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1. Introduction

W

hen we look at the Islamic literature on logic, there are books that deal
with a single problem in logic as well as holistic books written on the
general problems of logic comprehensively. The former is more common than the latter and these treatises become more frequent in the post-Avicenna
era. Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī (d. 606/1210), Afdal al-Dīn Khunajī (d. 646/1248) have
been influential in revising the established logical system of Avicenna (d. 428/1037)
which led to a comprehensive system of logic which was suitably simplified for educational reasons in the madrasas of twelfth and thirteenth centuries. This process
is made possible through commentary traditions.1 One of the lasting influences of
Avicenna’s works was to shift the central focus away from Aristotle and (to some
extend) from al-Fārābī (d.339/950). A similar affect can be claimed for post-Avicennan era as the frequency of references to Avicenna becomes less among the pedagogical texts used for educational purposes. These texts that generally are written
on particular and more focused problems and written more concisely, maintained
an increasing variety of discussions in the literature of logic. Some examples to this
are: jihat al-wahda2, possibility of theory of definition, parts of proposition,3 and
divisions of knowledge. One of the popular topics among logicians for these types
of treatises that focus on particular problems is the division of knowledge.
My research is based on one such focused work by al-Jurjānī, Risāla fī taqsīm
al-‘ilm.4 The article presents a critical edition of Risāla fī taqsīm al-‘ilm as well as an
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For Khunajī’s influence on logic see Khaled El-Rouayheb, “Introduction”, in Kashf al-asrār ‘an ghawāmid alafkār (Tahran: Iranian Institute of Philosophy & Berlin Free University, 2010) pp. iii- l; Rouayheb, “Logic in The Arabic and Islamic World”, Encyclopedia of Medieval -Philosophy Philosophy Between 500 and 1500-,
(Springer, 2010) pp. 713-714; Rouayheb, “Post-Avicennan Logicians on The Subject Matter of Logic: Some
Thirteenth- and Fourteenth-Century Discussıons” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 22/01 (2012): 69–90.
Conceptualization of jihat al-wahda (aspect of unity/ unity of science) owes its existence to Mulla Fanārī
(d. 834/1431 or 838/1434-35) who has a commentary on al-Abharī’s Īsāgūjī. This conceptualization is the
result of questioning what unifies a discipline which in and of itself has various problems. For a recent
study that examplifies discussions, see: Muhammed Amin Shirwānī, “Birlik Yönü”, Ömer Mahir Alper,
Osmanlı Felsefesi -Seçme Metinler-, trans. Mehmet Özturan (İstanbul: Klasik, Mart 2015), 373-403.
Parts of propositions is one of the liveliest topics in Ottoman logical circles and we have a large literature on
the topic. For an analysis of the topic and the literature built on it, see Eşref Altaş, “XVIII. Yüzyıl Eczâü’l-kaziyye Risâleleri ve Darendeli Mehmed Efendi’nin Risâle fi’t-tefrika beyne mezhebi’l-müteahhirîn ve’l-kudemâ
fi’l-kaziyye ve’t-tasdik İsimli Eseri,” Marmara Üniversitesi İlahiyat Fakültesi Dergisi, 38 (2010): 25-46.
For contemporary discussions of this topic in the context of ta~awwur and ta~dīq distinction see. H.
A. Wolfson, “The Terms Ta~awwur and Ta~dīq in Arabic Philosophy and Their Greek, Latin and Hebrew
Equivalents”, The Muslim World, 33 (1943): 23-72; Miklos Maroth, “Ta~awwur and Ta~dīq”, in Knowledge
and the Sciences in Medieval Philosophy : Proceedings of the Eighth International Congress of Medieval Philosophy (S.I.E.P.M.), v. 2 (Ulan Press, 2011), p. 265-274. Joep Lameer’s research, Conception and Belief in
Sadr al-Dīn Shīrāzī analyses the discussions on the division of knowledge in Mullā Sadrā (d. 1050/1641)
and his semantics for concepts and his views on the division of knowledge situating the discussion in
Ancient Hellenic philosophical tradition. See. Joep Lameer, Conception and Belief in Sadr al-Dīn Shīrāzī
(Ca 1571-1635) (Tahran: Iranian Institute of Philosophy, 2006). Lameer also examines Tūsī’s criticism
on Abharī’s notion of conception and assent in an article, see. Joep Lameer, “Tūsī’s Criticism of Abharī’s
Account of Ta~dīq”, Farhang, 20 (2006): 821-830.
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analysis of the treatise. Additionally the analysis includes pre-Jurjānī discussions
on the division of conception and assent basing the question on the issue of the goal
and method of logic.

2. Attribution of the Treatise to al-Jurjanı
Kātib Chalabī and Ismail Pasha of Baghdād mention a book titled Risāla fī
taqsī m al-‘ulūm among the list of al-Jurjānī’s books.5 A book with the same title is
attributed to al-Jurjānī by Brockelmann although I could not find a book with that
title in my research.6 It is highly probable, though, that the aforementioned book
is the same treatise we critically edited in this research. This book is recorded by
Rudolf Mach-Eric L. Ormsby as Risāla fî taqsīm al-‘ilm.7
In addition to the records mentioned above, the most important indicator that
the treatise belongs to al-Jurjānī is that his approach to the division of knowledge
in this treatise matches the approach in his books written in commentary style.8
What is unique to al-Jurjānī’s approach is his emphasis that the main goal of the
division is identification of methods that lead to knowledge with the division of
knowledge. As far as I know, trying to solve the puzzle of division of knowledge
according to method is unique to al-Jurjānī and the treatise in our focus takes the
same unique approach. And this makes a strong case for the attribution of the treatise to al-Jurjānī.
Admitting the attribution of the treatise to al-Jurjānī, one can still not admit that
it is an independent treatise. Can this be a part of larger one of his glosses? This is a
sound question because al-Jurjānī has long glosses. However in this treatise, he goes
on to explain his own words and this proves that this treatise is not a gloss (hāshiya).
As an example, in the first page al-Jurjānī says ‘This division is flawless’. And later after a number of sentences, he comments on his own wording ‘our meaning in saying
that ‘This division is flawless’ is …’. The mood in the text signifies the author himself.
However, the custom in commentaries and glosses is to explain words of others including statements such as ‘the words of the author...’ Yet, still, our judgement here is
built on the idea that al-Jurjānī is not writing a gloss on his own work.

5
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8

Kātib Chalabī, Kashf al-Ûunūn, ed. Şerafettin Yaltkaya and Rıfat Bilge, v. I (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu,
2014), 856, v. I (Ankara: Vekâlet-i Meârif Matbaası, 1951), p. 729.
Carl Brockelmann, Geschichte Der Arabischen Litterature, v. II (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1949), p. 280-281;
Geschichte Der Arabischen Litterature : Supplement, v. II (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1938), p. 305-306.
Rudolf Mach and Eric L. Ormsby, Handlist of Arabic Manuscripts (New Series) in the Princeton University
Library, (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1987), p. 268; Rudolf Mach, Catalogue Of Arabic Manuscripts (Yahuda Section) in the Garett Collection (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1977), p. 280.
Al-Jurjānī’s Risāla fī taqsīm al-‘ilm will be abbreviated as Risāla from here on.
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Another evidence which shows that the text is not a commentary or a super-commentary is also in the text. At the end of the text, al-Jurjānī says that the division
of the author was not correct in terms of the first and the fourth approach (p. 123).
When he says “the author” (al-muṣannif) here and the following lines, he means Ali
b. ‘Umar al-Kātibī. From here on, he criticizes al-Kātibī’s view of assent in al- Risāla
al-Shamsiyya. Eventhough this criticism is very similar to al-Jurjānī’s criticisms in the
commentary of al-Shamsiyya, the difference of wording and phrases between the two
texts shows that the Risāla was written independently from the super-commentary.

3. Outline of the Treatise and the Background for the Division of
Knowledge as Conception and Assent
In the pre-Jurjānī era, one of the (perhaps the first) treatises that focus on the
division of knowledge is written by Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī (ö. 766/1365).9 We find that
al-Jurjānī, who composed a number of commentaries, has a fond interest on the topics that Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī discussed before. Following this, his treatise reflects a similar outline to Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī. Comparing these two treatises in detail is beyond
the limits of this research, so I will only explain the differences briefly. Qutb al-Dīn
al-Rāzī only rarely discusses the division of knowledge in line with the methods and
goals of logic. He explains the definitions of conception and assent, on the bases of
formal rules for definitions, and what follows from the given definitions. In contrast
to this, al-Jurjānī only summarises the topics that are given large space in Qutb al-Dīn
al-Rāzī’s writing. Al-Jurjānī writes only with the agenda to base the division of conception and assent in relation to the goal of logic, and more particularly in relation to the
formal methods of acquiring knowledge, i. e. theories of definition and proof.
This goal of al-Jurjānī’s treatise can be better understood once we analyse the
division itself and the role it plays in relation to the goal of logic.
The division of knowledge as tasawwur and tasdiq requires an arrangement of
the concepts of “known” and “unknown” which are necessarily related to the term
of knowledge. The divisions of knowledge are also necessarily divisions of these two
notions. In other words, since knowledge is divided into assent and conception, the
known and the unknown too necessarily have two divisions: one part is conceptual
and the other is propositional (ta~dīqī). The most elementary notion among these
is the concept of conception. The conceptual unknown is the most basic of the un-

9

The critical edition of this text is published. See Qutb al-dīn al-Rāzī, “al-Risāla al-Ma‘mūla fī al-ta~awwur
wa al-ta~dīq”, in Risālatāni fī al-ta~awwur wa al-ta~dīq, ed. Mahdī Shari‘atī (Beirut: Dār al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2004) pp. 95-135.
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known. In other words, concepts are the unknown at atomic level and propositions
are the unknown at molecular level. Accordingly, even when the constituting concepts of it are known, a proposition can still be unknown if the necessity for knowledge of the proposition itself did not occur. This case also exemplifies that one thing
can be both known and unknown when different aspects are considered. And because
the different aspects are possible, the case does not posit a contradiction. By showing
that anything can be both known and unknown by the assistance of the division of
knowledge as conception and assent, a possible case for a paradox is stopped as well.
The result is reflected in different disciplines, particularly to logic: “A human
either knows logic or she doesn’t know”. If she knows, why should she learn? If
she doesn’t know it at all how will she want to know? These two questions will be
difficult to solve when we ignore that the unknown is divided into conception and
assent. The first question is turned into a paradox by the proposition that “Bringing something existent to existence (tah~īl al-hā~īl) is impossible”. And the second
is turned into a paradox by the proposition “Wanting to know the absolute unknown is impossible.” If one knows logic, she cannot be taught logic a second time.
In a similar fashion, if one does not know a thing about logic, she will not want to
learn it as well. Consequently, learning and teaching logic are impossible in both
cases. Dividing knowledge into conception and assent to sustain being known and
unknown from different perspectives maintains an exit away from the paradoxes.
According to this, if one knows the logic conceptually, logic is no longer an “absolute
unknown” for her. The basic for this type of knowledge is to know the goal of logic.
In a similar fashion, since this person does not know the principles of logic at the
level of assent yet, for her then this does not cause the problem of “bringing something existent to existence” (tah~īl al-hā~īl). In short, this division can also be viewed
as an attempt to the paradox on the possibility of learning.
The introductory section of a logic book is completely about organizing the information that makes teaching/learning the discipline of logic possible. The structure of this section includes a chain of presentations that point to the questions I
mentioned and the solutions to the questions as well as to the related paradoxes:
1. Knowledge is divided into two parts, as conception and assent.
2. Some conceptions and assents are necessary (Ûarūrī) and some are theoretical
(naÛarī).
3. Necessary knowledge is the base that leads to the theoretical knowledge.
4. There is possibility of mistake when one attempts to access theoretical knowledge through necessary knowledge. Namely, mistakes are possible in the process of
thought.
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5. Consequently we need a science that protects us from falling into mistakes.10
The introduction to any discipline is not part of the essential principles that
constructs that discipline. Likewise, the introduction of logic is not part of the chain
of things that logic aims to teach. Among the chain of propositions mentioned, the
division of knowledge as conception and assent is first. Thus the division is the
foundation for five propositions that explain the goal of logic. Almost all the books
include the division of knowledge as conception and assent. But have their authors
all considered the above mentioned background for the division as a context for
these discussions? The answer to this question connects us to the al-Jurjānī’s purpose for composing this treatise: the Risāla is to discuss the division of knowledge
in the context of the goal and the method of logic.
As I will discuss in detail later, what al-Jurjānī thinks his previous logicians is
that they do not focus on the goal and context of logic. Once I present the claim and
its justification as it is mentioned in the Risāla, then I will elaborate the argument
under the section titled “al-Jurjānī’s own analysis”.
3.1
Al-Jurjānī mentions four different approaches which depend on a particular
logic of division. These are (i) Philosophers (hukamā), (ii) Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, (iii)
Afdal al-Dīn Khunajī-Shams al-Dīn I~fahānī, (iv) Avicenna-Na~īr al-Dīn al-Tūsī.
al-Jurjānī uses two criteria for his classification: (i) The division of knowledge as
conception and assent: It will be clearer later that according to al-Jurjānī, Avicenna’s
view is not division of knowledge into conception and assent, but rather that they
are two conceptions each of which has different accruments. (ii) Assent and Judgement: The relation between these notions play an important role in determining different schools. For Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, who views assent as a composite quiddity,
judgement is one of the components of this quiddity. According to the philosophers
(hukamā) who consider assent being simple, the assent should be identical to the
judgement. To summarise, the views in the Risāla are composed by considering the
divisions of knowledge, the components of each part, and the accrument (’āridh/
lāhiq) of each part.
The first view discussed in the Risāla is claimed to be of “the first scholars and
of the verifiers from the late period” (al-awāil and al-muhaqqiqūn al-muta’akhkhirūn):
“Assent is but judgement”. References that refer to this view as the view of philosophers can be found in Na~īr al-Dīn al-Tūsī’s Talkhī~ al-Muha~~al and it became widely

10

Abū Abdallah Dasūkī, “Hāshiya alā Sharh al-Shamsiyya” in Shurūh al-Shamsiyya, v.1 (Istanbul: al-Maktabat al-Mahmudiyya) p. 55.
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distributed thanks to the works by Qutb al-Dīn Rāzī. Rāzī mentions philosophers as
supporters of this view in al-Risāla al-Ma‘mūla and in Tahrīr. 11
This related view is not stated in detail in the books of Greek philosophers, so
it is difficult to attribute this view to ancient philosophers. Moreover, it is not clear
whom al-Jurjānī means with “first scholars and verifiers from the late period”. In
addition, the vagueness about the names remains in the minds of logicians as well.
However, an analysis on the commentary and glosses of Shamsiyya might help us
have more idea on this point.
Some of the topics that are included at the textbooks of madrasas express the
contrasting views of predecessors (qudamā’) and latter-day logicians. For example
when Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī and Taftāzānī discuss Avicenna’s notion of differentia,
they state that Avicenna belongs to the group of predecessors on the topic. This
shows that Avicenna is regarded among the successor logicians (muta’akhkhirūn) in
general but for this particular point, he exceptionally thinks like the predecessors.12
Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī uses both the notions, mutaqaddimīn and qudamā’. Although
there is no implication that the notions, mutaqaddimīn and qudamā’ are used synonymously, it is clear that the notions mutaqaddimīn and qudamā’ refer to pre-Avicenna logicians. Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s approach implies that Avicenna is the beginning
of the successor era of logic.
Now, then when Islamic logicians talk about pre-Avicenna era, who exactly are
they talking about? In contrast to presence of many Islamic philosophers in the
pre-Avicenna era, it is difficult to find them being referred to as a group. As an example, when al-Fārābī’s ideas are being transmitted, it is transmitted as “al-Fārābī’s
view”. Pre-Avicennian Muslim philosophers do not get much attention, they are
found referred to by Muslim logicians only in one or two places.13 Post-Avicennian
logicians seem to be content with the contrast of Avicenna and philosophers (hukamā).14 This vagueness comes to the extent that the philosophers turn into an ambiguous cloud for reference. Despite all this, we can come across names that are

11

12
13
14

Na~īr al-Dīn al-Tūsī, Talkhī~ al-muha~~al (Lebanon: Dar al-Adwa, 1985), p. 6; Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī, Tahrīr
al-qavāid al-mantiqiyya fī Sharh Risāla al-Shamsiyya, ed. Muhsin Bidarfar (Qum: Manshūrāt-i bidar,
2005), p. 35; Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī “al-Risālat al-Ma‘mūla”, p. 20; al-Jurjānī, “Hāshiya”, p. 36; al-Jurjānī,
Sharh al-Mawāqif, v. I (Qum: Intishârât-ı Sharif Rıda, 1612), p. 88.
Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī, Tahrīr al-Qawā‘id al-mantiqiyya, pp. 150, 202; Taftazānī, Sharh al-Shamsiyya, Jādallah Bassām Sālih (Ammān: Dār al-nūr al-mubīn, 2011), p. 150.
Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī, Tahrīr al-Qawā‘id al-mantiqiyya, p. 253, 361.
Another topic discussed by mentioning names of Avicenna and al-Fārābī openly in the successor logician texts is about the essence of the subject and caption (‘unwān) of the subject. See Asad Q. Ahmed,
“Systematic Growth in Sustained Error: A Case Study in the Dynamism of Post-Classical Islamic Scholasticism”, The Islamic Scholarly Tradition: Studies in History, Law, and Thought in Honor of Professor Michael Allan Cook 83 (2011): 343-378.
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thought to be part of the philosophers: Kātibī uses “the predecessor philosophers”
(mutaqaddim hukemā) for “the likes of Plato and Aristotle”.15 From this usage then,
we can assume that successor philosophers are those Aristotelians and Neoplatonists who commented on Aristotle’s books on logic.16 Together with this, though
Ottoman Logician Muftuzāda Arzinjānī, in his gloss of Ta~awwurāt clearly explains
that the predecessors are pre-Avicenna logicians and successors are post-Avicenna.17
During my examination of his books, I could not find any sentences written on
how al-Jurjānī views Avicenna’s place in logic. In only one case, he mentions Avicenna implying he is distinct from the successor logicians when discussing the conversion of possible propositions.18 This however, is not enough to clearly understand
Avicenna’s place as successor or predecessor in al-Jurjānī’s mind.
3.2
The second group in al-Jurjānī’s work is the popular view of Fakhr al-Dīn alRāzī. According to Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, knowledge is divided into two as conception
and assent. Assent is composed of three conceptions and a judgement, thus this
makes assent a molecule of four atomic elements. Conception on the other hand is
apprehension that is outside of this sum.
The idea that assent is composite is made explicit by Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī in his
Mulakhkha~, Sharh Uyūn al-hikma and al-Mabāhith al-mashriqiyya. According to him,
the difference between conception and assent is like that of simple and composite.19
Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī also expresses different views in his other works. However much
Tūsī tries to distance al-Rāzī’s view from that of the philosophers,20 there are pas-

15
16

17
18
19

20

Al-Kātibī, Bahr al-fawā’id, Ragıp Paşa 1481, 74b.
(Hakīm) is also a title that is used by Islamic scholars to signify other Muslim scholars. For example
Taftazānī refers to Na~īr al-Dīn al-Tūsī as al-hakîm al-muhaqqiq. He considers him among philosophers
(Taftāzānī, Sharh al-Shamsiyya, p. 151).
Muftizāda Arzinjānī, Tasavvurât Hâşiyesi, 1276, p. 398; Eyyüp Said Kaya and Murtaza Bedir, “Mütekaddimîn ve Müteahhirîn”, DİA, v. 32 (İstanbul, 2016), p. 186-189.
Al-Jurjānī, “Hāshiya”, p. 360.
Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, Mantiq al-Mulakhkha~, ed. Ahmet Ferâmerz Karamelekī (Tehran: Intishārāt-i
dānishgāh Imam Sādiq, 1381), p. 7; Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, Sharh ‘Uyūn al- hikma, ed. A. Hijāzi Sakka (Tehran: Matbaa-yi Isma‘īliyyān, 1415), p. 43; Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, al-Mabāhith al-mashriqiyya. v.I, (India:
Matbaat dāira al-ma’ārif al-niÛāmiyya, 1343), p. 369; Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, al-Matālib al-’āliya, ed. A.
Hijāzi Sakka, v. X (Beirut: Dār al-kitāb al-’Arabī, 1987), p. 105.
Tūsī, Talkhî~ al-Mukha~~al, p. 6. Tū~ī says Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī cannot be thinking in the same way as
the philosophers, on the other hand, Tū~ī does not mention that Imam agrees with the idea that assent
is composite as well. Tū~ī views Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī as taking conception as absolute apprehension
and assent as apprehension together with judgement. Thus, as I will further discuss later, the relation
between assent and judgement is not of whole and parts but of having as an accruement and subject to
having accruements (âriz-ma‘ruz). If we add to this list that Imam also claims simplicity of assent, then
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sages in the works of the Imam where he writes differently from Mulakhkha~ and
regards assent as the same as judgement. Thus, assent is admitted to be simple.21
Also, the idea of that assent is composite is a kind of Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s stamp in
the most of the places where the division of knowledge is discussed.22 In this context,
how al-Kātibī ve Qutb al-Dīn al-Rāzī evaluate Imam’s ideas is important. Qutb alDīn, explains Imām’s ideas over the notions of condition and part (shart and shatr).
Accordingly, (i) subject, (iii) predicate and (iii) a connection between the two in the
form of “is” and “is not” and (iv) apprehending that this judgemental relation (al-nisba al-hukmiyya) reflects truth, constitute an assent together. Consequently, assent is
composite of three conceptions and a judgement. For an assent then both sides of
subject and predicate should be apprehended. This requirement is more like the need
of a whole to its parts rather than the relation of a condition to the conditioned.23
According to Imam, presence of the three parts is not enough for an assent. If that
were the case, we would have an assent wherever these three are conceptualized.24
Thus the apprehension of the judgemental relation is needed for presence of assent.25
3.3
Third view in the Risāla is found in Afdal al-Dīn Khunajī’s Kashf al-asrār ‘an
ghawāmid al-afkār and in Shams al-dīn I~fahānī’s Matālib al-anzār. Al-Jurjānī does
not transmit the ideas in the books word by word. He however focuses more on the
meanings these texts aim to carry.26 Al-Jurjānī thinks this view is different and contradictory to both the philosophers and to the Imam’s view.27 Khunajī and I~fahānī’s
views are summarised by him as follows: “Knowledge is either pure conception, thus
then no judgement accrues to it; or it is assent, then takes judgement as accrument
or attachement.”28 Al-Jurjānī reports that Isfahānī and Khūnajī view knowledge

21
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Imam might be claimed to have various approaches on assent.
al-Rāzī, al-Matālib al-’āliya, II: 90.
Ali b. Umar al-Kātibī, Jāmi‘ al-daqā’iq, Hacı Beşir Ağa 418, fol. 2b; Ayn al-qawā’id, Ragıp Paşa 1481, fol.
2a; Bahr al-fawā’id, Ragıp Paşa 1481, fol. 74b; Qutb al-dīn al-Rāzī, Tahrīr al-Qawā‘id al-mantiqiyya, p. 35,
38; al-Jurjānī, “Hāshiya”, p. 36.
Al-Kātibī, Jāmi‘ al-daqā’iq, fol. 2a; Bahr al-fawā’id, fol. 74b. Compare al-Rāzī, Mantiq al-Mulakhkha~, 7;
Shirbīnī, Abd al-Rahmān, “Ta’līqāt ‘alā Shurūh al-Shamsiyya”, in Shurūh al-Shamsiyya (Istanbul: al-Maktabat al-Mahmūdiyya, n.d.), p. 337.
Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, al-Arba‘īn fī usūl al-dīn (Hyderabad, 1353), p. 479.
Al-Kātibī, Jāmi‘ al-daqā’iq, fol. 2b.
Cf. Khunajī, Afdal al-dīn, Kashf al-asrār ‘an ghawāmid al-afkār, ed. Khaled el-Rouayheb (Tahran: Iranian
Institute of Philosophy & Berlin Free University, 2010), p. 6; Shams al-Dīn Isfāhānī, Matâli› al-anzār, v.
I (Qum: Rāid, 1393), pp. 174-176.
Ali b. Umar al-Kātibī is the first person to criticise Hunajī’s approach to conception and assent. He finds
the division problematic due to linguistic contexts as well as semantical ones. See Ali b. Umar al-Kātibī,
Sharh Kashf al-asrār ‘an ghawāmid al-afkār, Cārullah, nr. 1418, fol. 1a-1b.
Risāla, 122.
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as absolute apprehension. The difference between philosophers and the Imam is
explained by the relations of having as accrument and being subject to having accruement (‘ārid-ma‘rūz/lāhiq-malhūq). This approach is very different from the approach of philosophers for whom judgement and assent are identical and from the
Imam for whom judgement is part of the quiddity of assent. In Isfahānī and Khūnajī
explanation, judgement stays outside of the quiddity of the assent and accrues to
it. Judgment is attached to subject and predicate and the judgemental relation between subject and predicate, and each three pieces of absolute conception.
3.4
The last position al-Jurjānī presents is like the third view, based on the implied
views derived from the authors’ sentences. The names examined here are Avicenna
and Tūsī.
Al-Jurjānī’s reading is based on Avicenna’s al-Shifā and Ishārāt, and Tūsī’s Tajrīd al-I’tiqād. I could not find any section that discusses the division in Tajrīd. On
the other hand, in Asās al-iqtibās fi al-mantiq, conception is discussed as being the
conception without judgement (ta~awwur mujarradd ’ānil-hukm), and assent is the
conception together with judgement (ta~awwur muqārin li al-hukm).29
The related sections to al-Jurjānī’s summary of Avicenna might be from alIshārāt, al-Shifā\al-Mantiq\al-Madkhal and Mantiq al-mashriqiyya. In al-Ishārāt, (i)
pure conception, (ii) assent that is together with a conception;30 in al-Shifā’s Madkhal (i) mere conception (ta~awwur faqat), (ii) assent together with a conception
(ta~dīq ma’ā al-ta~awwur)31 are listed by Avicenna. Al-Jurjānī does not mention Mantiq al-mashriqiyyīn. However, in Mantiq there is conception without assent (ta~awwur la ya~habuhû ta~dīq) and conception with assent (ta~awwur ya~habuhû ta~dīq).32
Despite this, al-Jurjānī’s presentation of the division in Avicenna and Tūsī is
such: “Knowledge is either apprehension without assent, thus it is apprehension
without judgement, and namely it is mere conception. Or it is conception with assent and thus it is concception together with judgement.”33
So far I summarised the four views in the Risāla. Now the essence of al-Jurjānī’s
criticism and analysis will be examined.
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Tūsī, Asās al-iqtibās fī al-mantiq, ed. Hasan Shafi’ī-Muhammad Sa’îd Jamal al-dīn. (Cairo: al-Majlis ala’alā li al-thaqāfa, 2004), p. 29.
Ibn Sīnā, al-Ishārāt wa al-Tanbīhāt, v. I, (Qum: Nashr al-balāga, 1375), p. 23.
Ibn Sīnā, al-Shifā, al-Madkhal, ed. İbrahim Medkur et al. (Qum: Manshūrāt maktabat Āyatullah al-‘uzmā
Mar’āshī al-Najafī, 1405), p. 17.
Mantiq al-Mashriqiyyīn (Qum: Manshūrāt maktabat Āyetullah al-‘uzmā al-Mar‘āshī al-Najafī, 1405), p. 9.
Risāla, 123.
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4. Al-Jurjanı’s Analysis
Al-Jurjānī’s analysis has two bases; formal and contextual. Formally he first
mentions conception and assent as results of division, thus what we have in hand
is not a definition but a division. His criticisms are shaped on the formal conditions
for a proper division. His criticisms are then not based on the theory of definition
in logic but rather the rules formed by argumentation.
Second part of the analysis focuses on the where and why of the division.
Al-Jurjānī implies with this, that the context of the division should be taken into
consideration next, once a division succeeds the formal conditions. His criticisms at
this second level are mainly on the mistake of “not being appropriate for the goal”
of the division.

4.1. Formal Conditions of a Division
Risāla, as its title implies, classifies parts of knowledge and lists them. Al-Jurjānī defines the divided concept (maqsim), knowledge and its divisions briefly while
doing this. The readers expecting to find long discussions based on genus and differentia (for the definition) would be disappointed to find no such discussion. This
is because what is being done is a division, not a definition and this division has a
specific goal. As a result, throughout the text the formal conditions of a division and
how to satisfy the suitability of a division to its goal are central to the discussion.
Al-Jurjānī’s first criteria is about the formal conditions a division should maintain. Division should have at least two parts. These two parts are constructed by
attaching restrictions and conditions to the universal divided concept. Each part
should be opposite to the other.34 We can list the main rules accordingly: (i) between the divided concept and its divisions, there must be the relation of “absolutely inclusive and included” (‘umūm hu~ū~ mutlaq) (ii) the divisions should be opposite each other (iii) the divided notion should be common in all divisions. The
important thing in the division is to preserve these relations between divisions
-and -divided, and division -and -division. First step is the aforementioned rules of
argumentation for al-Jurjānī’s analysis.35 So al-Jurjānī discusses different groups
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Sayyid Sharīf al-Jurjānī, Kitāb al-Ta‘rīfāt, ed. Muhammad Abd al-Rahmān Mar‘ashlī (Beirut: Dār alnafā’is, 2003), p. 128.
Argumentation discusses subject matters in two ways: the explicit (~arîh) and implicit (zımnî). The
discussion topic in both cases should be a “claim”. Accordingly, propositions include explicit claims.
Definitions and divisions include implicit claims. Al-Jurjānī’s criticisms continue to discuss over these
implicit claims. His only treatise on argumentation, al-Risāla al-Sharīfiyya does not give space to discussions on division and definition but rather on explicit claims such as syllogisms made of propositions.
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on division first by giving their definitions. Built on this knowledge, we might expect him discuss genus and differentia but he does not. He moves on to discussing
apprehension, conception and assent and tries to determine the categories of the
divided concept and its divisions. For example, when he is discussing the philosophers’ view, he claims that conception and assent should not be used as concepts of
two different categories. In other words, conception and assent should be defined
such that they are both of the same category. Because both are divisions of knowledge. So whichever category knowledge is, the rule “the divided concept should be
common in the divisions of it” requires that the divisions should be of the same
category. Here the aim is not to determine the real category of knowledge, but to
discuss the formal conditions. If absolute knowledge is regarded from the category
of action, then divisions of knowledge should be of the same category. The added
conditions on this knowledge that is common in each part should be in this category as well. Again, requirement of following the same rule is that when absolute
knowledge is of affection, the divisions of knowledge should signify affection. So,
one cannot explain conception as affection and assent as action. In other words,
one of the formal rules of division is categorical identity of divisions and the divided concept.
Another rule in al-Jurjānī’s analysis is as such: iv) the minimum requirement of
a division, whatever the type of division is, is that the divided concept is constrained
with the divisions of that divided concept.36 Al-Jurjānī evaluates the philosophers’
view that “Assent is simple, because it is merely judgement” with an application of
this rule. He thinks that this division is flawless and divisions of the division are
constrained clearly according to the type of the division. His words on this carries
hidden implications on mental division: in mental division (taqsīm ’āqlī), it is possible to be sure that all divisions of the divided notion are expressed without any
need to look at the divisions. This is because each part is the negation of the other.
Let’s assume A is a divided concept, B is part of A, and non B is the other part of A.
It is impossible to assume a third part. Within this scope, al-Jurjānī transmits the
philosophers’ division as a mental one as follows:

ُ  وهو،إدراك ما عدا أ ّن النسبة واقعة أو ليست بواقعة؛ وإما تصديق
ُ تصور وهو
ليست.7أو3 إدراك أن النسبة واقعة
ٌ العلم إما
37
. وهو احلكم،بواقعة

36
37

In order to see a work on both explicit and implicit claims see Muhyiddin Abdülhamid. Risāla al-Ādab fī
‘ilm ādāb al-bahth wa al-munāÛara, ed. Orhan Gazi Yüksel (Istanbul: Yasin Yayınevi, 2009).
This rule is found in argumentation books as “the division should be constrained (hā~ır), that means
collector and hindering (jāmī wa māni‘)”. See Muhyiddin Abdülhamid, Risāla al-Ādab, 26.
Risāla, 119.
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As we see, the divided concept is apprehension. The negated concept is judgemental relation. Al-Jurjānī considers philosophers’ division as a mental one. Then
in this division in which judgment as synonymous with assent, the divided concept
and divisions signify the same category. As a result, the division is flawless.
Consequently his emphasis on “being of the same category” is totally related to
the formal conditions of the division. Here we saw this through his evaluation of
philosophers’ and others’ approaches.

4.2. The Context of the Division: The Goal of Logic and the Methods It
Presents:
The second dimension in al-Jurjānī’s analysis is about the context and goal of
logic. This can be claimed to be the real base for his criticisms. The philosophical
problems solved by the division is related to the opportunities the logic maintain
through the division. The presentation of division at the introductory sections
of logic books, however, is not a logical necessity but of a pedagogical one. Main
function of this division is to attract a learner’s attention to the aimed topic. If a
person knows the aim of logic, then she will not spend time on unnecessary subjects and questions unrelated to logic. Knowing the goal of logic will maintain this
special awareness. Placing the division of knowledge in the introduction sections
of logic books is the first step for a chain of propositions that lead to understanding this goal.
If we consider the place of the division among the five propositions which we
pointed before, it is obvious that the problem of division should not be seen only
formal, without-context division. This is the essence of al-Jurjānī’s criticism on informality. If knowledge will be divided in a specific discipline, then the goal of that
discipline is also the goal of that division. One question should be asked at this point:
Can the other views mentioned in the Risāla not function explanatorily on methods
of logic? According to al-Jurjānī, for this, the relations among the goal of logic, the
method logic provides and the divisions of knowledge should be examined.
The mere reason for dividing knowledge into two parts is to separate these two
sections for their peculiar methods. Judgement which is named as apprehension
is also separated with a method that leads to its knowledge. This peculiar method
isproof.38
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Al-Jurjānī, “Hāshiya”, p. 36. Cf. al-Jurjānī, “Ta‘līqāt Sayyid Sharīf al-Jurjānī”, in Sarh al-Matāli’, ed. Usāma Sāidī, v.I (Qum: Menshūrāt zaw al-qurbā, 1395), p. 36.
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In this quoted passage, the only goal of the division is to benefit from the divisions of knowledge in order to divide the different methods used in these parts; and
with this, in order to achieve a real division of knowledge. When a division satisfies
the formal conditions, it means that the elements in the divisions are enough to
be separated from each other, so that it is enough to establish a relation of opposition between the divisions. Consequently there should be other elements that are
attached to the formal separation and that is informal. What is attached to the formal separation is the issue of what will be used for separation. In other words, the
goal of logic and the methods should be focused on. According to al-Jurjānī, more
particularly, the goal of logic is established on the matching between divisions of
knowledge with the method. Once this matching is established, at the second level
the most important thing is the naming of this matching. If knowledge is two parts
as A and B, there is a method C that leads to A and only A; and there should be another method D, that leads only to B. To summarise, C should be peculiar to A and
D should be peculiarly for B. So, how is the idea that method and type of knowledge
should be particular for each other produced?
The goal of logic is to explain the methods that lead to knowledge.39 There are
two methods that are explained by this discipline: theory of definition and theory
of syllogism. And these two are oppositely distinct methods and each lead to different knowledge. Thus this difference and separation should be emphasised in the
division and the contents of the parts should preserve the distinctness of methods.
If the goal of logic is to explain these distinct methods, then the goal of the division
is to posit the knowledge types that are maintained by these methods. At this point,
the quiddities of conception and assent lose their importance. Yes, the contents of
these knowledge are important, but the interest about their contents is merely because their methods are expected to be distinct. The methods are totally separate,
i.e each one is peculiar to its own; so the knowledge they lead to should be separate
and peculiar.
At this point a new question strikes our mind: is the Imām’s approach which
attaches judgement to the quiddity of assent and I~fahānī-Khunajī approach which
views judgement as an accruement to the assent unsuccessful in maintaining the
peculiarity of knowledge and the method that lead to knowledge? So in the case
one admits the mentioned views, does the function of peculiar matching between
parts of knowledge and its method disappear? Clearly any division that satisfies
the formal conditions can achieve the matching of method and knowledge without
adding anything else to the division. Since the relations between divided concept
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Al-Jurjānī, “Hāshiya”, p. 36.

108

Mehmet Özturan, On Sayyid Sharıf al-Jurjanı’s Risala fı taqsım al-‘ilm: Analysis and Critical Edition

and the divisions are preserved in this division, and what is more, the opposition
between parts is preserved as well.40 A similar discussion is presented by al-Jurjānī
in Sharh al-Mawāqif. The problem of division is evaluated with an approach peculiar
to Al-Jurjānī in this treatise. I name this approach as the plainness principle in division. This principle can be defined as reaching the goal of the division with the most
economic and direct expressions.
In Sharh al-Mawāqif and the treatise we examined in this research, the Risāla,
what makes the classification of different groups is the notion of assent and its relation to judgement. Al-Jurjānī’s criticism through the principle of plainness is based
on the main approaches taken against the assent and judgement. For example according to the philosophers, assent is the same as judgement. When judgement
is evaluated from the viewpoint of a person, it is a cognitive state for uttering a
proposition “is or is not” and from viewpoint of a hearer, it is a state to understand
a proposition “is or is not”. There is only one way in quality and peculiarity to lead to
this type of knowledge.41 I am avoiding the discussions on determining the category
of judgement here. That issue is not related to the plainness principle. The necessity
of being from same categories is related more to the formal conditions. As I have
mentioned at the beginning, if what is aimed at with the division of knowledge
is to explain that the methods are oppositely different; philosopher’s approach is
successful. Because in this approach, the only way that leads to the knowledge of
judgement is proof and judgement as a kind of knowledge can match proof directly
and peculiarly. As a result, if any additions besides judgement is made in definition
of assent, this simplicity will disappear.
The idea attributed to Avicenna that assent is conception with judgement
(ta~awwur ma’āhū ta~dīq), similarly maintains matching of method and knowledge
by preserving the quality of peculiarity.42 However, al-Jurjānī thinks this is preferable only in the case that judgement is of the category of action.43 It is clear that if
judgement is from the category of action, it will have no commonality with knowledge/apprehension as the latter is of affection or quality. No commonality means
that judgement is no part of knowledge. Because during the process of division, one
of the main rules is that the divided concept should be found in all of its parts as a
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Ibid, p. 28.
Al-Jurjānī, Sharh al-Mawāqif, v. I, p. 88.
Risāla, 122.
In order to be able to present Avicenna’s position in the sense we gave above, one needs to assume
that he admits judgement from the category of action. However, Hasan Chalabī criticises others that
notion of judgement from the category of action is not among the acceptable approaches for Avicenna.
See Hasan Chalabī, “Hāshiya Sharh al-Mawāqif,” Sharh al-Mawāqif, v. I (Qum: Intishārāt-i Sharīf Riżā,
1612), p. 89.
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quiddity and as a category. Namely there must be commonality between the divided notion and the divisions. That knowledge or apprehension, which is the divided concept, is categorically distinct from judgement. Then apprehension’s division
into mere conception” (al-ta~awwur al-sādhij) and conception with assent (ta~awwur
ma‘ahū ta~dīq) is not problematic according to the conditions of division because
conception is the common in both divisions. But in this form, both divisions can
be matched to only one method, the definition theory. However, if the goal of division is matching methods and types of knowledge, and that the judgement which
is from the category of action, i.e. the assent, is impossible to be made one part of
knowledge which is from the category of affection or quality, then what remains is
making judgement an accrument to one of the divisions and proceed the matching
of method and knowledge over the concept that is being the accruement. In accordance with this, division considers what accrues to the divisions of knowledge and
what does not accrue and then knowledge is divided into (i) conception that judgement (assent) accrues to it and (ii) conception that is not accrued by judgement.
The knowledge of the part to which judgement is not accrued, matches with definition; and the part to which judgement is accrued matches with proof. So the goal is
succeded in the division. Ok, then is this division suitable according to al-Jurjānī’s
emphasised notion of matching the method and the part? The answer is yes. The division offers the method of syllogism for the knowledge of the accrued part, judgement offers definition for the knowledge of the conception part; and matches both
of them successfully. However, it does also attract the attention that the matching
are not made through the parts directly, but over the part that is either attached or
not attached -the judgement-.44
The criticism against this approach is related to al-Jurjānī’s notion of judgement. Just like philosopher’s division, this division does not contain problems in
relation to appropriateness of the goal. But how true would admitting judgement
as an accruement to conception be? According to al-Jurjānī, judgement is a kind of
knowledge. Since it is not accruement, it is certain knowledge that can be known
by mere wittness of the inner senses.45 Consequently, the aforementioned division
is appropriate when the judgement is regarded as an action. The formal conditions
of the division is satisfied and the division succeeded its goal. However, considering
judgement as an action is a philosophical mistake.
Actually, al-Jurjānī’s main criticism is against Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī. He claims
that assent is composed of judgement and conceptions, and assent is a molecular
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Risāla, 122, 123.
Al-Jurjānī, Sharh al-Mawāqif, v. I, p. 89.
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sum. In terms of a definition, Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s approach is not problematic.
Problems from other aspects are (i) mistake of not constraining the division (‘adem
al-inhi~ār) and (ii) mistake of not being appropriate to the goal. The first one of
these mistakes is due to Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s assumption that judgement is of apprehension, i.e. it is from the category of quality or from the category of affection.
The second mistake is about attachment of judgement to the quiddity of assent,
which is of the same category as itself. We should state that al-Jurjānī does not talk
about an option for Imam’s approach that the judgement is of category of action.
There are two reasons for this: one is that we know through our inner senses that
judgement is a kind of apprehension. If judgement is of category of action, then
Imam will face the second problem. If the judgement is an action, then it becomes
part of assent. The divided concept and the parts of the division will then become
of different categories. This violates the condition of a proper division. In the evaluation on Avicenna and Nasīr al-Dīn al-Tūsī, I said that if the judgement is action,
the only way to avoid this mistake is to exclude judgement from assent. But Imam
makes judgement part of assent. So excluding judgement from assent will be a contradiction for Imam. With these reasons, al-Jurjānī does not evaluate the option of
judgement being an action. He does not like to attribute the approach and mistake
of accepting that the part and the notion divided are chosen from different categories to Imam.
Mistake number (i) is caused by violation of formal conditions. This mistake
takes place as such: if judgement is among the parts that make up the quiddity of
assent, it is not an assent on its own. Although rational is part of the quiddity of
human, it is not the same as human when considered on its own. So judgement is
not assent. There remains one option: judgement is conception. However, we need
to maintain knowledge of this category through definition as it is the case with conception. But what maintains its knowledge is proof. In this case, judgement is not
conception. As a result, because of it failed to count judgement in any divisions of
knowledge, Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s division could not be constraint (hā~ir).
The second mistake is related to the violation of the rules about the context of
division, its goal and the plainness principle. Three criticisms are gathered under this
general title. First, according to al-Jurjānī, attaching conceptions to judgement is
unnecessary and meaningless in the definition of assent as one judgement and three
conceptions. Because the main goal of the division is to offer a division of knowledge for peculiar methods by considering the methods of logic. The method with
which conception is maintained is definition. Assent is composed of three elements
that are gained by definition and an element (which is judgement) gained by proof.
The method with which knowledge of conceptions are maintained is definition. Con111
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structing quiddities of assent by adding them to judgement is to claim that the three
ingredients in the assent are maintained through the method of definition and the
other ingredient, the judgement is maintained through the method of proof.
But the discussions on division proved these methods as totally separate ones.
Then the goal is already achieved by the judgement alone without the need of attaching the other three elements. This also violates the plainness/simplicity. Secondly, the method that leads to conception is definition and the only method that
leads to assent is proof. If these two main principles are considered, it is useless to
make the three elements parts of assent. The method of proof has no effect on composition of the conceptions. Thirdly, the adjectives of an assent such as certain and
estimative (Ûannī), emerge thanks to the judgement. These are qualities of knowledge maintained by the method of proof. The conceptions are not attributed with
any of these. This means that the qualities about assent are due to the judgement
and judgement is only emergent with proof. The adjectives prove that assent and
matching of the methods peculiar to it, the only thing needed is judgement. Then
there is no benefit we gain from making the assent composite. Since assent is already separated from conception when assent is regarded identical with judgement
(as in the philosophers’ approach), then there is no need for additional concepts to
its quiddity. When the main goal is to maintain reference to the methods directly
and establish the division accordingly, then the division suggested by Fakhr al-Dīn
al-Rāzī is not a successful proposal.46
Al-Jurjānī’s evaluation on philosophers, such as Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī and Avicenna focuses on the methods of logic that lead to the unknown. Whichever type
the division is, what is expected from the division is to determine the parts of division presenting contents that maintain one method plainly. According to this,
those that are added to the absolute knowledge can be accidental elements as well
as essential ones. Each part then can be classes or species of the divided concept.
The important thing is to match the parts of the division with different methods.
Because this division is in order to explain the methods that will be taught in logic.
Consequently this approach does not discuss the quiddity of different parts of the
division. This is not the goal of the division.
The case of philosophers and the case of Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī are composed by
the attachment of “essential elements to the divided concept”. Thus two parts are
maintained by making species out of one genus. But this is not the real aim. Thus,
although the parts which are made by attaching differentia or accruements to the
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divided concept, are totally separate (taqābul), this is not enough. At this very point,
the goal of the division is important, in addition to the formal conditions. Al-Jurjānī’s main expectation from the division is that parts are separated from each other
according to their methods. If the only goal were to separate (imtiyāz) the parts,
we should have focused on the differentia or the proprium, in order to achieve the
separation. Al-Jurjānī, on the other hand, emphasizes that the division should be
peculiar to the methods of logic (definition and proof) and it should be made with
indicated concepts directly. Division is based on the discipline of logic and is for
someone who intends to learn logic. Each part of knowledge will then be separated
by its peculiar method. One should be with definition and the other with proof. If
the quiddity of the parts are composite, the components should be gained with the
same method as its parts. Assume A is part of knowledge. If A is composed of b and
c, the knowledge of both b and c should be gained with the same method as A. If
b’s knowledge is maintained through the same method as A, and c’s knowledge is
gained through a different method then A’s –let’s call it B- then making c a component of A is useless and meaningless in relation to the goal of division. The plainness
principle is: let us assume b and c are parts of A. Both b and c are maintained by the
same method as A. In order to indicate A’s method, one has to choose to refer to the
peculiar method of either b or c. Because b or c can be matched with this method on
their own. Involving them both in this, is useless.

Conclusion
One of the key features of logic books is the division of knowledge as conception and assent. But the essence of this division and the essence of the parts are not
part of the main goals for the discipline of logic. As a result, the aforementioned division is not part of the discipline itself, but rather is part of the book of logic, as its
introduction. In this respect, this division turns into the first step of chains of propositions explaining the goals of logic. With a clearer expression, al-Jurjānī claims
that the goal of logic is the formal methods of logic that lead to know the unknown.
In order to understand that proof and definition are separate methods according
to al-Jurjānī, the logical knowledge itself is required to be subject to division. Thus
the division is restricted with this goal: the division and its contents should be established in a way that matches only the method of definition and syllogism. In other
words, the goal of dividing knowledge as conception and assent is to divide the types
of knowledge through the methods that lead to these types. This is because a formal
rule for any division is that the parts of the division are opposite. This opposition can
be maintained by various elements. If what is being done is merely dividing types
of knowledge in relation to the parts of knowledge, then this could be well achieved
113

NAZARİYAT Journal for the History of Islamic Philosophy and Sciences

through differentia (fa~l) and peculiar accruements. However, al-Jurjānī insists that
the division should be linked to the methods of logic because the division is made in
the discipline of logic. The real reason for the composition of this treatise, as well as
the critical references to the other views, should be to remind of this forgotten context. The division should not be then made through differentia and proprium that
are central to discussions of quiddity, rather it should be through the methods that
logic itself offers. Accordingly, if the types of knowledge are knowable through the
knowledge of the method peculiarly, then the division is successful.
It is then not enough if the division is successful only on the formal application
of rules. These rules should be applied with regard to the informal aspect of the division too, such as context and goal of the division. In the light of all that is discussed,
al-Jurjānī expects an equivalent to this division from the other schools: Knowledge is
either by definition or by syllogism. According to this, each part of knowledge should
be defined with a content that can be reflected to these methods. Any element that
does not match directly or peculiarly to these methods, should be excluded.
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Information on the Various Copies of the Treatise
One copy of Risāla fī taqsīm al-‘ilm we could access is in Yüksek İslâm Enstitüsü
Kütüphanesi and three of the copies are found in Süleymaniye Library. I could not
find the copies mentioned by Mach and Ormbsy in their catalogues. Another copy
in Yüksek İslâm Enstitüsü is not used in critical edition because it has many missing
pages and is subject to alteration. The number of copies are enough for reconstruction of a true version of the original treatise.

Atif Effendi Copy
This copy is recorded in Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi Âtıf Efendi nr. 1678/1 and it
is first treatise in a compilation of treatises on logic and philosophy.
On the inside cover, it says:
[سره
ّ ]متّت الرسالة الشريفة للسيد الشريف ق ّدس.

Neither the name of the copyist nor the date of the copy are mentioned. The
copy is of two pages (vr. 1b-2b). No notes (ta’līq) are found in the copy. This is the
completest and closest to original among the copies we worked on. Our critical edition is based on this copy and we referred to it as []األصل. Page numbers in edition is
from this copy as well.

Copy of Yazma Bağışlar
It is recorded in Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi Yazma Bağışlar nr. 607/16. This is
sixteenth treatise in a compilation of treatises on logic and philosophy.
The inside cover page reads: [سره العزيز
ّ ]متّت الرسالة الشريفة للسيد الشريف ق ّدس

No mention of the copyist or date of copying is mentioned. It is of three pages
(vr. 139b-141b). No notes (ta’lîq) are found in the copy.. This is a whole copy. However, there is alteration in the text. We mentioned this copy as [ ]بin our edition.

Copy of Nazif Paşa
This copy is recorded as Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi Nazif Paşa nr. 1350/9. It is
ninth in a compilation of treatises on logic and philosophy. Its copyist is unknown
and dated as 1172 hijri end of Safar. The copy is of three pages (vr. 36b-39a). This is
not a whole copy and there are alterations in the text. It is [ ]نin our edition.

Method of Critical Edition
I followed Isam principles of critical editing. Among the aforementioned four
copies, I based my edition on the first one. First front of the first page is ( وwajh),
and second part is ( ظÛahr). I compared this to copy numbers two and three. I did
not consider the fourth copy because of the alterations and missing parts. The abbreviations in the copy are used in their original forms as «حني = »ح, «ظاهر = »ظ, «»مقص
= مقصود,«مصنف = »مص, «باطل = »بط.
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وصف نسخ الرسالة:
وجدنا هلذه الرسالة ثالث نسخ؛ إحداها يف مكتبة «  » Yüksek İslâm Enstitüsüوالباقية منها يف املكتبة
السليمانية.
نسخة عاطف أفندي:
هذه النسخة يف املكتبة السليمانية ضمن جمموع «الرسائل املنطقية والفلسفية» بقسم عاطف أفندي حتت
رقم.1/1678 :
ال يوجد يف هذه النسخة اسم الناسخ وال تاريخ النسخ ،وعدد أوراق النسخة 3 :من  1ظ إىل  2ظ .ال يوجد
سره» .هذه نسخة
فيه أي تعليق .النسخة كاملة ،يف آخرها« :متّت الرسالة الشريفة للسيد الشريف ق ّدس ّ
خالية من التصحيف والتحريف ،واعتمدنا يف التحقيق على هذه النسخة ،ورمزنا اليها بالنسخة «األصل»،
وثبتنا أوراقها.
نسخة «: »Yazma Bağışlar
هذه النسخة يف املكتبة السليمانية ضمن جمموع رسائل املنطقية والفلسفية بقسم « »Yazma Bağışlarحتت
رقم.16/607 :
ال يوجد فيها اسم الناسخ وال تاريخ النسخ ،وعدد األوراق أربعة :من  139إىل  .141النسخة كاملة
كنسخة عاطف أفندي ،يف أوهلا« :رسال ٌة للسيد الشريف» ويف آخرها« :متّت الرسالة الشريفة للسيد
سره العزيز» فيها تصحيف وحتريف ،ورمزنا اليها بالنسخة «ب».
الشريف ق ّدس ّ
نسخة نافذ باشا:
هذه النسخة يف املكتبة السليمانية ضمن جمموع «الرسائل املنطقية والفلسفية» بقسم حاجي حممود أفندي
حتت رقم.9/1350 :
قيد الناسخ أنه قد نسخها سنة  1172للهجرة يف أواخر صفر اخلري .ومل يصرح امسه .وعدد أوراقه ثالثة:
من  36إىل  .39وخطها مجيل .النسخة ناقصة مقارنة مع نسخة عاطف أفندي ،فيها تصحيف وحتريف،
ورمزنا اليها بالنسخة «ن».
عملنا يف التحقيق:
اتبعنا أثناء حتقيقنا قواعد التحقيق ملركز البحوث اإلسالمية «.»İSAMوقابلنا ثالث نسخ من بني األربعة .وهي نسخة عاطف أفندي «األصل» ،ونسخة «»Yazma Bağışlar«ب» ،ونسخة نافذ باشا «ن».
وكانت يف النسخ رموز كتبناها علي الشكل التايل كاملة« :ح :حني ،و«ظ» :ظاهر ،و«مقص» :مقصود،و«مص» :مصنف ،و«بط» :باطل
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رسالة يف تقسيم العلم
تأليف

السيد الشريف اجلرجاين
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رسالة يف تقسيم العلم

1

بسم اهلل الرمحن الرحيم

2

مذاهب أربع ٌة:
اعلم أ ّن يف تقسيم العلم
ُ

املذهب األول :لألوائل واملحققني من املتأخرين
تصور وهو ُ
إدراك ما عدا أ ّن النسبة واقعة أو ليست بواقعة؛ وإما تصديق ،وهو
وهو :العلم إما ٌ
ُ
إدراك أ ّن النسبة واقعة أو ليست بواقعة ،وهو احلكم ،ووجه االحنصار فيهما ظاهر ،وهذا التقسيم صحيح ال

ُ
غبار عليه ،إال على تقدي ِر أن يكون احلكم ً
قسما من العلم
التصديق
فعل ،فإنه ال يصح حني ُج ِع َل
ُ
املرادف له ً
3
ِ
ِ
االنفعال على تفسريه
الكيف على تفسريه بالصورة احلاصلة يف النفس أو
الذي هو إدراك؛ ألنه ِمن َمقُول ِة
5
الذوات ال تتصادق 6على ٍ
ِ
بانتقاش النفس بالصورة احلاصلة من الشيء ،واملقوالت 4متباين ُة
ذات واحدة
ٍ
باعتبارات خمتلفة كما ُظ َّن.

وإمنا قلنا‘ 7:ال غبار عليه’ ،أل ّن ّ
كل واح ٍد من القسمني ينفرد 8يف ذاته ٍ
بطريق خيصه؛ فالتصور سواء
املوصل إليه هو ُ
كان جما ِم ًعا للحكم أو غريَ جما ِم ٍع له ،إذا كان نظريًّا كان ِ
الشارح؛ والتصديق إذا كان
القول
ُ

نظريًّا ِ
مكتسب ًة باألقوال الشارحة أو ال ،فهذا التقسيم يناسب بذاته
فموصله احلج ُة ،سواء كانت
ٌ
تصورات َ
9
املعرف واحلجج  -وهو احلق ،ألن احلكم
تقسيم ما هو
لِما هو الغرض منه  -أعين
ٌ
َ
كاسب للنظريات إىل ِّ
الو ْجدا ُن عند التأمل الصادق.
إذعان وإدراك يف احلقيقة ،كما يَش َهد به ُ

10

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

ن :رسال ٌة يف تقسي ِم العل ِم للسيد الشريف؛ ب :رسال ٌة للسيد الشريف.
ن  +احلمد هلل على ما أنعم.
ن  -أو.
ب :املنقوالت.
ب :مباينة.
ن :ال تصادق.
ن :ولنا.
ن :مفرد.
ن :النظريات.
ب  +ال الفكر الكاذب.
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املذهب الثاين :لإلمام الرازي و َمن تابَ َعه

العلم إما تصديق وهو جمموع اإلدراكات الثالثة واحلكم؛ وإما تصور وهو ٌ
إدراك مغاي ٌِر لذلك
ُ ِ 12
صحيح ِ
مشك ٌل إذا كان احلكم ً
إدراكا كما إذا أوم َي
املجموع؛ ويقال :بيان 11االحنصار فيهما على وج ٍه
ٍ

إليه ،وستقف على إشكاله.

قيل :والذي َحملَه على ذلك أن التصديق يرا ِدف القضيّة ،وهي مركبَّة من احلكم وغريِه اتفاقًا.
علم وال يَل َزم ِمن
وأجيب بأن التصديق املرادف هلا 13مبعىن َّ
ُ
املصد ِق به؛ ألن القضية معلوم ٌة ال ٌ
ِّق .فإن قال :التصديق هو العلم بالقضية ،فيكون َّ
ترك ِب املتعلَّق ُّ
ُّ
ترك ُب املتعل ِ
مركبًا كمعلومه .قلنا :هو العلم

علم هبا ،والتحقيق أن اعتبار التركيب جائز إال أنه
ببعض أجزائها الذي ال يَتحقَّق إال فيها؛ فلذلك قيل :هو ٌ
رفت.
الفن ،كما َع َ
ال فائد َة [/2و] فيه ،وال يالئم ما هو الغرض من ِّ

وقيل :يَ ِر ُد على هذا التقسيم إن احلكم إذا كان ً
فعل مل يصح جعله جز ًءا من قسم العلم .وجوابه
احلكم ٌ
إدراكا -وال شك يف مغايرته للمجموع َّ
إدراك ،فيَ ِر ُد 15عليه إذا كان ً
املركب
عرفتِ 14من َّأن
ما َ
َ

16
منه ومن غريِه -كان ً
أيضا فيلزم
خارجا عنهً ،
[املعرف] أو ً
داخل يف التصور فيلزم صح ُة اكتسابه من ِّ
مكتسبًا فإن ُج ِع َل
عد ُم احنصار العلم يف هذين ال ِق ْسمني ،ويرد عليه ً
أيضا إن احلكم إذا كان ُ
بعض تصوراته َ

التصديق نظريًّا لذلك 17كان اكتسابه بالقول الشارح ،وإن ُج ِعل 18ضروريًّا بنا ًءا على 19أن احلكم الذي
ُ
ضروري كان ُّ
حتك ًما ،وكونه جز ًءا له أَقوى ال بد فيه ،وال َّ
أقل ِمن كونِه تكلُّفًا ال حاجة
هو اجلزء األخري
ٌ
سما واح ًدا ِمن العلم ،مع أن
وج ْع ِل
إىل ارتكابِهً ،
وأيضا ُّ
ِ
ضم التصورات إىل احلكمَ ،
املجموع قِ ً
أي فائد ٍة يف ِّ
20
سائر التصورات يف طريق االكتساب والذي ميتازه 21يف الطريق الكاسب عن مجيع
هذه التصورات تُشارِك َ
التصورات هو احلكم وح َده ،فإن احلجة ِ
موصلة إىل احلكم وال َد ْخ َل هلا يف تصوراته ً
وأيضا األوصاف
أصلً ،

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

ع  -بيان.
ن :كما إذا أومأنا.
ن :أما.
ن :عرف.
ن  +حينئذ أن احلكم.
ً
«املعرف» واألصح ما أثبتناه.
كلمة
من
ال
بد
النسخ
مجيع
يف
ة»
«احلج
وردت كلمة ّ
ِّ
ن  -لذلك.
ن :جعله.
ن :حاصلٌ؛ ً
بدل ِمن‘ :بنا ًءا على’.
ن :نبذة.
ن  -ميتازه.
120

Mehmet Özturan, On Sayyid Sharıf al-Jurjanı’s Risala fı taqsım al-‘ilm: Analysis and Critical Edition

اجلارية على التصديق كاليقينيّة والظنيّة راجع ٌة إىل احلكم وح َده ،فال وج َه لِ َج ْعلِهَّ 22
مركبًا من احلكم وغريِه،

قسم من العلم وخيتلفان
وهذان املذهبان ،أي األول والثاين يشتركان يف َّأن
احلكم ليس ً
خارجا عما هو ٌ
َ
يف أن التصديق هو احلكم وح َده على األول ومع غريه على الثاين.

23

25
ِ
املذهب الثالث :هو الذي 24يُش ِعر به عبار ُة
وصرح به
صاحب «الكشف» فيه و َمن تابَ َعهَّ ،
اإلصفهاين يف شرحه «للمطالع»
ُّ
26
العلم إما تصور ساذج وهو ٌ
معروضا للحكم وملحوقًا له ،وإما تصديق وهو إدراك
إدراك ليس
ً

معروض للحكم وملحوق له من حيث هو كذلك أعين اإلدراكات الثالثة اليت 27عرض هلا 28احلكم 29من
ٌ
30
ظاهر إال أنه يَ ِر ُد عليه إن احلكم إذا كان ً
إدراكا كان ً
داخل
حيث أهنا معروضة له ،ووجه احنصار التقسيم ٌ

أيضا يلزم عدم االحنصار يف
يف التصور فيلزم جوا ُز اكتسابِه من القول الشارح 31،وإن كان
خارجا عنه ً
ً
أيضا إن تصور النسبة ٌ
معروض للحكم ً
أول وبالذات،
إدراك
ٌ
مر مثله 32يف مذهب اإلمام ،ويَ ِر ُد ً
ال ِقسميْن ،وقد ّ

ٍ
ً
احتمال
يصرح به ،مع أن تلك العبارة حمت ِملة
إحداث
وأيضا هو
ُ
فيلزم أن يكون تصديقًا ً
مذهب [/2ظ]مل ِّ
مرجوحا يُراد هبا أن التصديق هو َّ
وأيضا يلزم
املركب من اإلدراك واحلكم ،كما فهمه كثريٌ من الفضالءً ،
ً
صفات لِما 33يلحق
االصطالح ،بل كلَّها
أن أوصاف التصديق من البداهة والكسب وغريِمها ال يالئم هذا
ٌ
َ

وأيضا التصورات الثالثة 34من حيث ذواهتا مشارِكة
التصديق فيكون صفات الالحق َم ْجراةٌ على امللحوقً ،
35
لسائ ِر التصورات يف الطريق ِ
نعم ،ال يُتجه على هذا
املوصلَ ،
فج ْعلها ً
تعس ٌفْ ،
آخر باعتبا ِر الح ِقها ّ
قسما َ

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

ب :جيعله
ن :خمتلفان
ن  -الذي.
ب  -عبارة.
نُ :
إدراك ما ليس.
ب  +هي.
ن :هبا.
ب ن :للحكم.
ن  -احنصار.
ن :القياس.
ن :قبله
ب أ :ال.
ن :الثالث.
ن :الحق.
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املتأمل 36،وهذا املذهب يشارِك املذهب
التقسيم ما ور َد على األولَيْن ِمن أن احلكم فع ٌل كما ال خيفى على ِّ
الثاين يف أ ّن تصورات األطراف والنِّ َسب داخلة يف التصديق وخيالفه 37يف أن احلكم داخل فيه على الثاين دون
38
قسم ِمن العلم دون الرابع 39،وتتخالف يف أن
اسم لِما هو ٌ
الثالث ،واملذاهب الثالثة تشارِك يف أن التصديق ٌ
احلكم على األول نفس التصديق وعلى الثاين جزؤه وعلى الثالث الحقُه.

املذهب الرابع :هو ما يتبادر عن عبارات «اإلشارات» «والشفاء» «والتجريد»

40
ساذج وهو ٌ
تصور معه تصدي ٌق،
وهو العلم إما تصور ٌ
حكم ،وإما ٌ
إدراك ليس معه تصديق ،أي ٌ
أي حكم 41،ويَ ِر ُد عليه إن احلكم إذا كان ً
إدراكا كان ً
خارجا عن ال ِقسميْن
داخل يف التصور الساذج أو ً
ُ
وتفصيل الكالم :إن احلكم إذا 42كان ً
املختار هو هذا ،واملقصود منه
فالتقسيم
فعل
م ًعا ،وكالمها باطل،
ُ
ُ
44
43
كل واح ٍد ِمن اإلدراك والح ِقه ِ
إن اإلدراك قد يَلحق له الح ٌق ،هو احلكم ،ولِ ِّ
توصل به
موص ٌل ٌّ
خاص يُ َّ
الالحق وإىل ما ال يَلحقه تعيينًا لإلدراك والحقه لِتَبيِ ِ
ني َّأن
إليه ،فنَبَّه 45بتقسيم اإلدراك إىل ما يَلحقه ذلك
ُ
موص ًل إليه ،فالعلم ينقسم إىل التصوريْن وكالمها يشتركان يف الطريق ِ
لكل منهما طريقًا ِ
ٍّ
املوصل  -أعين
46
وحكما ،وله طريق آخر هو احلجة ،ولَ َّما لَم يوج ْد أمر مشترك
فعلي يسمى تصديقًا
ً
ِّ
املعر َف  -وللعل ِم الح ٌق ٌّ
بني الالحق وامللحوق ينقسم إليهما فقط اختاروا تقسيم اإلدراك باعتبار الالحق وعدمه ،فكان وافيًا مبا هو
سامح يف العبارة،
فمن قال 47:العلم إما تصور وإما تصديق ،وأراد به
احلكم فقد تَ َ
مقصودهم ،وعلى هذا َ
َ
ً 48
الالحق موض َع امللحوق بنا ًءا على أنه املقصود .وإن كان احلكم إدراكا فاملختار هو التقسيم األول،
ووض َع
َ
احنصاره
فمن قال :العلم إما تصور ساذج [/3و] وإما تصور معه تصدي ٌق مل يُر ْد
َ
كما أُشريَ إليه ،وحينئ ٍذ َ
ِ
بأسبق اإلدراكات وأظهرِها ،أعين التصور على
يف التصوريْن ،بل يف التصور والتصديق لكنه أراد أن ينبِّه

نوع خفاء.
التصديق الذي فيه ُ

36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

ن  -على املتأمل.
ن :خمالفة.
ن‘ :تشترك بتشارك’ ً
بدل من‘ :تشارك’؛ ب :تشترك.
ن +كما سيجيئ.
ن  -وهو.
ب  -وإما تصور معه تصديق أي حكم.
ن :إن.
ن :يلحقه.
ن  -خاص.
ن :فننبه.
ن :يشترك
ب  -قال.
نً -
إدراكا.
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خارج عما هو قسم من العلم ،وخيتلفان
وهذان املذهبان أي الثالث والرابع يشتركان يف أن احلكم ٌ

يف أن التصديق هو احلكم على الرابع وهو معروضه على الثالث ،وهذا املذهب  -أعين الرابع  -يشارِك
49
سم من
املذهب األول يف أن التصديق هو احلكم وح َده ،وخيالفه يف أن التصديق الح ٌق للعلم ههنا ،وقِ ٌ
العلم هناك.

عرفت هذا فنقول :تقسيم املصنف ال يصح على املذهب األول والرابع قط ًعا ألن التصديق
إذا َ
أيضا ،وبيان ذلك
على َذيْنِك املذهبيْن هو احلكم وح َده ،ال التصور الذي معه حكم وال على املذهب الثاين ً

إدراك غريُ جما ِم ٍع للحكم ،والقسم الثاين هو ٌ
قسمي العلم هو ٌ
إدراك جما ِم ٌع
أن حاصل ما ذكر املصنف أن أحد
ِ
تصور املحكوم عليه ٌ
دخ َل
خرج عن القسم األول ويَ ُ
للحكم ،ويَ ِر ُد عليه إن َ
إدراك جما ِم ٌع للحكم ،فيلزم أن يَ ُ
50
آخر،
يف الثاين ،فيكون تصور املحكوم عليه وح َده تصديقًا ،وكذا يكون تصور املحكوم به وح َده تصديقًا َ
تصور املحكوم عليه وتصور املحكوم به 51م ًعا
تصور النسبة املقارِن للحكم تصديقًا ثالثًا ،ويكون ُ
ويكون ُ
خامسا ،ويكون تصور املحكوم به
تصور املحكوم عليه
ُ
تصديقًا راب ًعا ،ويكون ُ
وتصور النسبة م ًعا تصديقًا ً

سادسا ،ويكون جمموع هذه التصورات املقارِنة للحكم تصديقًا ساب ًعا فريتقي عدد
وتصور النسبة م ًعا تصديقًا ً
كاتب‘ على مقتضى تقسيمه إىل سبعة ،ويكون احلكم يف ِّ
كل واح ٍد
التصديقات يف ِ
مثل قولِك’ :اإلنسان ٌ

تقسيمه منطبقًا على شي ٍء من املذاهب الثالثة املذكورة  -أعين
منها ً
خارجا عن التصديق جما ِم ًعا له ،فال يكون ُ
صحيحا يف نفسه ألن التصديق على هذا التفسري يكون مستفا ًدا من
األول والثاين والرابع – بل ال يكون
ً
52
القول الشارح ،ويكون ما جيا ِمعه ويقترن به ،أعين احلكم مستفا ًدا من احلجة.
معروضا للحكم فهو القسم األول ،وإن
ومنهم َمن قال معىن هذا التقسيم :إن اإلدراك ْإن مل يكن
ً

معروضا فهو التصديق ،فيكون منطبقًا على املذهب الثالث ،وحينئذ يَ ِر ُد عليه 53ما يَ ِر ُد على املذهب
كان
ً

قلت قد
مر ،ويلزم عليه ً
خارجا عن التصديق ً
عارضا له/3[ .ظ] فإن َ
أيضا أن يكون احلكم ً
الثالث على ما َّ
54
قلت هذا
صرح املصنِّف بأن املجموع من اإلدراك واحلكم يسمى بالتصديق ،فذلك مذهب اإلمام بعينِهُ ،
ّ

ن :للمعلم.
49
ن  -آخر.
50
ب‘ :املحكوم عليه وبه’ ً
بدل من‘ :املحكوم به’.
51
معروضا [ ]...وهو السابع خبالف السبعة.
 52ن  -ومنهم َمن قال معىن هذا التقسيم :إن اإلدراك ْإن مل يكن
ً
متت الرسالة املنسوبة إىل السيد الشريف قدس سره يف أواخر صفر اخلري لسنة إثنني وسبعني وألف من هجرة َمن له العز والشرف وصلى اهلل تعاىل
عليه والسلم وعلى آله وصحبه أمجعني إىل يوم الدين آمني.
ب  -عليه.
53
ب -من.
54
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عرفت
ال ينفعك ،ألنا 55نقول :إما أن يكون التصديق عبارةٌ عن اإلدراك املجا ِمع للحكم كما ذكرنا ،وقد َ
ما فيه ،وإما أن يكون عبارة عن املجموع َّ
سما من العلم
صرح به ،وحينئذ مل يكن التصديق قِ ً
املركب كما ّ
بل َّ
وأيضا يصدق 56على تصو ِر
احلكم  -فذلك باطلً ،
آخر مقا ِر ٍن له  -أعين َ
مركبًا من أحد قسميه ،مع أم ٍر َ
مركب ِمن ٍ
املحكوم عليه واحلك ِم م ًعا ،أنه جمموع َّ
إدراك وحك ٍم فيلزم أن يكون تصديقًا ،وكذا يكون تصور
تركيب اثْن ِ
ِ
ني منهما
ثالث ،وحيصل ِمن
آخر ،وهكذا النسبة مع احلكم تصدي ٌق ٌ
املحكوم به مع احلكم تصديقًا َ
آخر ،وكذا املجموع َّ
املركب ِمن هذه التصورات الثالثة واحلك ِم تصدي ٌق ساب ٌع ،فريتقي
مع احلكم ثالث ٌة ُ
58
أيضا ،إال أن أح َد 57هذه السبعة هو مذهب اإلمام ،وهو السابع خبالف السبعة.
عدد التصديقات إىل سبع ٍة ً

ب :ال ينفك ال زا.
55
ب :يتصدق.
56
ب :أحد.
57
 58ب :متت الرسالة الشريفة للسيد الشريف قدس سره العزيز.
ع :متت الرسالة الشريفة للسيد الشريف قدس سره؛
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