
Abu al-Barakat al-Baghdadı and His 
Use of Ibn Sına‘s al-Hikma al-‘Arudiyya 
(or another work closely related to it) in 
the Logical Part of His  
Kitab al-Mu‘tabar *

Jules Janssens**

Janssens, Jules, “Abu al-Barakat al-Baghdadı and His Use of Ibn Sına‘s al-Hikma al-‘Arudiyya (or another work closely 
related to it) in the Logical Part of His Kitab al-Mu‘tabar”, Nazariyat Journal for the History of Islamic Philosophy and 
Sciences 3/1 (November 2016): 1-22.

dx.doi.org/10.12658/Nazariyat.3.1.M0035

Abstract: The last four sections of the first book of Abū al-Barakāt al-Baghdādī’s summa, entitled Kitāb 
al-Mu‘tabar, deal with dialectics, sophistical refutations, rhetoric, and poetics in full line with Aristotle’s 
Organon. However, they are not so much based on Aristotle’s works, but on a work of the young Ibn Sīnā, 
namely al-Hikma al-‘Arūdiyya. Both texts have much in common not only in their structure, but also in 
their very wording. The article presents a basic survey of the correspondences for all four sections and also 
highlights the most significant differences. However, important part of these differences has a counterpart 
in an (incomplete) logical text, which is present in the manuscript Nuruosmaniye 4894 and which is, in 
turn, very close to, albeit not identical, with Ibn Sīnā’s al-Hikma al-‘Arūdiyya as conserved in the unique 
manuscript Uppsala 364. Therefore, it is obvious that Abū al-Barakāt takes over many formulations and, at 
once, many ideas from Ibn Sīnā. However, he adds clearly personal elements that often seem to have been 
religiously inspired and, on occasion, consciously returns to Aristotle’s wording. 

Key words: Abū al-Barakāt al-Baghdādī, Ibn Sīnā, logic, Kitāb al-Mu‘tabar, al-Hikma al-‘Arūdiyya, ms. 
Nuruosmaniye 4984. 

*  This paper is a reworked version of a lecture given at the International SIHSPAI Conference, held at Paris, October 2014.
**  University of Leuven, De Wulf-Mansion Centre for Ancient, Medieval and Renaissance Philosophy.
 Correspondence: jules.janssens@kuleuven.be

Atıf©DOI



NAZARİYAT Journal for the History of Islamic Philosophy and Sciences

2

Introduction

A lready in 1991, Renate Würsch pointed out that in the rhetorical part 
of his Kitāb al-Mu‘tabar, Abū al-Barakāt al-Baghdādī makes substan-
tial use of the corresponding section in Ibn Sīnā’s al-Hikma al-‘Arūdi-

yya. In 2008, Geert Jan van Gelder and Marlé Hammond insisted that he is clearly 
more dependent upon the poetical part of al-Hikma al-‘Arūdiyya than of the Shifā’. 
1 However, none of these publications offers a detailed list of comparison or in-
dicates the precise way in which Abū al-Barakāt deals with this early work of the 
young Ibn Sīnā.2 Moreover, based on a further inspection of the logical book of his 
Kitāb al-Mu‘tabar, it is obvious that the sections on sophistical refutations (safsata) 
and topics (jadal) are also largely based on the very same work of Ibn Sīnā. 

In the following sections, I will indicate the major correspondences between 
the two works for all the four parts (i.e., topics, sophistical refutations, poetics, 
and rhetoric) and point to major omissions and/or modifications that one detects 
in Abū al-Barakāt’s exposition when one compares it with Ibn Sīnā’s.3 Due to the 
lack of critical editions, I will not discuss the presence of variants or minor modifi-
cations because they might be the results of editorial mistakes.

Jadal

Regarding the topics, the title of the fifth maqāla of the Kitāb al-Mu‘tabar’s first 
book (I, 233,3), namely, Fī Tūbīqā wa-huwa ‘ilm al-jadal, is almost identical with 
that of al-Hikma al-‘Arūdiyya, namely, Fī ma‘ānī Kitāb Tūbīqā ayy al-Jadal (4719). 
The presence in both cases of the term Tūbīqā is striking. However, if it is not so 
surprising at the time that the young Ibn Sīnā wrote his work (ca. 1000), it is clear-

1 See Renate Würsch, Avicennas Bearbeitungen der aristotelischen Rhetorik: ein Beitrag zum Fortleben an-
tiken Bildungsgutes in der islamischen Welt (Berlin: Klaus Schwartz Verlag, 1991), 11, 63 (note 235), 77, 
79 and 217, respectively Geert Jan van Gelder and Marlé Hammond, Takhyīl: The Imaginary in Classical 
Arabic Poetics (Cambridge: Gibb Memorial Trust, 2006), 70. For the rhetoric, see also Maroun Aouad 
and Marwan Rashed, “L’exégèse de la Rhétorique d’Aristote: recherches sur quelques commentaires 
grecs, arabes et byzantins, “ Medioevo. Rivista di storia della filosofia medievale, 23 (1997): 107–67.

2 For a detailed description of the work and its reception, see Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian 
Tradition. Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical Works. Second, Revised and Enlarged Edition, 
Including an Inventory of Avicenna’s Authentic Works (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2014), 86-93. A complete –
semi-critical – edition of the work, based on the unique ms. Uppsala 364, is present in Ibn Sīnā, Kitāb 
al-Majmū’ aw al-Hikma al-‘Arūdiyya, ed. Muhsin §ālih (Beirut: Dār al-Hādī, 1428 H./ 2007); for (other) 
partial editions of the work, see Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 417. 

3 In what follows our references will be to Abū al-Barakāt al-Baghdādī, Kitāb al-Mu‘tabar, anonymous edi-
tion, 3 vol. in 1 (2. ed. Isfahan: Isfahan Press, 1995 ; in fact, reprint of the Hayderabad, 1357 H. edition) 
and to §ālih’s edition (unless otherwise indicated) of Ibn Sīnā’s al-Hikma al-‘Arūdiyya (see previous note).
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ly unusual at the time of Abū al-Barakāt (d. ca. 1164-65), since by then the Arabic 
term jadal had clearly replaced the transliterated form of the Greek word topoi. 4 

Abū al-Barakāt (I, 233-63) divides the maqāla into seven chapters. This division 
might be his, for this is not the case with the actual edition of Ibn Sīnā’s text (47-79).

The first chapter in the Mu‘tabar (I, 233-37) is explicitly devoted to the ‘dialec-
tical syllogism’. It first presents (I, 233,6-21) a general, preliminary remark on the 
Aristotelian conception of syllogism and ‘demonstration’ (burhān), while, at the 
same time, it clarifies that the proper objective of the dialectical syllogism does not 
consist in searching for the truth in itself. To put it briefly, it specifies the proper 
object of the topics based on a comparison with the Organon’s two immediately 
preceding parts, the Prior and Posterior Analytics. This introductory remark has no 
counterpart in Ibn Sīnā’s Hikma. On the contrary, the major part of the chapter (I, 
234,1-237,8), which discusses the nature and the function of the dialectical syllo-
gism, has much in common with Ibn Sīnā’s text (47,20-50,6=Nur., f. 46v34-47,34), 
even if modifications are only now and then present, especially when one limits 
oneself to comparing with the text of the Hikma.5 Most illustrative of such a mod-
ification is Abū al-Barakāt’s distinction (I, 234,23-235,2) between three kinds of 

4 The transliterated form Tūbīqā is used in the enumeration of Aristotle’s works in Ibn al-Nadīm’s Fihrist, 
ed. Sha‘bān Khalīfa and Muhammad al-‘Awza (Beirut: al-‘Arabī, 1991), I, 507-08. However, al-Fārābī, 
Ibn Sīnā’s predecessor, already seems to have preferred the term jadal, and so does Ibn Sīnā in his major 
encyclopaedia al-Shifā’. 

5 The abbreviation Nur. refers to the manuscript Nuruosmaniye 4894 (I sincerely thank Dimitri Gutas for his 
kindness to have provided me with a copy of this manuscript). Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 
439, notes that this part is copied from the Hikma Before him, Georges C. Anawati, “Le manuscript Nour Os-
maniyye 4894,” MIDEO 3 (1956): 382, already noted that the manuscript from this section on, although in an 
‘incomplete way’ (without any further specification) has the same text as the one present in Ibn Sīnā’s Hikma. 
However, there exist important differences between both versions, as will become evident. In our view, the two 
most likely hypotheses regarding the relationship between both texts are: (1) either one is close to Ibn Sīnā’s 
original (in all likelihood, the text of the Nuruosmaniye, since it appears to be more extensive) and the other 
is defective (maybe due to losses during the transmission -Gutas, ibid., 88, has already insisted that the scribe 
of the Uppsala manuscript was not directly copying from Ibn Sīnā’s holograph), or (2) we have to do with two 
different texts of Ibn Sīnā - and then the later, i.e., the Nuruosmaniye text, has been largely inspired by the 
earlier, i.e. the Hikma. But further research is needed to settle this question. Regarding the dating of Nuruos-
maniye manuscript, M. Geoffroy (whom I kindly thank) send me the following note written by J. Jabbour and 
T. Morel and which is present in the (not publicly available) database Abjad (http://abjad.phic-project.org) : ‘La 
littérature secondaire a considéré, dans son ensemble, ce manuscrit comme étant tardif et datant du XVIIème 
siècle (cf. D. Reisman, The Making of the Avicennan Tradition. Leiden-Boston-Köln : Brill, 2002, p. 17, 44). Elle 
s’appuie, pour cela, sur le cachet de possession carré apparaissant au f. 1r. Il s’agit du cachet de Hacı Beşir 
Ağa, daté de 1158 A.H. (1745-1746). Or, nous voyons apparaitre à la fin du manuscrit, au f. 597v, un cachet 
de possession de Bāyazīd II. Le manuscrit est donc antérieur à la fin du règne de celui-ci : 1512. Le manuscrit 
est d’ailleurs copié sur du papier oriental’. So, as with the Uppsala manuscript, its dating has not yet been 
determined in a decisive way. In what follows, I will mainly refer to this manuscript in cases where it confirms 
readings present in the Mu‘tabar, which are absent in the Hikma. Note that the sign = does not indicate here, 
or in what follows, a complete identity, but only a degree of sufficiently significant similarity
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problems (masā’il)/premises (muqaddimāt) – moral, natural and logical – instead of 
two – moral and theoretical (naÛariyya) – in Ibn Sīnā’s Hikma (48,14-16), even if he 
accepts, with the latter, that the number of questions in dialectics equals that of 
the premises. In fact, Abū al-Barakāt copies almost verbatim Ibn Sīnā’s wording as 
present in manuscript Nuruosmaniye 4894, f. 47r9-11, including the formulation 
of one concrete example for each of the three cases. 6 

Generally speaking, Abū al-Barakāt’s exposition appears to be somewhat more 
detailed than Ibn Sīnā’s. Above all he recognizes, more than Ibn Sīnā does, Aristotle 
as the ultimate source of inspiration, as is most evident in the fact that he explicitly 
mentions his name twice (I, 234, 19; 236,2) and refers to him by his honorific title 
‘§āhib al-mantiq’ (I, 236,19). Of course, this does not come as any real surprise, 
insofar as Abū al-Barakāt is adhering to what one may label a ‘Baghdadian Perpa-
teticism’ and thus opposing a ‘genuine Avicennism’.7 Nevertheless the chapter’s 
overall structure is identical with that of the Hikma, as opposed to Aristotle’s text. 

There is a great similarity between the very wording of the beginning (if one 
excepts Abū al-Barakāt’s preliminary remark) and the end of Abū al-Barakāt’s chap-
ter and the corresponding wording in Ibn Sīnā’s exposition, as becomes clear in the 
following parallel presentation of both wordings. For Ibn Sīnā, I quote both the 
Hikma and the manuscript Nuruosmaniye 4894 version, for they are not complete-
ly identical:

Example 1 (beginning of the chapter)

Hikma (47,20-22): Nur. (v. 46b35-36) Mu‘tabar (I, 234,1-3)          

من  مؤلف  قياس  الجدلي  القياس 
وهي  الإطلاق  على  ذائعة  مقدمات 
غير  من  الناس  جمهور  يراها  التي 

اختلاف. وإما ذائعة بالإضافة، إلخ

من  مؤلف  قياس  هو  الجدلي  والقياس 
والمقدمات  مشهورة  ذائعة  مقدمات 
وهي  الإطلاق  على  ذائعة  إما  الذائعة 
المخطوط[  يداها:  ]نحن؛  يراها  التي 
وإما  اختلاف  غير  من  الناس  جمهور 

ذائعة بالإضافة، إلخ

يكون  الجدلية  القياسات  وتأليف 
قيل  كما  مشهورة  ذائعة   مقدمات  من 
وهي  الاطلاق  على  ذائعة   اما  وتلك 
التي يقول با جمهور الناس ويوافقون 
ذائعة   واما  اختلاف  غير  من  عليها 

بالإضافة ، إلخ

6 This wording is, moreover, more in line with Aristotle, see Topica, I, 14, 105b20; Arabic translation 
in ‘Abdarrahman Badawī, Mantiq Aristū (Reprint, Kuwait: Wakālat al-Matbū‘āt; Beirut: Dār al-Qalam, 
1980), II, 509,19-510,1. 

7 Dimitri Gutas, “The Heritage of Avicenna: The Golden Age of Philosophy, 1000- ca. 1350,” Avicenna and 
His Heritage, ed. J. Janssens and D. De Smet (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2002): 81-97, places Abū 
al-Barakāt among the ‘(Baghdad) anti-Avicennist Peripatetics’, but bot without having stressed before that 
Abū al-Barakāt had taken a sophisticated and independently critical stance toward Ibn Sīnā’s system. 
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Example 2 (end of the chapter)

Hikma (50,4-6) Nur. (vr. 47a31-33) Mu‘tabar (I, 237,6-8)           

يأتي  ان  الجدلي  شرط  من  وليس 
كل  يلزم  أو  البتة  له  عناد  لا  بقياس 
المسألة  يبذله وسعه في  ان  بل  خصم 
الذوائع واحتمال  على حسب احتمال 
القياس  منفعة  فهذه  المسألة  نفس 

الجدلي.

وليس من شرط الجدلي ان يأتي بقياس 
لا عناد له البتة وأن يلزم كل خصم بل 
حسب  على  وسعه  مسألة  في  يبذل  أن 
أن  كما  الذوائع  واحتمال  مسألة  احتمال 
أن  طبيباً  كونه  ليس من شرط  الطبيب 
يأتي  أن  بل  علاج  كل  في  بالشفاء  يأتى 

بغاية المستطاع من العلاج

يأتى  ان  الجدلي  شرط  من  وليس 
بقياس لا عناد له البتة وعند كل احد 
ولا ان يلزم كل خصم بل ان ينتهي في 
انه  كما  المذهب  منتهى  الى  مسألة  كل 
ليس من شرط الطبيب ان يشفى كل 
يستطاع  ما  بغاية  يأتى  ان  بل  مريض 

من العلاج.

The similarities are so striking that no special comment is necessary. Much 
of the wording is common or even identical between the two texts, even if at the 
end Abū al-Barakāt adds a comparison with the physician that is only present in 
ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 47r33-34.8 Regarding the whole chapter, the following basic 
table of comparison can be established:

M. 234,1-18=H. 47,20-48,10 (two types of widespread premises in dialectical 
syllogism).

M. 234,19-235,2=H. 48,10-16 (the number of questions equals the number of 
premises).

M. 235,3-9=H. 48,16-19 (a problem as related to questioner himself or as being 
in view of acquiring knowledge of something else).

M. 235,10-236,4=H. 48,19-49,3 (the dialectical problem).

M. 236,4-18=H. 49,3-16 (since topics is a logical science, it deals with univer-
sals; it is, moreover, based either on induction or syllogistic reasoning).

M. 236,19-237,8=H. 49,16-50,6 (utility of the science of topics). 9

In the second chapter (I, 237,9-240,24), Abū al-Barakāt, in line with Ibn Sīnā 
(50,6-53,8=Nur., f. 47r34-47v32 – but, in fact, much closer to the letter of the latter) 
affirms the existence of four instruments that permit one to discover the different 
topoi, commonplaces (mawādi‘): (1) a power in man to distinguish between synon-

8 Aristotle, Topica, I, 3, might have ultimately inspired this additional comparison.
9 A detailed survey of all the similarities and dissimilarities, which exist between Abū al-Barakāt’s and 

Ibn Sīnā’s formulations of the present issue, would require an extensive study in itself and therefore 
exceeds the limits of the present paper.
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ymous and equivocal words (I, 237,14-238,17=2 in IS, i.e. 50,10-17+50,23-52,17, 
but, more appropriately, Nur., f. 47r34-v22); (2) an ability to distinguish between 
strongly related things (I, 238,18-21=4 in IS, i.e. 50, 19+52,17-20, but, more specifi-
cally, Nur., f. 47v22-24); (3) an ability to discover similarities between very different 
things (I, 238,22-239,7=3 in IS, i.e. 50,17-18+52,21-53,4[8], but, above all, Nur., 
47v24-28); and (4) the (critical) use of widespread propositions (I, 239,8-13=1 in IS, 
i.e., 50,8-9+18-23, but, as usual, for a closer correspondence see Nur., f. 47v28-32). 
As one detects only a few (minor) modifications in all four cases, the overall impres-
sion is one of a very close relationship between the two wordings. However, the final 
part (I, 239,14-240,24), which positively values dialectics as an important tool for 
truth in matters of religion and morals, is obviously a fundamental reworking of 
Ibn Sīnā’s final remark (53,4-8, without any correspondence in Nur.), which briefly 
expressed the role of dialectics in terms of the possibility of ‘disputation’.10

The third chapter (I, 241,2-246,6) details the topoi that are related in an ab-
solute way to affirmation and refutation.11 It largely corresponds to Ibn Sīnā’s ac-
count (53,9-58,7=Nur., f. 47v32-48v36), although Abū al-Barakāt does not take 
over Ibn Sīnā’s opening line, in which he unambiguously states that what follows is 
largely indebted to Themistius.12 The presentation of these topoi starts with a basic 
distinction: What follows (1) from the very two terms of the quaesitum (i.e., the 
subject and the predicate), or (2) from what is exterior to both of them, or (3) from 
what is exterior to one of them (M. I, 241,4-7=H. 53,11-14). With respect to the 
former, a further division presents itself: what is discovered from their substances 
or from what follows them (I, 241,7-8=H.53,14-15). The first case is related to the 
two terms’ definition, or of one of them (I, 241,8-11=H.53, 15-18). 

As to the latter, a further division comes to the fore as regards constitutive and 
non-constitutive cases. The constitutive case is related to genus, difference, matter, 
form, or some combinations among them (I, 241,13-23=H. 53, 19-54,2), whereas 

10 The present formulation is somewhat simplified but, unless I am mistaken, reflects well the difference 
between both texts. 

11 A critical translation into French of this chapter is available in Ahmad Hasnawi, “Boèce, Averroès et 
Abū al-Barakāt al-Ba„dādī, témoins des écrits de Thémistius sur les Topiques d’Aristote,” Arabic Sciences 
and Philosophy, 17 (2007): 252-65. In the accompanying doctrinal analysis (ibid., 228-32), Hasnawi 
shows that Abū al-Barakāt was clearly inspired by Themistius, in a way that resembles (without being 
identical with) this latter’s influence on Boethius. Hasnawi’s thesis of a strong Themistian influence is 
confirmed by the fact that Ibn Sīnā, in his Hikma (53,11= Nur. f. 47v32) explicitly affirms that he takes 
Themistius as model for his development of this kind of topoi. Unfortunately, Abū al-Barakāt omitted 
this precise reference. Hasnawi, who clearly was not aware of the Hikma as direct source for Abū al-Ba-
rakāt’s exposition, nevertheless did not miss this Themistian background. .

12 See previous note.
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in the case of the non-constitutive case a list of ten possible occurrences is offered 
(I, 242,1-3=H. 54,8-11). However, only seven are presented in a (somewhat) more 
detailed way: (1) totality/part, either (a) according to predication (I, 242,3-12=H. 
54,11-21+54,3-7 – only lines 10-12 have a correspondence in Nur., i.e., f. 48r15-
16)13, (b) temporal (I, 242,12-15=H. 54,21-24), (c) quantitative (I, 242,15-19=H. 
55,1-4) or (d) existential (I, 242,19-243,4=H. 55,4-14, but more closely in line 
with Nur., f. 48r19-24); (2) active and final causes (I, 243,4-8=H. 55,15-18); (3) 
generation and corruption (I, 243,8-10=H. 55,18-20); (4) actions (I, 243,11-12=H. 
55,20-22); (5) things that are additional one to another or that imply each other 
(I, 243,13-244,2 – only the basic idea is expressed in H. 55,22-23, but Abū al-Bar-
akāt’s exposition is almost identical with Nur., f. 48r29-36); (6) accidents (I, 244,2-
4=H.55,23-56,1); and (7) time (I, 244, 4-6=H. 56,1-3). 

Concerning the second major division, namely, what follows from that which 
is exterior to both terms of the quaesitum, mention is first made of testimonies, 
resemblance of conditions, or a transfer in aim (I, 244,6-15=H. 56,3-6+11-14). 
However, Abū al-Barakāt’s particular remark that the last case resembles the case 
of tamthīl, ‘analogy’, is not present in the Hikma but only in the version of the ms. 
Nuruosmaniye (f. 48v6-9). Moreover the Mu‘tabar does not mention the topos of 
tanāsub, ‘proportional relation’, together with its two modalities of fa~l (separa-
tion) and wa~l (connection), in sharp contrast with both Hikma and ms. Nuruos-
maniye (H. 56,7-11=Nur., f. 48v4-6). 

Abū al-Barakāt then busies himself with describing the topoi related to opposi-
tion according to a fourfold subdivision: (1) contradiction (I, 244,16-18=H. 56,15-
18); (2) contrariety (I, 244,18-245,6=H. 56,18-57,2); (3) privation and possession (I, 
245,7-8=H. 57,2-6); and (4) relativity (I, 245,8-9=H. 57,6-8). After this, he presents 
two modes related to ‘more and less’, the first of which is qualified as ‘absolute’ (I, 
245,10-13=H. 57,8-11). As for the second, specified as ‘relative’ (I, 245,13-19), it is 
absent in the Hikma, as is the last subdivision inside this category, which is related to 
‘equality’ (I, 245,19-22). However, both fragments are worded in very similar terms 
in ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 48v24-30. Finally, a short presentation is given of the last 
major category, although articulated in terms of what is intermediary between the 
exterior and the interior with respect to reality, rather than in terms of what is exte-
rior to one of the terms of the quaesitum (I, 245,23-246,6=H. 57,11-20). 

13 The last case that Abū al-Barakāt mentions with respect to the utility of the species is clearly inspired 
by what in Ibn Sīnā’s exposition is the very last topos related to the ‘constitutive case’. The present 
displacement is rather puzzling and is clearly in need of an in-depth analysis, which unfortunately 
exceeds the limits of our present investigation.
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The fourth chapter deals with three types of topoi: (1) related to accident (I, 
246,9-15=H. 57,21-58,7=Nur., 48v37-49r4); (2) what is more worthy of choice or 
better (I, 246,16-248,8=H. 70,10-72,2=Nur., f. 49r5-30); and (3) related to genus 
(I, 248,9-250,15=H. 58,9-60,24=Nur., f. 49r30-v33). This order of presentation is 
the same as that in the Nuruosmaniye manuscript, but is completely different from 
the Hikma’s, where ‘what is more worthy of choice or better’ is discussed as the 
very last of all possible kinds of types. The formulations in all three texts are always 
very close to each other. Certainly, every now and then one is confronted with mi-
nor modifications, but significant ones only happen in the section concerning the 
genus. There, Abū al-Barakāt, as compared to Ibn Sīnā, omits a few cases, namely, 
those of the acquired property or ‘state’ (qunya, Greek. hexis), both with regard 
to fi‘l, activity, and quwwa, capacity (H. 59,18-23=Nur., f. 49v17-20); of what is 
common to the concomitants of the genus (H. 60,1-2, but lacks in Nur); and of dis-
gusting/compelling (mustakrihāt) things that are present in one’s capacity (H. 60,3-
4=Nur., f. 49v20-21). Moreover, in comparison with the Hikma, he adds the case of 
al-‘ārid fī al-ma‘rūd, ‘the accidental in its substrate’ according to genus (I, 250,8-10). 
However, this addition is in full accordance with ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 49v29-31. 

The fifth chapter surveys the topoi related to the specific difference, al-fa~l (I, 
250,18-253,15=H. 61,1-66,22=Nur., f. 49v33-51r3) and the proper, al-khā~~a (I, 
253,16-254,1=H. 66,23-67,5=Nur., f. 51r3-8). One notes that Abū al-Barakāt’s ex-
position of two subdivisions (related to the composed expression and the replace-
ment of its parts [p. I, 252,11-18]) is only vaguely related to the Hikma, 65,4-9, 
whereas it corresponds literally to ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 50v15-20 and that, gener-
ally speaking, other small additions or rewordings usually conform with the word-
ing found in this manuscript. 

Among the Mu‘tabar’s (minor) omissions of topoi that Ibn Sīnā mentions in 
this context, the following (all related to the specification of the specific difference) 
figure: looking at the coupling of two things in view of increasing their common-
ness whilst the coupling is not making something common, or at the repetition (in 
potency) twice of a single thing (H. 63,7-11[lines 7-9=Nur., f. 50r28-29])14; exami-
nation of the term of particularisation of the specific difference as a common term 
that is devoid of distinction (H. 63,11-13=Nur., f. 50r27-28); exploring whether 
two things receive diminution or addition together, or whether, on the contrary, 
they receive it in a way that is circumstantially related to them (H. 65,20-22=Nur., 
f. 50v26-27); paying attention to placing powers and states outside their primary 

14 Ms. Nuruosmaniye contains several (small) additions, which have no counterpart in the Hikma, nor in 
the Mu‘tabar, as e.g., the remark that being a pair is accidental, not essential.
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subjects (H. 66,2-5[lines2-3=Nur., f. 50v29-30]); and also to the issue as to whether 
what is admitted absolutely is correct in a given time (H. 66,6-9, absent in Nur.).15 
The most significant omission is perhaps that of Ibn Sīnā’s discussion of the case of 
the perfect utterance (qawl) as paralleling, or not, a name (ism) (H. 63,2-6=Nur., f. 
50r22-25).16 But despite these omissions, no fundamental rupture with Ibn Sīnā’s 
treatment is ever involved. 

Finally, one notes that Abū al-Barakāt (I, 252,23-253,4) analyses a topos related 
to the parts of a statement (with concrete reference to a case where someone would 
[unjustly] claim that a negative proposition, taken as premise, would give rise to 
either an affirmation or a negation). This topos is not mentioned in the Hikma, and 
therefore one could imagine that it is original with Abū al-Barakāt. But this is not 
the case at all, for the discussion of the same topos (in almost identical terms) is 
present in ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 50v27-29. 

Chapter 6 is devoted to topoi based on the definition (al-khā~~a bi-l-hadd) (I, 
254,2-256,10=H. 67,6-70,9=Nur., f. 51r9-51v25). Once again, Abū al-Barakāt 
closely follows Ibn Sīnā’s exposition. As usual, a few minor omissions are present, 
especially when compared to the Hikma: the mentioning of a topos that deals with 
what exactly defines the perfection of a power (H. 68,2-4=Nur., f. 51r25-26) and 
another one that concerns the distinction between absolute and particular priva-
tion (H. 68,10-12), as well as four topoi, which consider, in several respects, the 
relation between totality and parts (H. 69,1-8). It is striking that the ms. Nuru-
osmaniye, only with regard to the first case, has the same addition as the Hikma. 
However, in full accordance with the Mu‘tabar, it omits the other ones. 

Compared to the Hikma, the present chapter also contains two additions. The 
first (I, 254,16-18) deals with the topos of believing that one has used a specific dif-
ference, whereas this is not the case. One looks in vain for it in the Hikma; however, 
it is referred to in ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 51r19-21, although in a somewhat differ-
ent way from Abū al-Barakāt’s Mu‘tabar. The topos, as articulated in the Mu‘tabar, is 
clearly based on Aristotle’s Topica, VI, 6, 435 a12 sqq., as evidenced by the common 
example of defining a line as ‘length without breadth’.17 

15 In the actual state of affairs, it is difficult to know whether the differences between the three texts re-
sult from a conscious choice, or whether they are due to copyists’ mistakes. It has to be noted that ms. 
Nuruosmaniye, f. 50v31-33, deals with a topic, neither mentioned in the Hikma, nor in the Mu‘tabar, 
namely related to the positing in saying of something that is impossible in reality, or the positing of 
something as required in itself according to its being toward something else.

16 This passage is inspired by Aristotle, Topica, VI, 7, 146a13-18.
17 Note, however, that Aristotle presents the topos as primarily dealing with the consideration whether 
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The other topos appears to be a further elaboration of the topos related to the 
idea that the definition of the contrary (didd) of a thing must be based on the con-
trary of the definition of that thing. Abū al-Barakāt (I, 254,23-255,4) states that 
in the case of opposite and derivative things (mutaqābalāt wa-mushtaqqāt), what 
is contrary (al-mudādd) to the thing is part of the thing’s genus, not its specific 
difference; or, inversely, of its specific difference, not its genus; or of both of them 
together. Moreover, he insists that when a thing partakes in two different genera, it 
necessarily cannot forsake one of them. But once more one finds a similar wording 
in ms. Nuruosmaniye (f. 51v. 29-30). 

The seventh and last chapter offers councils for disputation. Having noticed (I, 
256,13-14) the existence of three major types, namely, those related to the ques-
tioner, to the opponent, or to both, Abū al-Barakāt first (I, 255,14-259,5=H. 72,3-
74,24=Nur., f. 51v25-52v1) presents those that deal with the questioner. In terms 
that are almost identical to those of Ibn Sīnā’s, he points inter alia to the ultimate 
goal of the questioner as consisting of showing the truth of what is the opposite of 
the opponent’s position, of how he has to use premises or induction, or how he has 
to deal with words. But one must note that Abū al-Barakāt omits the last lines of 
Ibn Sīnā’s exposition, in which the latter insists that a dialectical premise, which is 
universal with respect to its subject, necessarily requires a yes/no answer; hence, 
it only answers the question ‘whether the thing exists?’ (hal), but cannot deal with 
the universal questions ‘what?’ (mā huwa), ‘how?’ (kayfa) and ‘which?’ (ayy), since 
several factors make the formulation of a syllogism with regard to them difficult 
(H. 75,1-10=Nur., f. 52r32-v1).18 

the genus is divided by means of negation, whereas this idea of ‘negation’ appears only afterwards in 
Abū al-Barakāt’s presentations. Moreover, Abū al-Barakāt, contrary to Ibn Sīnā (see ms. Nuruosmani-
ye, f. 51r21-23, where, in full line with Aristotle, an explicit reference to the A~hāb al-muthul is present) 
does not take over Aristotle’s emphasis on the particular significance of this topos for those who assert 
that ‘ideas’ exist, in other words the Platonists.

18 The inclusion of the question ‘how?’ (kayfa) among the essential questions is surprising. Based on 
Ibn Sīnā’s other works (e.g. , Al-Shifā’, al-Burhān, ed. Abū al-‘Alī ‘Afīfī (Cairo: al-Matba‘a al-amīriyya, 
1956), I, 5, 68; Al-Ishārāt wa-l-Tanbīhāt, ed. Jacob Forget (Leiden: Brill, 1892), 85-86 –ed. Sulaymān 
Dunyā, 2. Ed. (Cairo: Dār al-Ma‘ārif, 1971), I, 489-93; Risālah-e manteq-e Dāneshnāmeh-ye ‘Alā’ī, eds. 
Mohammed Mo‘īn and Mohammed Meshkāt (Tehran: Dāneshgah-ye Tehran, 1951), 153-154), one 
would have expected as fourth question ‘why?’ (limā). The question ‘how?’ is in all thee works qualified 
as a non-essential question, and clearly distinguished from the question ‘which?’ (ayy), contrary to 
what Miklós Maróth suggests, Die Araber und die antike Wissenschaftstheorie (Leiden-New York-Köln: 
Brill, 1994), 58-59. Of the latter question ‘which?’ (ayy), Ibn Sīnā, in his Najāt, says that it is included 
in the qualified compound if-question, see Ibn Sīnā, Al-Najāt min al-gharq fī bahr al-dalālāt, ed. Mo-
hammad Taqī Dāneshpazhūh (Tehran: Intishārāt-e Dāneshgah, 1346HS), p. 130; English translation 
in Asad Q. Ahmed, Avicenna’s Delivrance: Logic (Oxford: Oxford Univerity Press, 2011), p. 98, § 118. 
Regarding the notion of ‘compound if-question’ (hal murakkab), as well as the other three fundamental 
questions, according to Avicenna’s exposition in the Burhān of the Shifā’, see Riccardo Strobino, “What 
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The second part, which discusses the councils for the opponent, remains ex-
tremely close to its counterpart in the Hikma (I, 259,6-262,15=H. 75,11-78,14=Nur., 
f. 52v1-53r19), for it contains only a few minor rewordings. In both texts, special 
attention is paid to the notions of ‘widely known’ (mashhūr) and ‘repulsive’ (shani‘), 
as well as to the different ways in which one may oppose either the speaker (i.e., 
in showing his lack of discernment between what is essential and what is acciden-
tal, or his incapacity to develop a correct syllogism and to resolve doubts included 
in the premises) or the utterance under discussion (i.e., by pointing to the use of 
fallacious premises or defective syllogisms). Finally, the section dealing with both 
the questioner and the opponent shows anew great parallels with Ibn Sīnā’s text (I, 
262,16-263,24=H. 78,15-79,18=Nur., f. 53r19-37). In this respect, one must stress 
that Abū al-Barakāt (I, 263,12-15=H. 79,8-10=Nur., f. 53r30-32) maintains the 
(brief) reference of the Hikma to the dispute between Thrasymachus and Socrates. 

The preceding comparison between the section of dialectics in both the Hikma 
and the Mu‘tabar clearly shows that the latter is largely inspired by the former, 
even if the version of the Mu‘tabar, compared to that of the Hikma, testifies now 
and then of (small) additions and (minor) omissions. However, they in no way hide 
the overwhelming similarities between both expositions, especially given the pos-
sibility that some of the actual differences may be due to editorial errors in the 
existing (uncritical) editions, or possibly had already been introduced into the ear-
lier (handwritten) transmission of the two respective texts. Moreover, many of the 
passages in which Abū al-Barakāt deviates from the Hikma largely correspond, as 
has been shown, with the Jadal-section present in the ms. Nuruosmaniye 4894, ff. 
46v-53r. However, given that the relation between this latter and the Hikma is un-
clear, it is hard to explain the differences in wording between both. Are they due to 
scribal errors, or do they testify to a new redaction by Ibn Sīnā’s own hand, or does 
one have to look for yet another explanation? Based on the present section alone, 
a clear answer is impossible. However, the remaining section might well include 
elements that can contribute to a more decisive judgment.

Safsata

Before comparing the sections of the Hikma and the Mu‘tabar, one must note 
that a version very similar to that of the Hikma is present not only in the ms. Nuru-

if that (is) why? Avicenna’s taxonomy of scientific investingations,” Aristotle and the Arabic Tradition, 
ed. A. Alwishah and J. Hayes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), pp. 50-75, esp. pp. 51-61 
(I thank one of the anonymous reviewers for having drawn my attention to this publication).
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osmaniye 4894, ff. 53r-54r, but also in the last chapter of the Najāt’s logical part.19 
These two latter texts have several wordings in common that are not present in the 
Hikma, but are nevertheless in substantial agreement with the Mu‘tabar. However, 
each of them also has a significant passage that clearly influenced Abū al-Barakāt 
but is absent in the other as well as in the Hikma. 

The beginning of the title of the section in the Mu‘tabar (I, 264,2), Fī al-aqwā’il 
al-sūfistaqiyya, is almost identical with that of the section in the Najāt, as given in 
the Rome, 1593 print. 20 The opening paragraph (I, 264,6-13), which points to a 
basic distinction between the Sophists’ use or non-use of syllogisms, has much in 
common with the Hikma, 81,4-10 (=Nur., f. 53v1-4 and Najāt, 175,3-8). The follow-
ing (short) paragraph in the Mu‘tabar (I, 264,14-16) , presents a remark proper to 
Abū al-Barakāt, according to which the formal structure of syllogisms was a well-
known matter in Ibn Sīnā’s time. One has the strong impression that this remark is 
related to the latter’s affirmation at the end of the preceding section, namely, that 
he does not need to discuss those cases that fall outside the syllogism.

After two brief general remarks, one on what produces error and another on 
which syllogistic structure implies a true conclusion (I, 264,18-23=H. 81,12-82,1), 
Abū al-Barakāt (I, 264,23-264,3) distinguishes between five major cases (with an 
internal distinction inside the first) that make a syllogism sophistic and therefore 
does not lead to truth. As for the Hikma, 82,1-3 (even if it later deals with all five), 
it mentions only the first two, whereas the ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 53v9-11 as well 
as Najāt, 176,1-5 offer all five. Moreover both, as is the case in the Mu‘tabar but 
contrary to the Hikma, contain the absolutely required negation lā at the begin-
ning, where it is explicitly stated that the reasons given afterward are related to 
statements from which the truth does not follow. 

The first case, which is related to one of the forms or one of the concluding 
moods, is said to occur because of three reasons: (1) no composition of proposi-
tions in the syllogism, (2) the syllogism’s being composed of only one proposition 
or (3) of more than one proposition but without the required compositional over-
lap. Only the third case receives any further detailed attention, for a distinction is 

19 Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 89. Regarding the Najāt, we will refer to the Tehran, 
1985 edition: Ibn Sīnā, Al-Najāt min al-gharq fī bahr al-dalālāt, ed. Mohammad Taqī Dāneshpazhūh 
(Tehran: Intishārāt-e Dāneshgāh, 1346HS). For an English translation of the logical part of the Najāt, 
see Asad Q. Ahmed, Avicenna’s Delivrance: Logic (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011). We have 
taken great profit of this translation for both our understanding and structuring of this chapter. 

20 Ibn Sīnā, Al-Najāt, 175, note 1. There, one finds in fact sūfistāniyya, which is probably a deformation of 
sūfistā’iyya, see Ahmed, Avicenna’s Deliverance: Logic, 140, note 72.
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made between what fails to exist both in reality and overtly, and what exists overtly 
but not in reality. Once again, further attention is paid only to the latter, whereby 
a further distinction is made between errors related to a simple utterance – which 
is, in turn, divided into homonymous (mushtarak), analogous (mutashābih), trans-
ferred (manqūl), metaphor (musta‘ār) and figurative (majāz) – and composed ut-
terance. This complete section (I, 265,4-266,4) corresponds largely to the Hikma, 
82,3-83,11. 

However, as regards the description of the case in which a compositional over-
lap exists overtly, the Mu‘tabar (I, 265,8-9) has an additional remark with regard to 
a difference between the two premises, or between the two premises and the con-
clusion regarding the overlap. The very same remark is attested to in the ms. Nuru-
osmaniye, f. 53v13-14, but is absent in both the Najāt and the Hikma. As for the 
Hikma, 82,2O-23 (=Nur., f. 53v23-25=Najāt, 178,6-10), which introduces a further 
distinction regarding the homonymous utterance, one looks in vain for any trace of 
it in the Mu‘tabar. Finally, the fact that Abū al-Barakāt seems to articulate in terms 
of ‘confused’ (mushtabih) that which Ibn Sīnā (in all three texts) has designated as 
‘related to complexity’ (bi-hasabi al-tarkīb) is not devoid of interest.

The lack of distinction in the parts of a syllogistic statement, which charac-
terizes the second case, is discussed (I, 266,5-15) in almost identical terms with 
the Hikma, 83,11-22 (=Nur., f. 53v32-54r2=Najāt, 179,11-180,9). As for the third 
case, that of falsities in the premises causing an error, its treatment (I, 266,16-
268,7) is more extensive than it is in the Hikma (and the Najāt). There exists only 
a correspondence with regard to its second part, which offers a detailed survey of 
the reasons why one grants the claims of false statements, these reasons being 
basically based on either utterance or meaning (I, 267,11-268,9=H. 84,1-23=Nur., 
f. 54r11-22=Najāt, 180,10-183,2), as well as with the first part’s very first lines (I, 
266,16-18=H. 83,23-84,1=Nur., f. 54r2-3=Najāt, 180,10-12). 

This later beginning stresses that falsity sometimes has a relation to truth. 
In accordance with the ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 54r3-11, Abū al-Barakāt (I, 266,16-
267,10) adds that this relation is related either to something possible or to some-
thing existing. (He illustrates the former by a mathematical example related to the 
sides of a triangle in comparison with two half circles). 21 Both texts, moreover, 
relate the distinction between utterance and meaning exclusively to that case in 
which the relation is existential. 

21 It is worthwhile to note that the same example is present in Al-Fārābī, Kitāb al-Imkānat al-Mughlita, ed. 
Rafīq al-A‘jam, Al-mantiq ‘inda l-Fārābī, vol. 2 (Beirut: Dār al-Mashiq, 1986), 161-163.
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The fourth case concerns the fact that the premises are nothing other than the 
conclusion. This is summarily explained in terms that are almost identical with 
Ibn Sīnā’s (I, 268,8-9=H. 84,23-85,2=Nur., f. 54v22-23=Najāt, 183,3-6). The fifth 
and final case deals with the fact that the premises are not better known than the 
conclusion. Here, Abū al-Barakāt simply repeats what Ibn Sīnā had said about this 
topic (I, 268,10-12=H. 85,2-6=Nur., f. 54v24-26=Najāt, 183,7-10).

Both the Hikma and the ms. Nuruosmaniye conclude that what has been said 
on the issue of sophistic reasoning is sufficient. However the Mu‘tabar (I, 268,13-
23), in line with the Najāt (183,11-184,4), stipulates in a final remark that the rea-
sons for the sophisms in a syllogism always have to do either with utterance or with 
meaning (and briefly enumerates the different reasons for their occurrence). Spe-
cial attention deserves to be paid the fact that with regard to sophisms related to 
meaning, the first given reason in both texts is articulated in terms of ‘that which is 
accidental’. Still, Abū al-Barakāt offers further specifications that are not present in 
the Najāt, namely, one’s taking the accidental in place of the essential or the poten-
tial in place of the actual. However, Ibn Sīnā mentions both cases explicitly in the 
tenth method of his Ishārāt, which is devoted to the issue of fallacious syllogisms.22 

Khataba

This section, in the title of which Abū al-Barakāt (I, 269,7) specifies that the 
Greeks call this logical part ‘rītūrīqā’ (in line with Hikma, 87,2 [=Nur., f. 54r26-27], 
but there the transliteration of the Greek word is given before the Arabic term), is 
divided into two major parts.

The first part (I, 269,8-273,25) deals with ‘general things’ (al-umūr al-kulliyyat). 
Abū al-Barakāt starts (I, 269,10-270,11) his discussion by presenting rhetoric in gen-
uinely Aristotelian terms as the art of persuasion. He underlines that the rhetorical 
art, contrary to the dialectical method does not deal with universal things insofar 
as they are praiseworthy in reality, but only insofar as they are useful for particular 
things. It is therefore more useful in political matters than are dialectics or demon-
stration. Finally, he observes that Aristotle, referred to as ~āhib al-kitāb, blamed his 
predecessors for not having dealt properly with how rhetoric achieves its goals.23 

22 Ibn Sīnā, Al-Ishārāt wa-l-Tanbīhāt, ed. J. Forget (Leyde: Brill, 1892, 88, 9-10; English translation in Ibn 
Sīnā, Remarks and Admonitions. Part One: Logic, translated by Shams C. Inati (Toronto, Ontario: Ponti-
fical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1984), 159-160.

23 See Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1354a11 sqq.
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Despite several differences in the wording, one easily recognizes a direct inspi-
ration from the Hikma, 87,3-88,4. Moreover, one finds direct support for two of the 
differences in the ms. Nuruosmaniye, namely, (1) the additional remark about what 
causes an opinion to become victorious in the soul in the case of persuasion (I, 
269,12-13=Nur., f. 54r29) and (2) another one that states that in rhetoric, it suffic-
es that the premises are deemed praiseworthy in opinion, and hence must not be 
so in reality (I, 269, 18-21=Nur., f. 54r33-35). Hereafter, Abū al-Barakāt (I, 270,12-
21) mentions five domains for which rhetoric may be helpful: metaphysics, natural 
sciences, morals, passions of the soul and disputable things (al-mukhā~imāt). The 
disputable things are further subdivided into discordant (munāfariyya), delibera-
tive (mushawariyya), and controversial (mushājariyya) things.24 The whole section 
corresponds to Hikma, 88,5-16 (=Nur., f. 54v4-11). 

Abū al-Barakāt (I, 270,22 -23=H. 88,17-18=Nur., f. 54v11-12) then observes 
that the rhetoric scope concerns three things: (1) the statement, (2) what the state-
ment is about, and (3) the listeners, who are, in turn, subdivided into opponent, 
judge and disputant. Furthermore, he concentrates on what brings about consent 
through ‘art’, paying particular attention to the rhetorician’s specific characteristics 
(I, 271,2-13=H. 88,23-89,8=Nur., f. 54v15-20), and also to specific factors that con-
tribute to persuade the listeners (I, 271,14-18=H. 89,9-13=Nur., f. 54v20-23). Even-
tually, a large section examines how rhetorical speech can engender assent (ta~dīq). 
In this context, special emphasis is placed on enthymeme (damīr), example (tamthīl), 
signs (dalā’il), and indications (‘alāmāt), as well as on each one’s specific significance 
in the context of rhetoric (I, 271,19-273,24=H. 89,14-92,2=Nur., f. 54v23-55r21). 

Generally speaking, the wording in all three texts is very similar. But in a few 
cases, the wording of the Mu‘tabar does not correspond at all to what is in the Hik-
ma. Nevertheless, as we have already seen several times, part of the Mu‘tabar‘s ad-
ditions are also present in the ms. Nuruosmaniye. By way of example, I refer to one 
case, namely, the addition of the specification bi-l-amthala wa-l-damīr after ta‘līmāt 
(I, 270,20=Nur., f. 54v24).

The second part (I, 274,1-276,13), “On the particular kinds among rhetoric 
things”, details each of the disputable affairs’ three subdivisions. Compared to the 
brief essential outline given in the first part, the first two are now presented in 

24 Actually, the Mu‘tabar (I, 270,17) uses the term mukhā~imiyya, disputable, but this is highly problema-
tic, given that one has to do with a subdivision of the ‘disputable’. In view of the fact that in the second 
part of the exposition on rhetoric, in a detailed description of the three subdivisions distinguished 
here, one finds (I, 275,10) the expression ‘mukhā~imiyyāt allatī yatanāfaru al-nās fīhā’, as well as in view 
of the fact that both Hikma, 88,11 and ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 54,8 mention ‘munāfariyya’, it is almost 
certain that one has to do with a copyist’s (or editor’s) error.
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an inversed order. Hence, Abū al-Barakāt (I, 274,3-275,9) first expounds the de-
liberative case, then (I, 275,10-24) concentrates on the issue of discordance, and 
finally (I, 276,1-13) focuses on matters of controversy. Even if there are similar-
ities with the Hikma, as, for example, regarding the section’s overall structuring, 
substantial modifications and/or additions also appear. This is already evident in 
the discussion related to the ‘deliberative cases’. Its very beginning (I, 274,3-17) re-
mains rather close to that of the Hikma, 92,4-20 (=Nur., f. 55r21-31), despite minor 
reformulations compared to Ibn Sīnā’s presentation, the most important of which 
is a particular emphasis on the involvement of ‘practical’ insight (I, 274,14-15).25 

But this is no longer the case when Abū al-Barakāt (I, 274,16-275,9) later un-
derlines that it is more trustworthy to take the Prophet’s testimony as the premise 
instead of someone else’s, or of a ‘group of knowers’ than that of a single know-
er, because one deals in these matters with particulars. Ibn Sīnā (Hikma, 92,20-
97,8=Nur., f. 55r31- 56r26), on the contrary, points to the existence of five issues 
on which one has to ‘deliberate’ with regard to the city (i.e., means to preserve its 
wealth, war, protection, import-export, and legislation – inside the discussion of 
which he refers to the existence of four political regimes: democracy, the vileness of 
leadership [oligarchy], the oneness of leadership [monarchy], and the aristocracy) 
and, in addition, details those ‘deliberative’ acts regarding the individual. Hence, 
Ibn Sīnā’s philosophical approach seems to have been replaced in the Mu‘tabar by a 
more religious-legal approach. 26 

With regard to issues of discordance (I, 275,10-24), one finds, compared to the 
Hikma, a small addition at the beginning (I, 275,11-14) in which Abū al-Barakāt 
points out that the dialectician, in sharp contrast with the rhetorician, is not in-
terested in whether what he says in implemented or not. In conformity with the 
Hikma, 97,11-98,6 (97,11-98,4=Nur., f. 55r37-v10), he then notes (I, 275,14-24) 
that the rhetorician praises the beautiful insofar as it is praiseworthy and good, 
and enumerates several virtues (and their contrary vices).27 But he omits the final 

25 It is undoubtedly worthwhile to note that the addition (present at I, 274,10-11) of the couple ‘beauty and 
ugly’ as well as of the remark that the rhetorician needs to possess premises in order to make things greater 
or smaller, corresponds with ms. Nuruosmaniye, f. 55r27-28, whereas it totally lacks in Hikma. 

26 Perhaps not devoid of significance is Abū al-Barakāt’s use of what seems to be a ‘terminus technicus’, 
namely ‘al-muqaddimāt al-khabariyya’. As far as I know, Ibn Sīnā never uses it. If it is really a technical 
expression, it would be interesting to identify its precise historical source (I must confess that I was 
unable to do so). 

27 As noted by Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 439, the text of manuscript Nuruosmaniye 
ends with the words bal bi-fa‘ilātihā, which occur at line 4 of page 98 of §ālih’s edition. In view of this 
latter, it is clear that these words do not constitute the proper end of the discussion of rhetoric, nor 
even of the affirmation of which they are part. Hence, this ‘sudden’ end is due in all likelihood to an 
accidental cause (related to the manuscript on which our copyist worked). 
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part of Ibn Sīnā’s exposition (Hikma, 98,6-99,8), in which further details are given 
about what is really praiseworthy. 

Finally, he expresses (I, 276,1-13) a few basic ideas with regard to the top-
ic of controversy, as, for example, its being based on accusations and defences 
(i‘tidhārāt), (concrete) kinds of apologies, the importance of threatening, and 
punishment and reward. One finds a far more developed treatment in the Hikma 
(99,9-103,24). Certainly, one can find passages in the Mu‘tabar that might have 
influenced Abū al-Barakāt’s treatment, such as the affirmation of the existence 
of an essential link between accusations and defences (an affirmation that is, of 
course, in full compliance with Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1358b10-11 [see I, 276,1=H. 
99,10)]), or the existence of apologies, including some of its concrete expressions 
(I, 276,1-3=H. 101,17-21). But the overall impression is one of fundamental re-
wording, which puts a greater emphasis on the issue of reward and punishment, 
and, moreover, is limited to a few essential items. Also, in this case one may suspect 
a religious motive.

Shi‘r

The last section of the Mu‘tabar’s logical part, in accordance with the expanded 
view of Aristotle’s Organon, takes poetics as its object.28 Its title is as follows: “On 
Poetical Syllogisms and Utterances, which are called nītūrīqī in Greek” (I, 276,15-
16). Note that the term nītūrīqī reappears immediately at the chapter’s beginning 
(I, 276, 19). At first sight, one might have the impression that it is a deformation of 
buwītīqī, perhaps influenced by the transliteration of the Greek poiètikè as rītūrīqī.29 
But in view of the title as given in the Hikma (105,2), where one reads: “Ma‘ānī kitāb 
fuwāyītīqī wa-huwa kitāb bitūrīqī fī l-shi‘riyāt”, one wonders whether Abū al-Barakāt 
had not been directly influenced by this reading bitūrīqī (in absence of diacritical 
points, both bitūrīqī and nitūrīqī are possible), even if this was, in all likelihood, a 
misreading of the transliterated Greek word poiètikè.30 

28 For a detailed presentation of this expanded view, both in the Middle Ages and in the later Greek 
commentary tradition, see Deborah Black, Logic and Aristotle’s Rhetoric and Poetics in Medieval Arabic 
Philosophy (Leiden-New York-København-Köln: Brill, 1999), chapters 1 and 2. Following O.B. Hardison, 
Black calls this expanded view ‘the context theory’, but she avoids the negative overtones of Hardison’s 
presentation, see ibid., 1, note 2.

29 See Van Gelder-Hammond, Takhyīl: The Imaginary in Classical Arabic Poetics, 70, note 3. 
30 Mohammed Silīm Sālem, in his edition of Ibn Sīnā, Kitāb am-Mağmū‘ aw “Al-Hikmah al-‘Arūdiyyah fī 

Ma‘ānī Kitāb al-Shi‘r” (Cairo: Mutba‘at Dār al-kutub, 1969), 15, note 1, clearly believes in a misreading. 
He moreover indicates that there is in the Uppsala manuscript no diacritical point on the beginning of 
the word. 
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In the first part of his exposition (I, 276,19-278,21), Abū al-Barakāt stresses 
the essential importance of the use of metre and rhyme in poetry for the Arabs. 
This stands in sharp contrast to the Greeks, for whom imaginary premises and imi-
tation prevailed, as is evident in Aristotle’s treatment of poetry.31 According to Abū 
al-Barakāt, Aristotle saw eminent poetry as being composed, as far as its substance 
goes, in the diction of the elite (while disregarding whether it informs by means of 
assent or by means of the evocation of images and imitation) and, with respect to 
its form, in correct meters and rhyme. Most of this section has no counterpart in 
the Hikma. However, when speaking of poetic syllogism, one emphasises that the 
imaginary character of its effect on the soul is offered in almost identical words as 
in the Hikma (I, 277, 10-14=H. 105,3-6). The same happens somewhat later when 
Abū al-Barakāt stresses that these premises are not necessarily true or false, but 
imaginary (I, 277,21-278,1=H. 105,6-10).32

The object of the second part of Abū al-Barakāt’s treatment of poetics (I, 
277,22-278,21) concerns the issue of ‘imitations’ (muhākiyāt), with special atten-
tion paid to its division into three types: simile (tashbīh), metaphor (isti‘āra) and ‘of 
a widely-known kind’ (min bāb al-dhawā’i‘).33 It is almost verbatim the same as that 
found in the Hikma, 105,11-106,14. And this is also the case with respect to the 
third and final part, in which it is said that poetic speech is composed of imaginary 
premises, which sometimes are obtained by means of devices, basically related to 
wording or to meaning, and further subdivided into five types (I, 279,22-289,4=H. 
106,15-109,6).34 

31 For an English translation of this section, see Van Gelder-Hammond, Takhyīl: The Imaginary in Classical 
Arabic Poetics, 70-72. Note that this section is preceded surprisingly by the indication: “ fa~l 1, chapter 
1”, since afterwards one looks in vain for the mentioning of a second chapter.

32 An English translation of these two (small) parts of the Hikma is present in Van Gelder-Hammond, 
Takhyīl: The Imaginary in Classical Arabic Poetics, 26 (first paragraph of the translation). Unfortunately, 
in translating these passages no attention has been paid to the common elements. On several occasi-
ons, the common Arabic text has been rendered in two quite different ways. For example, al-takhayyul 
huwa infi‘āl min ta‘jīb wa-ta‘Ûīm… is rendered in the translation of the Hikma in this way: “Imagining is 
an affect of wonder, glorification, etc.”, but in that of the Mu‘tabar as follows: “The evocation of images 
is affected by amazement, awe, etc.”. This could give the impression of the existence of only a similarity 
in wording, whereas one has in fact a strict identity.

33 For an English translation of this section, see Van Gelder-Hammond, Takhyīl: The Imaginary in Classical 
Arabic Poetics, 26-27. The last type of imitation is there articulated in terms of ‘dead metaphor’, which 
is certainly not mistaken, but we have preferred to remain closer to the letter of the Arabic wording. 

34 The beginning of this section (I, 279,22-280,11=H. 106,15-107,3) is, according to the wording in the 
Hikma, available once more in Van Gelder-Hammond, Takhyīl: The Imaginary in Classical Arabic Poetics, 
27-28. The rest of the chapter (I, 280,12-282,4=H. 107,4-109,6), which Ibn Sīnā has copied from the 
Hikma almost verbatim in the Poetics of the Shifā’ (excepted for the first two lines), is, according to 
this latter version, available in English translation in Ismail M. Dahiyat, Avicenna’s Commentary on the 
Poetics of Aristotle (Leiden: Brill, 1974), 64-66.
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However, the very last part of Ibn Sīnā’s exposition (Hikma, 109,6-110,4), in 
which he enumerates and discusses various Greek poetic themes (e.g., tragedy, 
dithyramb, and comedy), is not copied by Abū al-Barakāt. Everything indicates that 
this is due to a conscious decision, for he clearly found Greek poetry to be largely 
inferior to Arabic poetry, as is evidenced by his affirmation (at the beginning of his 
treatment) that the Greeks learned the appropriate use of metres from the Arabs 
(and the Persians).

Conclusion

From the preceding survey, there is overwhelming evidence that Abū al-Bar-
akāt’s sections on dialectics, sophistry, rhetoric, and poetics, as contained within 
the Mu‘tabar, are largely inspired by and indebted to Ibn Sīnā’s Hikma, or, at least, 
a text very close to it and of which the manuscript Nuruosmaniye 4894 offers the 
most valuable testimony. However, one could wonder whether the text in this man-
uscript was not based on, or at least partly inspired by, Abū al-Barakāt’s Mu‘tabar. 
35 Of course, one must then suppose that the Mu‘tabar, as far as the four discussed 
logical parts are concerned, is a kind of personal elaboration made by Abū al-Bar-
akāt on Ibn Sīnā’s Hikma. 

Ever since Shlomo Pines’ seminal studies on Abū al-Barakāt, there has been a 
large scholarly agreement that Abū al-Barakāt, despite his large-scale use of Avi-
cennian texts, has either criticized or reworked in a very personal way many ideas 
of his great Arabic predecessor.36 This same attitude is also detectable in a few of 
his logical views, among them his doctrine of predication and his criticism of Ibn 
Sīnā’s rejection of the ‘e-conversion’ of the absolute proposition.37 However, in the 
sections that we have examined, Abū al-Barakāt’s personal input appears to be lim-
ited. In those cases where it is clearly present, one has the impression that he was 
driven by religious motives and wanted to avoid a too exclusive valorisation of a 
purely rational-theoretical approach. Hence, they concern in all likelihood cases of 

35 Even if one accepts the earlier dating proposed by Jabbour and Morel (see supra, note ), the manuscript 
postdates clearly the Mu‘tabar (written before 1165, which is the year that Abū al Barakāt died).

36 Four among Pines’ most significant studies have been assembled in the first volume of his collected 
works, i.e., Shl. Pines, Studies in Abu’l Barakāt al-Baghdādī. Physics and Metaphysics (Jerusalem - Leiden: 
The Magnes Press, The Hebrew University - Brill, 1975). 

37 See Alain De Libera, La philosophie médiévale (Paris: PUF, 2004), 124-26, respectively Tony Street, “Ara-
bic Logic,” Handbook of the History of Logic. Vol. I, ed. Dov M. Gabbay and J. Woods (s.l. : Elsevier, 
2004):, 569-71. It is worthwhile to note that both authors stress that Abū al Barakāt, in spite of his 
criticism, accepts several of Ibn Sīnā’s ideas.
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personal elaboration. But, one looks in vain for any explicit and/or strong criticism 
against that which is present in Ibn Sīnā’s Hikma. On the contrary, Abū al-Barakāt, 
in these four sections on logic, remains largely faithful to their exposition in this 
latter work, or, at least, in its (or another, revised?) version as given in the ms. 
Nuruosmaniye. 

Of course, the ms. Nuruosmaniye postdates the Mu‘tabar and might therefore 
have taken elements form this latter. Could it be that the scribe of the Nuruos-
maniye manuscript eliminated all of Abū al-Barakāt’s most personal elaborations 
and somehow ‘retained’ what was, in his view, only of clear Avicennian inspiration? 
38 This looks improbable for at least three reasons: (1) our survey shows that our 
manuscript has passages (e.g., the mentioning of some topoi) in common with the 
Hikma that are absent in the Mu‘tabar, and this in the very same wording; (2) the 
explicit reference to Themistius in the opening lines of chapter 3 of the Jadal, both 
in the manuscript and the Hikma, but not in the Mu‘tabar; and (3) the very fact that 
the last remark in the safsata section, which states that the sophisms in a syllogism 
have always either to do with utterance or with meaning, has no counterpart in 
the ms. Nuruosmaniye, despite its outspoken Avicennian content, as proven by 
its presence in the Najāt (and, for an additional element, in the Ishārāt). It seems, 
therefore, that at most there could be a source common to both the Nuruosmaniye 
manuscript and the Mu‘tabar, and that this source then has to be a kind of revision 
of the Hikma done either by Ibn Sīnā himself or one of his disciples. 39

Whatever the case may be, we have an important testimony of large parts of 
one of Ibn Sīnā’s earliest works for these four sections. It is beyond any reasonable 
doubt that a critical edition of the concerned logical sections of the Hikma would 
be impossible without taking a serious look at Abū al-Barakāt’s Mu‘tabar.40 On the 
other hand, one wonders whether the other parts of the Mu‘tabar’s logical section 
are not also based on the Hikma, especially since one easily detects many Avicenni-
an ideas in them.41 Unfortunately, I could not find any evidence of the Mu‘tabar’s 

38 I wish to thank one of the anonymous reviewers for having suggested this possibility.
39 See supra, note 5, where I indicated that a revision by one of Ibn Sīnā’s disciples is unlikely.
40 Besides, another important testimony in view of a critical edition is undoubtedly Ghulam ‘Alī’s work 

Mihakk al-naÛar, which apparently contains a paraphrase of the whole work, as discovered by Maroun 
Aouad in Ms. 4 arabe of Bibliothèque nationale et universitaire de Strasbourg, n°. 4151 (see Gutas, 
Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 87, note 3).

41 A quick survey showed me the existence of striking parallels between several passages of these logical 
parts of the Mu‘tabar and logical expositions in Ibn Sīnā’s works. By way of illustration, I may offer 
two examples: (1) when treating the notion of ‘alāma at in the last chapter of the section on qiyās, 
Abū al-Barakāt’s wording (I, 202, 3-9) is almost identical with Ibn Sīnā’s in the Qiyās of the Shifā’ (see 
Ibn Sīnā, al-Shifā’, al-Qiyās, ed. Sa‘īd Zāyed [Cairo: al-Hay’a al-āmma li-shu’ūn al-matābi‘ al-amīriyya, 
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direct use of the preserved passages in the Hikma that are related to ‘Ibāra and 
Burhān (based on the unique Uppsala manuscript). 

But it is somewhat puzzling that in the ms. Nuruosmaniye, one finds at the bot-
tom of f. 32r Bāb al-burhān min al-Mūjaz li-l-Shaykh al-ra’īs Abī Alī (I)bn Sīnā in red let-
tering and then immediately afterward, at the top of f. 32v, again in red, albeit small 
letters, Fī u~ūl ‘ilm al-burhān wa-bayān anna kull ta‘līm wa-ta‘allum min ‘ilm sābiq. Now, 
this latter wording had much in common with the opening line of the Mu‘tabar’s 
section of the Burhān, which states (I, 203,11): “Kull ta‘līm wa-kull ta‘allum dhihnī hiya 
innamā yakūn min ma‘rifa mutaqaddima wa-‘ilm sābiq”. But what follows is quite differ-
ent in both texts. As Gutas has noted, the part on burhān in the ms. Nuruosmaniye 
is ‘original’ in the sense that is not copied from any of Ibn Sīnā’s known texts.42 It 
certainly did not function as a direct source of inspiration for Abū al-Barakāt’s treat-
ment of the topic of demonstration. Is it too far-fetched to suppose that the ‘second’ 
title in the ms. Nuruosmaniye was, in fact, that of its section in the Hikma? 

Of course, in the actual state of affairs nothing permits us to formulate any 
definite judgment on this issue. But one can note that no title for this section is 
present in the Uppsala manuscript and that Abū al-Barakāt makes extensive use of 
the Hikma, or at least of a text very close to it, in the following sections dealing with 
logic. In this sense, I think we cannot exclude the possibility that the Mu‘tabar’s 
first three sections on logic might have been strongly inspired by Ibn Sīnā’s Hikma. 
If this is indeed the case, would it not prove immediately that the young Ibn Sīnā 
did not consider the Maqūlāt as a proper part of logic? But for the moment, all of 
this has to be left at the level of hypothesis. I can only hope that new findings will 
permit scholars to further clarify this issue.
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