existence may rightly be divided into necessary and contingent, and
also into substance and acc