AVICENNA ON UNIVERSALS
A FRAGMENT FROM HIS LOST AL-MUJAZ

Joep Lameer”

Abstract

Avicenna’s theory of universals is important in many ways. In
the Introduction to the Logic of the Shifa’ Avicenna divides uni-
versals into logical, mental, and natural universals. His account
of natural universals raises questions concerning the meaning of
the word “nature” and the universal’s mode of existence.
Thanks to the discovery of a fragment from his lost a/-Mijaz in
a manuscript from the library of Leiden University in The
Netherlands, these questions can now be answered.'
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I. INTRODUCTION

From among the many works attributed to Avicenna (d. 428/1037),% a
considerable number has been lost. The monumental Kitab al-Insaf for
instance—twenty-eight thousand entries on matters of philosophy in
twenty volumes®—was stolen from Avicenna’s baggage by enemy
soldiers when Isfahan was attacked by the Ghaznavid Aba Said
Mas‘ad b. Mahmad (d. 432/ 1040)* in the year 421/1030.° And even
though there is an unconfirmed report in al-Bayhaqi’s (d. 565/1170)
Tatimmat Stwan al-hikma that a copy of it was bought in Isfahan and
brought to Marw in the year 545/1150-51,° the work has never been
found. All we have are some large fragments that were published in

* Independent researcher, Leiden-Tehran. Email:joeplameer@yahoo.com
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editio princeps by ‘Abd al-Rahman Badawi in his monumental Aristi
‘inda I-‘arab under the titles i. Sharh kitab harf al-lam, ii. Tafsir kitab
Uthilitjiya, and iii. al-Ta'ligdt ‘ala hawdashi kitab al-nafs li-Aristatalts.”

When fragments do not circulate separately as in the case of the
Kitab al-Insaf, it is still possible to find quotations from lost works in
the writings of others. As an example one could mention Avicenna’s
al-Hikma al-mashrigiyya. There exists no complete copy of this work.
What we have are parts of the logic and the physics, the parts on eth-
ics and first philosophy apparently having been lost.® This is why it is
interesting to note that one or more quotations from or references to
what is claimed to be the metaphysical part of al-Hikma al-mash-
rigiyya can be found in some of the works of the Spanish Jewish
thinker Avner of Burgos (1270 — ca 1345), who later in life converted
to Christianity.’

Apart from the above, one sometimes finds quotations in the mar-
gins of a manuscript where these were added by their owners in ex-
planation of some difficulty in the text. In this article I should like to
discuss an example of such a marginal quotation. But before going
into the matter of the quotation itself, it may be helpful to set the stage
in the section that follows below.

II. AVICENNA ON UNIVERSALS IN THE LOGIC OF THE SHIFA

The universal is one of the seminal concepts of Avicenna’s philosophy
and is associated with his logic, his epistemology, and his account of
Creation.'” In this article it is however not my intention to discuss the
wider philosophical ramifications of Avicenna’s theory of universals.
Instead, I shall limit myself to his account of the division of universals
into “natural”, “mental”,” and “logical” universals.

The most important account of the threefold distinction between
universals that are mantiqi (logical), ‘aqli (mental), and tabi'T (natural)
is found in chapter 12 of the first treatise of the Introduction to the
Logic of Avicenna’s Shifa’.'* In this fragment, which stretches over
seven pages in the edition by Qanawati, Avicenna says that the nature
(tabi'a) of a thing, for instance “animality” (hayawaniyya), is in itself
just what it is; it is neither one nor many, neither existing nor non-
existent, neither universal nor particular or any other some such con-
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sideration, which all fall outside of the nature of animal taken just in
itself:'® but this nature, which is said to be a form (sira), can be intel-
lected, and as such it can be looked at as something universal, for in-
stance a genus, predicable of many things differing in species in an-
swer to the question of what it is, without referring to any concrete
thing, stating that it is thus, in which case the genus is called “logical”
(jins mantigt);'* one can also look at this nature as present—through
appropriate determinations—in a concrete individual in the extra-
mental world, but now in so far as we consider the aptness (sulith) of
the mental representation of this concrete instance of that nature of
being regarded as universal and predicable of many things, in which
case the genus is called “natural” (jins tabi 7);"° finally, the natural
genus can de facto be entertained in the intellect—as an intermediary
step towards the logical genus—in which case the genus is called
“mental” (jins ‘agli)."®

From the above, a few things emerge: 1) universality is a logical
consideration;'” 2) there is no universality in individuals, just a nature
in or with concrete determinations; while 3) universality is not consti-
tutive of the mental representation of the nature of a thing, gua mental
representation. This is why Avicenna says that a nature, individuated
or intellected, is represented by a form (sira), universality only result-
ing from an additional consideration.'® This means that the natural
and the mental genus are called thus retrospectively, in light of a pre-
vious,19 logical consideration. Also, a) what is /ogical is both mental
and universal; b) what is mental is merely intellected; and c) what is
natural concerns the essence in concreto, seen as having the potential,
in the form of an aptness, of a logical consideration, on the basis of its
(prior) mental representation. Finally, the account of the Introduction
to the Logic of the Shifa’ has a number of special features: 1) Because
of the examples given (man, animal) and the use of an expression like
“individuals in the extra-mental world” (a'yan kharija),”® the reader
may be led to believe that the expressions “a this” (al-mushar ilay-
hi?' lit. “the thing pointed at”, referring to the individual, concrete
thing, from Aristotle’s fo de ti*®), “natural thing” (al-shay’ al-tabi7)*
and “natural things” (tabi'iyyat,** al-umir al- tabi‘iyya *) all relate to
“nature” in the common sense of the physical, objective, extra-mental
world;?® 2) From the fact that the natural genus is described as refer-
ring to a certain (derived) aptness in relation to the essence in concre-
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to, it may be believed that a natural genus can have independent exist-
ence, in isolation from any factual mental consideration; 3) At the
beginning of his account of the distinction between the “mental”, the
“natural”, and the “logical”, Avicenna appears to compare this distinc-
tion to the one between what is prior to multiplicity (gabl al-kathra),
what is in multiplicity (ff /-kathra), and what is after multiplicity (ba'd
al-kathra). That this is however not entirely so, may be inferred from
the fact that while his account begins with a discussion of the different
aspects of the genus (natural, mental, logical), he does not use the
word genus or universal in his statements on the various aspects of
multiplicity, preferring the term form (siira) instead. This is because
the doctrine involving various aspects of multiplicity is constructed
around forms (in God, the angels, in individuated essences in the
world of Creation, in the human intellect), while the distinction be-
tween the natural, the mental and the logical turns around universals,
which are forms that have been given a special consideration in and by
the human intellect alone. There being no complete overlap, Avicenna
had to change from universals to forms when he switched from one
account to the other. The two accounts can be represented as follows:

Form

Mental, in God, angels (Creation)

Before multiplicity

Mental, in man (artefacts)
In multiplicity In the individuals of the natural world
After multiplicity Mental, in man (abstracted”’ forms)

Table 1. Form and multiplicity in Avicenna’s Shifa’ ,al-Mudkhal, 1.12

Now compare the above with the different kinds of genus, two of
which are only retrospectively called thus:
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Genus

Logical The intellected nature, regarded as predicable of
many things differing in species in answer to the
question of what it is, without referring to any
concrete thing that it is thus

Natural The individual (= individuated) nature, looked
at as having an aptness of being submitted to a
logical consideration, after its intellection in and
by the soul

Mental The natural genus, intellected and “ready” to be
submitted to a logical consideration

Table 2. Genus under three considerations in
Avicenna’s Shifa’, al-Mudkhal, 1.12

According to Michael Marmura, “...Avicenna [in the Introduction to
the Logic of the Shifa’] registers dissatisfaction with the use of the
term “natural genus”, and he substitutes “form” for “genus”, thus in-
troducing the expressions “natural form” and “mental form”.”*® There
is however no question of Avicenna’s registering any kind of dissatis-
faction. It is just that the consideration in one and the other case is
different, as may also be inferred from tables 1 and 2 above: when he
talks about form, Avicenna’s consideration is noetico-ontological
while in the case of the genus (and the other universals, viz. species,
differentia, accident, and property), the consideration is logical.*’ But
it is also true to say that mixing the two considerations in a single dis-
course that sets out to clarify the threefold, /ogical distinction between
the natural, the mental, and the logical genus is potentially confusing
and might better have been avoided.
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I11. NASIR AL-DIN TUSI’S COMMENTARY ON THE ISHARAT

It is quite remarkable that none of Avicenna’s smaller encyclopaedias,
viz. al-Najat, al-Isharat wa-I-tanbihat, the logical part of al- Hikma al-
mashriqiyya, viz. the Mantiq al-mashrigiyyin, or the Persian Danesh-
name-yi ‘Ala’t contains a comprehensive account of the three kinds of
universal comparable to the account from the Introduction to the Log-
ic of the Shifa’. It seems that this omission occasioned Nasir al-Din
Taist (d. 672/1274) to make up for this by including his own descrip-
tion of them in his Hall mushkilat al-isharat, which is the most im-
portant commentary on the Isharat to have come out of the middle

ages.” In Isharat, Mantig, 1.10 (psall G\ ) s el ) Avicenna uses the

expression “fundamental nature” (tabi a asliyya) to refer to the immu-
table essence that is shared by all individuals that come under the
same universal (genus or species). In his explanation of the expression
“fundamental nature” TisT states the following:”'

“Notions whose connotation does not preclude any participation in
them may be regarded per se, not in as much as they are one or many,
particular or universal, or existent or non-existent, but rather in so far
as they possess an aptness of having any of these things as an acci-
dental property—it being in virtue of this accidental relationship that
they are one or many, particular or universal, or existent or non-
existent (in which case the accident and the subject in which it inheres
are two things rather than one)’>—and in so far as they are thus, they
are called “natures”, viz. the natures of the individual things and their
essences in concreto. These natures are called natural universals, and
the accidental property that makes them apply to many is [what makes
them to be] called logical universals, their composite being a mental
universal. And where he [Avicenna] says: “And because the funda-
mental nature...”, the reference is only to the notions afore-
mentioned.””

Even though it is not my intention to give a detailed analysis of the
account by TiisT, one might question his apparent qualification of the
mental universal as a “composite” (murakkab) of the natural and the
logical universal.** For if anything, it is the /ogical universal that re-
sults from a “combination”, viz. of the natural and the mental univer-
sal. This is because according to Avicenna the natural genus (= uni-
versal) is the individual (= individuated) genus, looked at as having an
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aptness of being submitted to a /ogical consideration, after its intellec-
tion in and by the soul.>> But there is of course no real composition,
but rather an inseparability of being that is not convertible: “if logical,
then mental”, but not: “if mental, then logical”.

It could be argued that the property of being composite of the men-
tal universal is validated by the following statement in Introduction to
the Logic of the Shifa™.

“Even though that which is logical has no existence except in the
mind, it does not necessarily follow that what is understood by its be-
ing mental is identical with what is understood by its being logical.
For the meaning understood by its being mental is other than what is
understood by its being logical. This is because the comprehended
meaning that is understood by its being mental, a necessary adherent
and a concomitant of the meaning that is understood by its being logi-
cal, is not identical with [the latter], since the difference between the
two different ways of considering them has become clear to you.”*

Looking at the above quotation, someone might argue that the (sup-
posed) property of being composite of the mental universal is vindi-
cated by Avicenna’s claim that its being mental is “a necessary adher-
ent (/azim) and a concomitant (mugarin) of the meaning that is under-
stood by its being logical”. This is because the Arabic /azim conveys
the meaning of temporal and analytical succession, which might lead
someone to explain Avicenna’s words as implying that the being men-
tal of the universal is (in some way) dependent on its being logical.
However, the term /azim also has the meaning of inseparability.>’ And
looked at in this way, Avicenna seems to be saying no more than that
the being logical of a universal is inseparable from its being mental:
“if logical, then mental”, which is consistent with his description of
the natural universal as the individual (= individuated) genus, looked
at as having an aptness of being submitted to a /ogical consideration,
after its intellection in and by the soul. In the next section, it will be
explained how TusT’s murakkab (composite) is probably best under-
stood.

Apart from the above, I think that TiisT’s understanding of the natu-
ral universal is in agreement with Avicenna’s understanding of it,*®
although we shall see that the accidentalness of the attribute of univer-
sality that the natural universal has an aptness to possess is analyticai
rather than ontological. Also, TusT’s use of the expression a’yan al-
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mawjidat (individual things) leaves the impression that haga’ig or
essences in concreto are only to be found in physical things in the
extra-mental world, similar to Avicenna’s account in the Introduction
to the Logic of the Shifa’.

IV. A QUOTATION FROM AVICENNA’S LOST AL-MUJAZ

In the above we have seen that there are two things in connection with
natural universals on which Avicenna and Tusi would seem to agree:
1) the natural universal has an aptness to being submitted to a logical
consideration, and 2) essences in concreto are only to be found in
physical things in the extra-mental world. These two points are not
altogether unproblematic because the first one would seem to allow
the natural universal to have an existence independent from any factu-
al logical consideration, while the second would seem to imply that
incorporeal individuals (e.g. God) cannot be submitted to any logical
consideration, which is counter-intuitive (God is for instance a cause).
This is why it is important to note that one of the surviving copies of
the Hall mushkilat al-isharar” contains a marginal gloss that is of the
utmost interest to students of Avicenna and Tusi. This gloss is con-
tained in MS Leiden OR 652, a manuscript that was bequeathed to
Leiden University by the Dutch diplomat, businessman and man of
letters Levinus Warner upon his death in 1665.% OR 652 was copied
by its owner (maliku-hu) in Sabzevar Bayhaq at the beginning of
Jumada al-akhira 734*'/15-25 February 1334. It comprises 340 folios
and contains numerous glosses. At times, these glosses are very long.
Especially when references by Tis1 to Fakhr al-Din Razi’s commen-
tary on the Isharat are concise, there is a tendency of providing full
quotations from Razi’s work. In the margins of the Logic which I
studied in full, there are also many quotations from the works of oth-
ers, notably 1) Abul Nasr Farab1 (d. 338/950), 2) Avicenna, 3) ‘Umar
Ibn Sahlan Sawi (d. ca 549/1154-55), 4) Abi 1-Barakat al-Baghdadi
(d. after 560/1164-65), 5) Shihab al-Din Suhrawardi (d. 586/1191), 6)
Siraj al-Din Urmawt (d. 682/1283), 7) Ibn Kammiuna (d. 683/1284),
and 8) Qutb al-Din Shirazi (d. 710/1311).** We further find direct
eyewitness reports on Tiisi’s own observations in class® and on
statements made by other famous persons in classroom situations
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(Qutb al-Dm Shirazi (a), Najm al-Din Katibi (d. 675/1276) (b), and
Shams al-Din Samarqgandi (d. 703/1304?) (c) ).** All in all, MS Leiden
OR 652 offers an excellent example of the way in which Avicenna’s
Isharat was transmitted and studied in II-Khanid Iran (7" and 8" cen-
turies) and certainly deserves further study.

This much for the manuscript and its importance for the study of
the teaching tradition around the text of the Isharat. The quotation in
question is found on folio 14b, top of the page (see Plate 3) and is
completed on folio 15a top of the page, right-hand side (see Plate 4).
As can be seen, on folio 14 b, top, right side, the quotation is intro-
duced by the words min al-Mijaz li-I-Shaykh (see Plate 5). There is of
course no doubt about the identity of al-Shaykh, who is none other
than Avicenna. The title al-Miijaz on the other hand, is somewhat
more difficult because al/-Miijaz has more than one occurrence in Avi-
cenna’s bibliography. In the most authoritative study on the subject to
have been published so far, which is the one by Mahdavi, we find the
following titles: 1) al-Mantiq al-mijaz,* 2) al-Mijaz al-saghir fi I-
man;‘iq,“6 and 3) and (al-Risala) al-Mijaza fi usil al-mantiq,”” while
Qutb al-Din Shirazi quotes from the Burhan (Demonstration, i.e. Pos-
terior Analytics) of what he calls Avicenna’s al-Miijaz al-kabir,™®
which is thus instance 4) of al-Mijaz in connection with the works of
Avicenna. From among these titles, 3) can be eliminated because al-
Miijaz is not the same as al-Miijaza. Number 2) can be eliminated as
well, for the following reason: as Mahdavt explains, Avicenna includ-
ed his al-Mijaz al-saghir fi [-manfiq in his ‘Uyan al-hikma of which it
forms the logical part. I checked the whole text of the ‘Uyiin al-hikma
and the fragment in question is not there. I take this to mean that the
quotation is not likely to be from that work. As for number 1), al-
Mantiq al-mijaz, this is a possibility, although 1 find it less likely that
the quotation was taken from there because I think that the shortened
version of a title is more likely to contain the first word of it than the
last. It will of course be important to check the existing manuscripts of
al-Mantiq al-mujaz (all in Istanbul as it seems) in verification of this
thesis. I think therefore that the quotation in question was most proba-
bly taken from Avicenna’s lost al-Miijaz al-kabir. Now here follows
the quotation in full, first in Arabic, and then in English translation:
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From the Shaykh’s Migjaz:

“Some people are accustomed to dividing these notions™ into the
“logical”, the “ mental”, and the “natural”, whereupon they fail to
produce an accurate account of [any of] these. We recommend that it
be stated in explanation of them: “The “logical [universal]”, for in-
stance, a genus, is said of many things differing in kind in answer to
the question of what it is, without indicating that some existent is
[qualified by] it; rather, it merely is the bare genus, absolute. The
“natural [genus]”, on the other hand, is a “this”,”’ among the things
that are,™ that has the accidental property of being a genus, such as
colours, plants, animals, and the like. The “mental [genus]”, in con-
trast, represents either one of the two [previous] notions as they oc-
cur in the intellect, regardless of the fact whether it is the mere no-
tion of a logical genus, or the notion of the individual thing that hap-
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pens to be considered as a genus. [The qualification] “natural” refers
in this context to “what[ever] has existence”, no matter how, be it
natural or outside of nature. Were this not to be the case, then [“nat-
ural”]*® would split up into other categories, some of the genera be-
ing “natural”, such as “animal” and “plant”, some “artificial”™*, such

% ¢

as “house” or “chair”, some “divine”, such as “cause”, “principle”,
“substance” and “intellect”, and some “mathematical’, such as
“shape” and “number”. And they” may be other things. [The quali-
fication] “in the intellect” refers in this context to what occurs as a
form, in whatever intellect it may be. Were this not to be the case, it
would divide into other parts, some being “divine”, which stands for
that which the Creator conceives, in the manner characteristic of
Him, concerning the being of the things that are, and some “in the
intellect”, which stands for that which is conceived of them®® in the
intellect itself, in the manner acquired from the First itself.” H.

While I am sure that this fragment will provoke a lot of new research
around Avicenna’s understanding of universals, 1 should like to focus
on the following implications:

First of all, it is clear that for Avicenna, the natural universal stands
for the essence in concreto that is actually (ya'ridu la-hu...) viewed as
a universal,”’ predicable of many, the accidentalness of this attribute
being analytical rather than ontological, since without this attribute,
there is no natural universal. From this it follows that the aptness that
Avicenna talks about in his account of the natural genus in the Intro-
duction to the Logic of the Shifa’ must be understood as an actualized
aptness.”® It is therefore unlikely that Avicenna should ever have be-
lieved that natural universals could have an existence independent
from any factual logical consideration.”

In the context of his account on universals, nature is to be under-
stood as everything that exists, from the physical existents in the sub-
lunar world all the way up to God as the First Cause. My use of the
expression “essence in concreto” is therefore to be understood as indi-
viduated essence. This last point is important in as much as it implies
that even God can be viewed as a natural universal, namely in case we
submit Him to some kind of logical consideration as when we say that
He is a cause, a principle, or an intellect. In connection with fabi'a as
individuated essence it is further interesting to note that in the Meta-
physics of the Shifa’ Avicenna uses the expression kulli wujidi®™® (“ex-
istential”, i.e. “empirical” universal) rather than kulli tabr'7, which 1
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believe is also more appropriate in referring to the logical aspect of
individuated essence.

Avicenna’s wide understanding of “nature” is not as strange as it
may seem. Already in his Physics I1.1 Aristotle mentions the various
senses of “nature” (phusis). An echo of this can be found in the brief
account of “nature” (fabr'a) in Avicenna’s Kitab al-fudiid. And in the
Physics of the Shifa’ there is a whole section on nature’s derivatives
(alfaz mushtaqqa) such as “natural” (fabi’7), “what has a nature” (ma
la-hu tabi'a), “what is by nature” (ma bi-I-tabi‘a), etc..’' in imitation
of Aristotle’s Physics 11.1. But once again, in the context of the uni-
versals, “nature” refers to individuated essence alone.

Avicenna’s explanation of the term “mental” is important for our
understanding of TiisT’s use of the expression murakkab (composite)
in his commentary on the Isharat. Earlier on in this article it was ar-
gued that the wording of his commentary might lead someone to be-
lieve that the mental universal is composed of natural and logical uni-
versals. With the text from Avicenna’s al-Miijaz in hand we can now
lay this problem to rest. This is because Avicenna’s explanation
makes it very clear that whether logical or natural, a universal is al-
ways a universal in the mind. In other words: the mental universal is
only a “composite” in the way in which a genus can be said to be
“composed” of the species (plur.) into which every genus divides.

Avicenna’s use of the term “form” (sira) while speaking about the
intellect has the same reason as the one given in my discussion of uni-
versals and the Introduction to the Logic of the Shifa” it makes no
sense to impute to God the kind of logical reflection on intellected
forms/essences that humans have, a reflection that produces univer-
sals. If there is anything that humans and God have in common at the
level of intellect, it is forms rather than universals.

All of the above insights are also important for our understanding
of TusT’s commentary on the Isharat. Indeed, the quotation from Avi-
cenna seems to have been inserted in clarification of the commentary
alone, there being no mention of universals in the text of the Isharat.
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V. CONCLUSION

[ think that the above discussions have amply demonstrated that the
importance of glosses can hardly be overestimated. They often contain
a lot of information on the wider context in which a text was transmit-
ted and studied. The quotation from Avicenna’s al-Miijaz in MS Lei-
den OR 652 is a case in point. Apart from its obvious importance as
new evidence on the philosophical heritage of Avicenna, the signifi-
cance of this fragment is threefold: 1) In the first place it informs us
on the richness of the teaching tradition around TtsT’s commentary on
Avicenna’s Isharat.2) In the second place, it provides some new and
significant information on Avicenna’s understanding of universals,
notably on the natural universal as (i) individuated essence when (ii)
actually submitted to (iii) a logical consideration. 3) Thirdly, it re-
solves an apparent lack of clarity in TisT’s discourse on universals in
his commentary on the Isharat. It is hoped that this fragment from al-
Miijaz will inspire a lot of philosophical research in the widest possi-
ble sense.



44




45



46



TV

ST T T T




48



AVICENNA ON UNIVERSALS 49

NOTES

1. I should like to thank Dr Mohammad Javad Esmaeili of the Iranian Institute of
Philosophy for his comments on an earlier version of this article.

2. For a brief overview of the ancient bibliographical tradition around Avicenna, see
W.E. Gohlman, The Life of Ibn Sina,, 13-15.

3. Ibn Sina, al-Mubahathat, 121.16-21; Gohlman, The Life of Ibn Sina, 80-81; D.
Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition,130-140.

4. On Mas‘id Tbn Mahmiid, see C.E. Bosworth, The New Islamic Dynasties, 296-
297.

5. An analysis of various reports on the loss of the /nsaf is given by Gutas in his
Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 134-136.

6. Ibid., 133, fragment [8].

7. Badawi, Aristi ‘inda I-'arab, 22-33, 36-74, 75-116; Gutas, Avicenna and the Aris-
totelian Tradition, 136-140. About twenty years ago, Yahya Michot reported the
existence of two other copies of fragments i and ii in the General Library of Bursa
in Turkey, for which see his “Un important recueil avicennien du viie / xiiie siecle :
la majmii‘a Hiiseyin Celebi 1194 de Brousse”, 125-126, texts 15 (16) and 16 (17). In
this collective volume Michot also discovered a letter by Avicenna whose existence
was unknown until then and which he calls Demande de médiation (Request for
mediation), and which he describes on page 126 of his article, text 18 [19]. This text
was later edited by him in his /bn Sina. Lettre au vizir Abit Sa‘d (reviewed by D.
Gutas in Journal of Islamic Studies 14/2003, 379-381).

8. The only authoritative study on this work to have appeared to date is D. Gutas,
“Avicenna’s Eastern (“Oriental” ) Philosophy. Nature, Contents, Transmission”.

9. M. Zonta, “Possible Hebrew Quotations of the Metaphysical Section of Avicen-
na’s Oriental Philosophy and Their Historical meaning”. In his “Avicenna’s Eastern
(“Oriental”) Philosophy...”, 171-172 Gutas voices doubts concerning the identifica-
tion of these quotations as coming from Avicenna’s al- Hikma al-mash-rigiyya.

10. From among the many Western studies on universals in Avicenna I just mention
by way of example S. Van Riet (ed.), Avicenna Latinus. Liber de philosophia prima
sive scientia divina v-x, Introduction (by G. Verbeke), 2*-19*% (Le probléeme des
universaux), Alain de Libera, La quérelle des universaux, 177-206; J. Owens,
“Common Nature: A Point of Comparison between Thomistic and Scotistic Meta-
physics”; Timothy B. Noone, “Universals and Individuation”; Martin Pickavé, “On
the Latin Reception of Avicenna’s Theory of Individuation”; A.M. Goichon, La
distinction de l'essence et de ['existence d’aprés Ibn Sina (Avicenne), esp. 67 ff,
Michael M. Marmura, “Quiddity and Universality in Avicenna”; idem, “Some As-
pects of Avicenna’s Theory of God’s Knowledge of Particulars”.

11. “Mental” (i.e. in the intellect) must here be understood in a pre-Cartesian sense,
perception still belonging to the domain of the senses and the faculty of imagination.
This changed with Descartes, for whom perception took place in the intellect/mind,
not by sensation, but by understanding. Cf. M. F. Burnyeat, Aristotle’s Divine Intel-
lect, 9-15.

12. Ibn Sina, al-Shifa’, al-Mudkhal, 65.1-72.7. This chapter was translated and ana-
lyzed by Michael Marmura in his “Avicenna’s Chapter on Universals in the Eisago-
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ge of his Shifa™. The account of universals in Metaphysics V.1 of the Shifa’ is cer-
tainly of great importance but does not define nor describe the three kinds of univer-
sal as a set, even though we do find Avicenna refer to al-kulll al-musta'mal fi I-
mantiq (the universal used in logic, i.e. logical universal), al-kullt al-‘aqli (the men-
tal universal) and al-kulli al-wujidi (the “existential”, i.e. “empirical” (= natural)
universal, a qualification that will be referred to again below). Cf. Ibn Sina, al-
Shifa’, al-llahiyyat, vol. 1, 195.1 ff, with the terminology at pages 196.2 and 201.11.

Cp. idem, al-Najat min al-gharq fi bahr al-dalalat, 536 ff (JSI jae Gif 3 Jd);
idem, al-Isharat wa-I-tanbihat, Mantiq 1.8 (sl Lall, s 41 kall Ji )W), in any edi-

tion), which is reminiscent of the beginning of the passage from the Metaphysics of
the Shifa’; and so is his Mantiq al-mashrigiyyin, 12 ( ;4\, JS0 3). Finally, see also:

idem, Mantig-i Daneshname-yi ‘Al&’T, 11-12 (5552 5 JS Ll 53 S 1)

13. Ibn Sina, al-Mudkhal, 65.8-66.1, with the expression tabr'a (nature, i.e. essence)
only being mentioned for the first time at 67.1.
14. Ibid., 66.4-16.

15. Ibid., 66.17-sv.5.

16.Ibid., 67.7-8.

17. This is in my understanding also confirmed by the account in the Metaphysics of
the Shifa’, for which see Ibn Sina, al-Shifa’, al-llahiyyat, vol. 1, 195.6-196.3.

18. Ibn Sina, al-Mudkhal, 68.18-69.2.

19. The reference is to analytical, and not to temporal priority.

20. Ibn Sina, al-Mudkhal, 66.3.

21. Ibid., 65.19-66.1 and elsewhere in that chapter.

22. On the correspondence see for instance M.C. Lyons, The Arabic Version of
Themistius’ ‘de Anima’, 265.

23. Ibn Sina, al-Mudkhal, 67.4.

24. Ibid., 67.4.

25. Ibid., 67.5.

26. It seems that de Libera understands tabi7 precisely in this way in his French
translation of the Latin version of al-Mudkhal, 65.4-5: “L’usage était, quand on
distinguait les cing (prédicables de Porphyre), de dire que, d’un premier point de
vue, c’étaient des étres physiques (naturalia)......” Cf. de Libera, La quérelle..., 183.

Compare the Arabic: ... b 5 b g o) 1l ol el ol g5 3 55l &2 28 4]

27. On abstraction in Avicenna and the importance of the Active Intellect, cf. de
Libera, La quérelle..., 192-197.

28. Marmura, “Avicenna’s Chapter on Universals in the Isagoge of his Shifa’ ”
(38).

29. I therefore disagree with de Libera (La quérelle..., 183), who maintains that
Avicenna’s distinction between natural, logical, and mental universals corresponds
to the neo-Platonist distinction between universals that are physical, logical, and
theological.

k)
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30. The Hall mushkilat al-isharat has seen quite a number of editions over the last
hundred years or so, but none of these is authoritative. For a concise overview, cf. A.
Gacek, “The Osler Codex of Nastr al-Din al-TiisT’s Commentary on Avicenna’s al-
Isharat wa-I-tanbthar”, 3, note 1. Gacek mentions 8 lithographic and 4 printed
(typeset) editions, the latest one being by H. Hasanzadeh Amoli (ed.), Sharh al-
Isharat wa-I-tanbihat. See also the facsimile edition of a manuscript from the Na-
tional Library of Iran by Seyyed M. Emadi Haeri, Hall mushkilat al-isharat.
Khwajeh Nasir al-Din.... Tisi. Review by J. Lameer, “An Autograph of TasT’s Hall
mushkilat al-isharar? The Facsimile Edition of MS AR 1153 of the National Library
of Iran”. The Persian version of this article appeared as: “Hall mushkilat al-isharat.
Dastneveshte-yi Tisi? Nashr-i ‘aksi-yi noskhe-yi 1153 ketabkhane-yi melli-yi ran”.

31. TasT’s explanations can be found in the section corresponding to Isharat,
Mantig, 1.10 in any edition of his commentary. For a similar account see also his

Asas al-igtibds 1.2.4 (| JS ki Gl S5 5 ¢, Jws , in any edition). Even though

TasT’s account is of universals while Avicenna’s account in the Introduction to the
Logic of the Shifa’ is of the genus, it should be remembered that the genus is a spe-
cial kind of universal, viz. one of the five predicables discussed by Porphyry in his
FEisagoge: genus, species, differentia, accident, proprium. And it is also in prepara-
tion of the discussions on the Eisagoge proper in al-Mudkhal 11 that the three kinds
of genus are discussed in a/-Mudkhal 1.

32. This in the sense that the property is extraneous to the essence of the notion
taken per se.

sl aasS sl sanly Ll tom o0 Y 2 com e B35 5 g 8,0l g Liloggie wE Y 3 GUWLYY
ot 25 5 Gl edh Slog i 055 Y W Som a b dasmae 8 o) Basmpe sl IS Sl A
osSe e 5 (var, reading o) 5symse i 5l 53mge 51 &S ST L5 ) S Sl sasly oy e
5 Shymsll olel b ol (wlh WIS o com o oes LB dasly s Y otes osall 5 oW
<SA ‘5411-“ JQL: o asS u—‘-‘ bl gz Il go)le e} @mu‘ JQL.' s ) Aglis

Loas s Gl el ) 5,5le] "oV Zaddll oY 5 " yms o Jadl ISOL g
34. Tt is interesting to note that Michael Marmura understands TasT precisely in this
way. Cf. Marmura, “Avicenna’s Chapter on Universals in the Isagoge of his Shifa”,

(42). The (apparent) property of being composite of the mental genus can also be
found at the end of Fakhr al-Din Razi’s (d. 606/1209) commentary on Isharat,

Mantig 11.4 (;W > Aly 25U Jis,le), in any edition of the commentary): ... “ani-
mal”, qua animal, is a thing, called a “natural genus”; and the mere notion of its
being a genus, comprises something else, which is called a “logical genus”; the[se]

two things together [i.e. natural and logical genus] represent yet another thing, called
a “mental genus.” The Arabic runs thus:

ool a5 T et i 6 e 552 3 o gl el s oS e 2 Ul 055 ol
all il sy T et Y e Sl g padl il
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35. In this context, “after” must be understood in an analytical sense.

36 .Marmura, “Avicenna’s Chapter on Universals in the Isagoge of his Shifa’ ”,

(49); Tbn Sina, al-Mudkhal, 67.10-14:

Sl ol g i &1 o pogill 55S0 ol g il 3 Y] pms ik pa AL S o) 5t

o ot sl ppgall sl D1 ls s a6l e pogill e a  ie al g 1 ol BT s s il
Mgl Gl ol o 53] osn ga o e 61 n gl I snl e 5 p3Y ke ]

37. On lazim in its relation to inseparability, cf. J. Lameer, Conception and Belief in

Sadr al-Din Shirazi, 183-185. '

38. This is also very clear from his account in the passage from the Asas al-igtibas

afore-mentioned.

39. The Hall mushkilat al-isharat has been preserved in numerous copies throughout

the world. Emadi Haeri (Hall mushkilat..., 21, note 6) says that at least 238 copies

have survived, but I would not be surprised if the total number of copies comes close

to or exceeds 300.

40. The title page of MS Leiden OR 652 is reproduced in Plate 1. For a description

of the manuscript, cf. J.J. Witkam, Inventory of the Oriental Manuscripts of the

Library of the University of Leiden, vol. 1, 276. This inventory which is only acces-

sible through the Internet is updated from time to time and is meant to supersede

previous descriptions of the collection, especially because since Voorhoeve’s

Handlist, the amount of oriental manuscripts in the holdings of Leiden University

Library has more than doubled. In Voorhoeve’s Handlist, the manuscript is found on

page 139. A description of this manuscript can also be found in P. de Jong & M.J.

de Goeje, Catalogus Codicum Orientalium Bibl. Acad. Lugd., vol. 3, 321, no. 1453.

41. MS Leiden OR 652 folio 340a. See Plate 2.

42. 1) — 8) can for instance be found on the following folios of the manuscript: 1)

fol. 36b, right margin, just below the middle; 2) fol. 3b, right margin, bottom; 3) fol.

14a, left margin, lower quotation, at the beginning; 4) fol. 27a, top margin, middle,

at the end of the quotation; 5) fol. 21b, top margin, right side, at the beginning of the

quotation; 6) 14a, upper margin, starting from the middle and written askance; 7)

fol. 36b, top margin, right side, at the beginning of the quotation; 8) fol. 4b, top

margin, middle, at the beginning of the quotation that is written askance.

43. Cf. fol. 27a, top margin, left side, beginning of gloss.

44, These reports can be found at: fol. 46a, left margin, below, towards the end,

after the reference to Farabi, Ibn Sina and Fakhr al-Din Razi (a); fol. 56b, top mar-

gin, beginning of quotation (b); fol. 58b, right margin, upper part, upside down, at

the end of the gloss (c).

45. Y. Mahdavi, Fehrest-i noskheha-yi mosannafat-i Ebn-i Sina (Tehran, 1333/

1954), 221-222.

46. Ibid., 222.

47. 1bid., 222-224.

48. Qutb al-Din Shirazi, Durrat al-Taj li-'Izzat al-Dabbaj, vol. 2, 2. On this title, see

also Mahdavi, Fehrest..., 217.
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49. MS Leiden OR 652, folio 14b, top, 15a top, right. The letter “H” marks the end
of the quotation.

50. L.e. universals (kulliyyat).

51. “A this” renders al-mushar ilay-hi, referred to earlier and must be understood as
referring to individual being.

52. “Among the things that are” renders fi [-mawjid, lit. “in that which is”, al-
mawyjiid here being used in the sense of “all that is”.

53. I have been thinking for some time whether the subject of yangasim is “natural”
or “whatever has existence”. 1 decided for the first in order to keep the symmetry
with Avicenna’s statement on the division of ‘aq/i a few lines further down.

54. Sind'‘iyya, i.e. the product of some craft or skill.

55. Le. the attribute “natural” may refer to other things as well.

56. L.e. these universals.

57. This emphasis on factual consideration appears to be consistent with Avicenna’s
brief account of the three kinds of universal in his Ta'/igat (ed. A. Badawi. Bengha-
zi, 1972), 31:

it 2 U o G G e e o o 5l et a2 b Sl 5] e g o o i
)wﬂw‘ﬂ—uﬁw.ému&ﬂ‘,jJLWJ_J}SS;LFJ}A“&\@)‘&LﬁU
3 heand 5550 85 B i oo o o loe 52 U gy ) ) g8 ) 4 e s d U

A S LS A o oY patse 9p B G Y s IS e w3 G gn s i e Gl 0 Co e g2
58. This confirms my earlier statement that the natural and the mental universals are
only called such retrospectively.

59. What does exist independently from any logical consideration, are individuated
(natural) and intellected (mental) forms.

60. Ibn Sina, al-Shifa’, al-llahiyyat vol. 1, 201.11.
61. Tbn Sina, al-Shifa’, al-TabTiyyat 1, al-Sama’ al-tabi't, 1.7, 38-40.
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