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Abstract

As the most widely circulated early Ottoman gloss on Aristotelian-Avicennan natu-
ral philosophy, Hocazade’s paratext on Mullazade’s commentary on Abhart’s Hidayat
al-hikma illuminates the reception and defense of hylomorphism in postclassical
madrasas. Working largely within an Avicennan framework, this previously unedited
and unstudied text clarifies and reformulates key doctrines to address rival theologi-
cal objections and misconceptions about hylomorphic composition. Read alongside
Hocazade’s Tahafut al-falasifa, where hylomorphism remains compatible with divine
creation, the gloss affirms it as both constitutive of natural philosophy’s subject mat-
ter and indispensable to metaphysical inquiry. The coexistence of hylomorphism with
theologians’ atomism in other madrasa handbooks points to the disciplinary compart-
mentalization of rival doctrines within Ottoman curricula.
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2 BALIKGIOGLU
1 Introduction

Athir al-Din al-Abhart’s (d. 663/1265?) Hidayat al-hikma is a concise introduc-
tion to Avicennan philosophy and one of the most widely copied and studied
works of natural philosophy in postclassical Islam, serving as a foundational
text in the Ottoman madrasa curriculum, particularly at the elementary lev-
el.! Alongside AbharT's disciple Najm al-Din al-Katibi al-QazwinT’s (d. 675/1276)
Hikmat al-‘ayn it was one of the two principal manuals through which
Aristotelian-Avicennan natural philosophy was transmitted within the Otto-
man world. The Hidaya is notable for preserving the Avicennan hierarchy of
the sciences (logic, natural philosophy, and metaphysics) while, in content,
arguably modeling itself on his al-Isharat wa-l-tanbihat.? In doing so, it main-
tains the pedagogical precedence of natural philosophy over metaphysics, in
contrast to the postclassical tendency in kalam works to begin with metaphysi-
cal discussions and conclude with natural philosophy.3

Like many handbooks of the period, Abhar’s Hidaya was rarely studied in
isolation; it was situated within a canonized commentary tradition that had
developed largely outside the Ottoman lands over the course of the preced-
ing century. Such commentaries served not merely to elucidate the concise
urtext, but also to expand, reinterpret, and at times revise it in light of shift-
ing scientific paradigms and intellectual concerns. Consequently, when an
Ottoman scholar composed a gloss on a particular commentary, he typically
engaged not directly with AbharT’s terse original, but with the new scientific
and philosophical recontextualizations advanced by earlier commentators and
contemporaries.

Alongside that of Ibn Mubarakshah al-Bukhari (d. circa 734/1334), one of
the two most widely studied and glossed commentaries on natural philoso-
phy in Ottoman scholarly circles was Mullazade al-Kharziyani's (d. 8o9/1407)

1 The author himself directs readers to his more comprehensive philosophical summa, the
Zubda al-asrar, for fuller elaboration. See Athir al-Din al-Abhari, Hidayat al-hikma, ed. ‘Abd
al-Rahman al-Turkmani (Beirut: Dar al-rayahin, 2019), 110; Katib Celebi, Kashf al-zunun ‘an
asami l-kutub wa-l-funun, ed. Serefettin Yaltkaya and Kilisli Rifat Bilge, vol. 1 (Istanbul: Maarif
Matbaas, 1941), 647.

2 JonMcGinnis, “Pointers, Guides, Founts and Gifts: The Reception of Avicennan Physics in the
East,” Oriens 41.3—4 (2013): 433—56.

3 For the post-Razian trend toward a metaphysics-first ordering, typically beginning with a
discussion of al-umur al-@mma (general ontological matters) followed by natural philoso-
phy, see Heidrun Eichner “Dissolving the Unity of Metaphysics: From Fakhr al-Din al-Razi
to Mulla Sadra al-Shirazi,” Medioevo 32 (2007): 142—44;166—70; eadem., “The Post-Avicennian
Philosophical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy: Philosophical and Theological Summae in
Context” (Martin-Luther-Universitéit Halle, 2009).
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expansive commentary on the Hidaya. Probably born in the small town of
Kharziyan, in present-day Kazakhstan, Mullazade traveled from Samarqand
to Baghdad in pursuit of a scholarly career, eventually settling in Cairo via
Aleppo during the reign of the Mamluk sultan Barqiq (r. 784—801/1382—99).4
Over the course of his career, he rose to the position of rector (nazir) of the
Shaykhuniyya hospice (khangah) in 798/1396, a post he held until his removal
on account of dementia.> He likely completed his commentary on the Hidaya
before moving to Cairo. Founded in 756/1355-56, the Shaykhiiniyya, renowned
for both its prestige and relative scholarly autonomy,® functioned as a major
conduit for transregional intellectual exchange between Mamluk Egypt and
Ottoman Rum.” The institution attracted numerous Ottoman scholars, exem-
plifying a significant “brain drain” from Anatolia to Cairo.® Both its rectors and
much of its student body maintained strong Anatolian connections, making
the Shaykhuniyya not only a formative center in the emergence of the Otto-
man learned tradition, but also a crucial source for scholarly works later
incorporated into advanced Ottoman curricula, including Mullazade’s com-
mentary itself.

The most substantial early Ottoman gloss on the Hidaya is that of Hocazade
Muslihuddin Mustafa (d. 893/1488), which is confined to the section on natural

4 The real identity of the commentator Mullazade has long been debated and was often con-
fused by later biobibliographers, including Katib Celebi, with Mullazade al-Khita’1. Khaled
El-Rouayheb has recently published a scrutinuous study of Mullazade’s identification by
tracing Mamluk historical sources and the dates of extant glosses on his highly popular
Hidaya, see El-Rouayheb, “Two Fourteenth-Century Islamic Philosophers: Ibn Mubarakshah
al-Bukhari and Mullazade al-Kharziyani,” Oriens 48.3—4 (2020): 345—66.

5 Ibid., 358-61.

6 By the fifteenth century, jurist-scholars in the Mamlik world had become a self-consciously
professional class that upheld the autonomy of the scholar within a well-entrenched aca-
demic guild. The endowment network supporting this autonomy enabled scholars to
focus on their academic output and intellectual pursuits, relatively insulated from external
political pressures. See Carl F. Petry, “Scholastic Stasis in Medieval Islam Reconsidered: Mam-
luk Patronage in Cairo,” Poetics Today 14.2 (1993): 325—30.

7 Functioning as both a Sufi lodge and a cultural-academic center, the madrasa hosted schol-
ars from three major Islamic legal schools, with a particular emphasis on the Hanafi school
as stipulated in its endowment charter. See idem., “Educational Institutions as Depicted in
the Biographical Literature of Mamluk Cairo: The Debate over Prestige and Venue,” Medieval
Prosopography 23.1 (2002): 13-14; for the endowment charter (wagqfiyya), the institution’s dis-
tinguished scholars, and its curriculum in the religious sciences, see Daisuke Igarashi, “The
Private Property and Awgaf of the Circassian Mamluk Sultans: The Case of Barqiiq,” Orient 43
(2008):167-96, esp. 190; Zaynab Ahmad ‘Ali Abi ‘Alj, “Al-Khaniqah al-Shaykhtiniyya 756-923
H/1355-1517 CE,” Majalla gita“ al-dirasat al-insaniyya 24 (2019): 287-376.

8 For the Anatolian population, Carl F. Petry, The Civilian Elite of Cairo in the Later Middle Ages
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981), 156; for the case of Ibn ‘Arab of Bursa, ibid., 71.
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4 BALIKGIOGLU

philosophy and does not extend to the logical or metaphysical portions of the
text. The work is distinguished by its sustained effort to define the subject
matter and disciplinary boundaries of natural philosophy and to establish the
proper procedures of philosophical inquiry in addressing foundational ques-
tions concerning hylomorphism, corporeal and celestial bodies, motion, time,
and related topics. Roughly one-third of the gloss is devoted to the subject mat-
ter and classification of the philosophical sciences, with particular attention
to the demarcation of natural philosophy; another third examines hylomor-
phism, while the remaining portion addresses a range of other problems in
natural philosophy. The disproportionate attention devoted to hylomorphism
underscores its centrality to Hocazade’s conception of natural philosophy and
suggests that it ranked among the most extensively debated questions in con-
temporary madrasa scholarship.

Previously unedited and unstudied, Hocazade’s gloss on Mullazade’s com-
mentary survives in at least seventy-nine manuscripts preserved in various
libraries, a figure that, for purposes of illustrative comparison, places it
among the more widely circulated philosophical works of the early Ottoman
madrasa tradition.” It is likely that the gloss was completed in the late 1450s,
during Hocazade’s tenure as the chief military judge (kadiasker) in Edirne in
862/1457-58, or shortly after his departure.!® Among the dated manuscripts,

9 Among the twenty-five dated manuscripts, the earliest is Ms Haraggioglu 1211, preserved
in Bursa’s Inebey Library and dated 864/1459—60. It is followed by Siileymaniye Library,
Ms Antalya Tekelioglu 764 (875/1469—70), and two further manuscripts dated 876/1470-71:
Manisa Library, Ms Manisa il Halk 1680, and Milli Kiitiiphane, Ms Ankara Adnan Otiiken
il Halk 06 HK 586.

10 The oldest extant manuscript Ms Haragcioglu 1211 from 864/1459—-60 contains, on folio
654, a colophon recording the date of completion: “These folios were completed with the
aid of God, the Creator and Originator, through the hand of His weak and needy servant,
who inclines toward the true faith and is ever in need of His mercy, and through whom
His Prophet is renowned: Mustafa ibn Yiisuf ibn Sa‘ld (may God forgive him and his par-
ents) known as Hocazade. And [may God forgive] whomever supplicates for them both.
This was in the blessed month of Sha‘ban, ten days after [the completion of ] Ramadan,
in the year 864 of the Hijra, in the town of Edirne, at the madrasa of our master al-Tas],
during a period when instruction was suspended (fafil).” After serving as the sultan’s
tutor at Mehmed 11's palace, Hocazade was appointed chief military judge of Edirne
in 862/1457-58, reportedly at the behest of Grand Vizier Mahmud Pasa, who sought
to remove him from the sultan’s immediate circle. A few years later, he was reassigned to
the Sultaniyya madrasa in Bursa, his alma mater. See isma‘il Belig, Giildeste-i riyaz (Bursa:
Hiidavendigar Matba‘asi, 1287/1870-71), 268. The scribe was probably a student of ‘Ala’
al-Din al-Tasl (d. 887/1482), as suggested by the inscription indicating that the work was
copied at TasT’s madrasa. Biobibliographical sources report that Mehmed 11 appointed
Tiisi to the madrasa established by the Sultan’s father, Murad 11, at Edirne’s Ug Serefeli
Mosque, with a stipend of ten aspers per day. See Hoca Sa‘deddin, Tacii't-tevarih, vol. 2

10.1163/18778372-12340053 | ORIENS (2026) 1-64



NEGOTIATING ARISTOTELIAN-AVICENNAN NATURAL PHILOSOPHY 5

almost all copies were produced between 864/1459—60 and 976/1565, indicat-
ing that the gloss remained in active study well into the mid-to-late sixteenth
century.!! The English translation of Mullazade’s commentary used through-
out this study is based on an unpublished Arabic edition,'? while my analysis
of Hocazade’s gloss relies primarily on Siileymaniye Library, Ms Yozgat 719
(fols. 3b—12a), which appears to represent a relatively clean copy of the text.

As one of the few surviving Ottoman glosses on Aristotelian-Avicennan nat-

ural philosophy from the fifteenth century,!® Hocazade’s paratext offers a rare

11

12

13

(Istanbul: Tab‘hane-i ‘Amire, 1279 /1864), 455 Mustafa Bilge, Itk Osmanli Medreseleri
(Istanbul: Istanbul Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, 1984), 153-56.

See the database of Turkey’s Directorate of Manuscripts, available at the portal: <https://
portal.yek.gov.tr/>. The extant copies, all of which begin with the same incipit, li-ma
kanat al-hikma, vary considerably in length, suggesting that not all preserve the complete
work. Some likely transmit only those lemmata deemed of particular interest by indi-
vidual readers or copyists. Such selectivity reflects both the “reading mind” of the early
modern scholar and broader patterns of paratextual knowledge production. See Mario
Meliado, “The Reading Mind: Practices of Annotation and the Historiography of Medieval
Philosophy,” lecture, Universitdt Hamburg, January 14, 2026 (retrieved June 20, 2026 via
https://lecture2go.uni-hamburg.de/l2go/-/get/v/72838). For a recent study on the role of
annotation practices and gloss traditions in shaping the transmission and historiography
of medieval philosophy, see idem., ed., Thinking in the Margins: Marginalia in Medieval
and Renaissance Philosophy (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2026).

The unpublished edition is based on three manuscripts housed in the Siilleymaniye
Library: Ms Ayasofya 2437 (dated 811/1408—9), Ms Ayasofya 2438 (dated 787/1385-86), and
Ms Sehzade Mehmed 70 (dated 944/1537—38). See Yormaz, “Mevlanazade’nin Hidayetii'l-
Hikme Serhi Tahkik ve Tahlil” (PhD diss., Marmara University, 2010).

According to Katib Celebi, several other Ottoman scholars of the period likewise composed
glosses on Mullazade’s commentary, among them Qadizada Salahaddin (d. ca. 835/1431),
Hizir $ah al-Mentegevi (d. 853/1450), Ilyas al-Rami (d. 929/1523), Molla Salahaddin (d. ?),
the teacher of Sultan Bayezid 11, Muhylddin ‘Ali al-Fanari (d. 929/1523), Muhammad b.
Mahmud al-Mughlaw1 al-Wafa1 (d. 940/1533), as well as Kamal al-Din Mas‘ad al-Rami
(d. 905/1500). See Katib Celebi, Kashf al-zunin, 2: 2029-30. The Anatolian scholar Hizir
Sah al-Mentegevi, who studied in Cairo for fifteen years before settling in Bursa, reportedly
wrote a gloss that does not appear to survive. See El-Rouayheb, “Two Fourteenth-Century,”
361. Of the glosses listed by Katib Celebi, only those of Molla Salahaddin and Kamal al-Din
Mas‘td al-Rami are presently known to be extant, each surviving in several manuscripts
held in Turkish collections. On the latter, see Yasin Apaydin, “Timurlu Dénemi Herat'inda
Bir Miiderris: Mesud Sirvani'nin (6. 9o5/1500) Entelektiiel Biyografisine Dogru,” Islam Tet-
kikleri Enstitiisii Dergisi 13.2 (2023): 508. In addition, Kadizade-i Rami (d. after 844/1440)
might have produced a commentary limited to the logic section. See Miistakim Arici,
“Gelenek Olusturan Bir Felsefe Klasigi Olarak Hikmetii'l-Ayn ve Etkileri,” in Uluslararast13.
Yiizyilda Felsefe Sempozyumu, ed. M. Enes Kala and Murat Demirkol (Ankara: Yildirim
Beyazit Universitesi, 2014), 332—49, esp. 334-35. The text attributed to Kadizade was
recently edited: Qadizade al-Rumi, Sharh Mantiq al-Hidaya: al-gism al-awwal min Hidayat
al-hikma, ed. ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Turkumani (Beirut: Dar al-rayahin, 2019).
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6 BALIKGIOGLU

perspective on the reception and pedagogical organization of hylomorphism
within the madrasa curriculum. This article argues that the gloss moves well
beyond the conventional concerns of marginal exegesis and constitutes a major
early Ottoman pedagogical intervention in natural philosophy, illuminating
the scholarly culture, institutional practices, and intellectual lineages through
which Avicennan knowledge was transmitted in the Ottoman madrasa. In
defending the unity of matter and form, Hocazade responds both to scholarly
objections circulating among madrasa scholars and to pedagogical difficulties
arising in the classroom. The argument proceeds through an examination of
his sustained treatment of hylomorphism. The first half reconstructs the intel-
lectual background of these debates, while the second analyzes Hocazade’s
intervention in them. A final section considers hylomorphism elsewhere
in his corpus, including the Tahafut al-falasifa, before turning to its broader
implications for fifteenth-century madrasa education. The coexistence of hylo-
morphic and atomist models in the period’s major handbooks suggests that
Aristotelian-Avicennan natural philosophy continued to be studied, taught,
and defended despite its tensions with creationist theological commitments,
reflecting a significant degree of disciplinary compartmentalization in Otto-
man intellectual life.

2 Hylomorphism in Avicenna and Abhari: Philosophical Background
and Context

Hylomorphism, a foundational doctrine of Aristotelian natural philosophy
later incorporated into the Arabic philosophical tradition, posits that all physi-
cal entities are composed of two inseparable principles: matter and form. In
classical Arabic philosophy, hylomorphism is closely tied to Avicenna’s con-
ception of nature, which is defined only after establishing matter and form
as the two per se principles of natural constitution and change. Within this
framework, Avicenna defines the subject matter of natural philosophy in
al-Sama‘ al-tabi, the opening section of the Physics of the Shifa’, as “the sen-
sible body insofar as it is subject to change” (al-jism al-mahsus min jiha ma
huwa wagqi‘fi l-taghayyur).}* This definition is inseparable from hylomorphism,

1

14  For the whole discussion, see the section 1.1.1in Ibn Sina, al-Shif@’, al-Tabiiyyat 1, al-Sama
al-tabi?, ed. Sald Zayd and Ibrahim Madkar (Cairo: Hay’a al-misriyya ’al-‘amma li-1-kitab,
1983), 7-13. For the English translation: “Since you have learned that each science has a
subject matter, the subject matter of [physics] is ‘the sensible body insofar as it is subject
to change. What is investigated about it is the necessary accidents belonging to [the body
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for the investigation of changeable bodies requires an account of the intrinsic
principles, matter and form, through which natural bodies persist and undergo
change, as well as of the essential attributes and concomitants that follow
from their composite nature and capacity to change.!> The philosopher’s task
is therefore to determine what pertains essentially to the sensible body by
analyzing these foundational principles. Avicenna further develops the hylo-
morphic scheme across the ensuing chapters of the book, most notably in the
definition of nature'® and in the treatments of matter and form in relation to
nature, power, and the principle of motion.'”

Although hylomorphism is a recurrent theme throughout Avicenna’s corpus,
its treatment in the Isharat proved particularly influential in the postclassi-
cal traditions. As Jon McGinnis has demonstrated, Abhar’s Hidaya follows
the Isharat closely in both organization and content, often reproducing Avi-
cenna’s arguments in a condensed and pedagogically streamlined form.!® Such
dependence is facilitated by the nature of the book itself: a remarkably laconic
and aphoristic text that combines demonstrative argumentation with isharat

subject to change] as such, that is, the accidents that are termed essential, and also the
concomitants that attach to [the body] inasmuch as it is, whether forms, accidents, or
derivatives of the two, as you have come to understand. Now, natural things are these
bodies considered from this respect and whatever is accidental to them insofar as they are
such [...]." See Ibn Sina, The Physics of the Healing: Book 1 and 11, trans. Jon McGinnis, vol. 1
(Salt Lake City: Brigham Young University, 2009), 3—4. The same formulation is reiterated
at the opening of Metaphysics 1.2; see The Metaphysics of The Healing, trans. Michael E.
Marmura (Salt Lake City: Brigham Young Unviersity, 2005), 7.

15  As for Avicenna’s notion of nature in relation to hylomorphism, see Catherine Peters,
“Ibn Sina on Nature as Matter and Form: An Exposition of the Physics of the Healing, 1,6
and 1,9,” Journal of Islamic Philosophy 13 (2022): 50-82; eadem., “A Thomistic Defense of
Nature in Avicenna’s Physics,” European Journal for the Study of Thomas Aquinas 39 (2021):
43-60. For the Aristotelian context: Patrick Suppes, “Aristotle’s Concept of Matter and
Its Relation to Modern Concepts of Matter,” Synthese 28.1 (1974): 27-50; Ignacio Yarza,
“Prime Matter,” trans. Joseph T. Papa, in New Catholic Encyclopedia Supplement 2012-13:
Ethics and Philosophy, vol. 3 (Detroit: GALE, 2013), 1260—62; Andreas Lammer, “Defining
Nature: From Aristotle to Philoponus to Avicenna,” in Aristotle and the Arabic Tradition,
ed. Ahmed Alwishah and Josh Hayes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015),
121-42.

16 Ibn Sina, The Physics, 1:37—39.

17 Ibid, 40-44; 45-49.

18  McGinnis notes only a few differences between the two works. The Hidaya gives greater
attention to simples (points, lines, and planes) and natural place, separates the treatment
of nature and soul, adds a brief discussion of motion and rest alongside Avicenna’s analy-
sis of inclination (mayl), and includes sections on time and the celestial spheres. These
modifications represent shifts in emphasis rather than substantive departures from the
structure or content of the Isharat (McGinnis, “Pointers,” 442—44).
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(“indications”), brief formulations intended to direct the advanced reader
toward further inquiry and reflection.!®

In the opening chapter of the Physics of the Isharat, Avicenna, and fol-
lowing him, Abhari, begins not by introducing hylomorphism directly but by
refuting rival theories of bodily constitution advanced by the theologians. The
discussion proceeds through a critique of competing accounts of discrete and
continuous magnitude, examining whether bodies can be composed of finite
indivisible units or of infinitely many joined parts,2° an arrangement which
appears to have no clear parallel in the Aristotelian textual tradition.?! Avi-
cenna then endorses the infinite divisibility of bodies in the imagination,??
extending the same principle to motion and time23 — a discussion moved
elsewhere in Abharl. The argument subsequently turns to the constituents
of bodily composition and the proof of prime matter. Central to this demon-
stration is the distinction between that which is continuous in itself and that
which is receptive to continuity and discontinuity: the former denotes “cor-
poreal form,” while the latter denotes the underlying substrate, subsequently
identified as “prime matter,"* endowed with the capacity for conjunction and
separation. By grounding corporeality in continuity?® and, in turn, the unity
of bodily extension, the text establishes the aforementioned two intrinsic
principles of body, while introducing a third principle, the “species form,”?6
to account for specification. Although matter and corporeal form are shown
to be mutually concomitant (talazum), their conjunction does not entail an
actual duality, since they do not constitute a plurality in the quiddity of the
body itself.2”

According to Avicenna’s hylomorphic doctrine, every natural body is then
constituted by three primary principles: prime matter (hayila), corporeal form

19  “These are indications (isharat) toward fundamental principles and admonitions (tan-
bihat) concerning general topics.” See Ibn Sina, al-Isharat wa-l-tanbihat, ed. Suleyman
Dunya, vol. 2 (Cairo: Dar al-ma‘rif, 1992, 3rd ed.), 147; Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the
Aristotelian Tradition, 2nd ed. (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 346—48.

20  Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2159—63; al-Abhari, Hidaya, 5.

21 McGinnis, “Pointers,” 435. For a summary of Avicenna’s arguments against atomism in
al-Sama“ al-tabr7 (111.3-5), see Paul Lettinck, “Ibn Sina on Atomism: Translation of Ibn
Sind’s Kitab al-Shifa’, al-Tabtiyyat 1, al-Sama“ al-Tabii, Third Treatise, Chapters 3-5,”
Al-Shajarah 4.1 (1988): 1—29.

22 Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2:159—66.

23 Ibid., 2167.

24 Ibid., 2:183; al-Abhari, Hidaya, 18—22.

25 Ibn Sing, al-Isharat, 2:174-177; al-Abhari, Hidaya, 124—27.

26 Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2:181; al-Abhari, Hidaya, 118—22.

27 Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2:180-82; al-Abhari, Hidaya, 129-30.
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(surajismiyya), and species form (sira nawyya).28 Prime matter, considered in
itself, is wholly devoid of actuality, extension, and positive determination. Cor-
poreality is imparted to it by the corporeal form, which actualizes matter as an
extended body and serves as the proximate cause of bodily existence. Through
its conjunction with corporeal form, prime matter becomes an “absolute body”
(jism mutlaq), an indeterminate tridimensional extension not yet specified by
any particular natural kind. Species forms subsequently determine this cor-
poreal substrate into particular species (anwa‘). Natural bodies thus exhibit
a hierarchy of formal determinations, ranging from the most general, such as
corporeality and animality, to the specific features that define individual spe-
cies, such as horseness or daffodilness.2?

The inquiry proceeds in a distinctive order. Having established the infi-
nite divisibility of magnitude, Avicenna and Abhari identify continuity as the
defining feature of corporeality and, from it, derive the existence of prime mat-
ter. Although body exists actually as a continuous magnitude, it also possesses
the capacity to receive both continuity and discontinuity. Continuity exists in
actuality, whereas discontinuity is realized only through division; conversely,
divided parts retain the potentiality to become continuous once again. Since
the same body successively receives these contrary states, continuity and dis-
continuity cannot constitute its underlying reality. There must therefore be a
substrate that persists through their alternation while remaining distinct from
both. This enduring recipient is precisely what the argument seeks to estab-
lish, namely prime matter. Body is thus composed of prime matter, which
underlies change as pure potentiality through its receptivity to conjunction
and disjunction, and corporeal form, which actualizes it as a continuous three-
dimensional magnitude.3?

The analysis of continuity therefore grounds the demonstration of prime
matter and corporeal form, which in turn prepares the way for the treat-
ment of species form and its concomitant properties. Having established the

28  Avicenna’s hylomorphic theory posits a plurality of substantial forms within natural
bodies. See Andreas Lammer, “A Lively Debate on Matter and Body before (and after?)
Avicenna — Part One,” Mélanges de ['Université Saint-Joseph 69 (2023): 101.

29 Ibid,, 103.

30  Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2168-74. For Avicenna’s conceptions of continuity, corporeality,
and prime matter, as well as RazT's defense and reformulation of these doctrines in his
commentary on the Isharat, see Ayman Shihadeh, “Al-Razr’s Commentary on Avicenna’s
Pointers and Reminders,” in The Oxford Handbook of Islamic Philosophy, ed. Khaled El-
Rouayheb and Sabine Schmidtke (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), 312—14; idem.,,
“Avicenna’s Corporeal Form and Proof of Prime Matter in Twelfth-Century Critical Phi-
losophy: Abu I-Barakat, al-Mas‘adi and al-Razi,” Oriens 42 (2014): 366—-67; 375-77.
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inseparable conjunction of these principles in natural bodies, both Avicenna
and Abharl proceed to examine the causes of their union, their neces-
sary mutual concomitance, and the priority of form over matter within the
composite.3!

In addition to his treatment of matter and form in natural philosophy,
Abhari further revisits them in the metaphysics section of the Hidaya under
the category of substance. Following the standard Avicennan division of exis-
tents into substance and accident,3? he distinguishes five kinds of substance:
prime matter, form, body, soul, and intellect. This classification rests on a cri-
terion of ontological dependence: substance is that which does not exist in
a subject, whereas accident necessarily does.3® Abhari further distinguishes
hylomorphic inherence from accidental inherence: where substratum and
dweller mutually require one another as conconmitants, they are matter
and form; where only the dweller depends on the substratum, they are acci-
dent and subject. Whereas natural philosophy establishes matter and form
as the principles of corporeal constitution and change, metaphysics in the
Hidaya investigates their ontological status alongside body, soul, and intellect
within a comprehensive account of substance.3*

3 Hylomorphism and Atomism as Competing Traditions in the
Ottoman Madrasa Curriculum

As an alternative to Peripatetic hylomorphism, traditional kalam atomism?3>
adopts an atomistic ontology according to which all natural bodies are

31 Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2:207-39; among these discussions, only the treatment of the con-
comitance of form and matter appears in al-Abhari, Hidaya, 129-30.

32 Substance is contrasted with the nine accidental categories (magulat). While the dis-
tinction itself predates Avicenna, he reformulated it as a discrete logical taxonomy. The
scheme is already attested in the fourth-century Latin paraphrase of the Categories attrib-
uted to Themistius and may have reached Avicenna through the Baghdad gloss tradition
(Paul Thom, “The division of the categories according to Avicenna,” in Aristotle and the
Arabic Tradition, 36).

33  Forthe ontologization of logical categories in Avicenna, see Amos Bertolacci, “The ‘Ontol-
ogization’ of Logic: Metaphysical Themes in Avicenna’s Reworking of the Organon,” in
Methods and Methodologies: Aristotelian Logic East and West, 500-1500, ed. Margaret Cam-
eron and John Marenbon (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 25-51.

34  Yet although all five are classified as substances insofar as they do not exist in a subject,
substance is not a genuine genus common to them, since some are simple and others
composite. See al-Abhari, Hidaya, 206-7.

35  Islamic atomism has attracted sustained scholarly attention and generated a substan-
tial body of secondary literature. Among the most influential studies are Shlomo Pines,
Beitrage zur islamischen Atomenlehre (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1936); Harry Austryn
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NEGOTIATING ARISTOTELIAN-AVICENNAN NATURAL PHILOSOPHY 11

composed of indivisible, homogeneous substances (jawahir fardiyya) that
differ only through their spatial arrangement and the accidents (a‘rad) inher-
ing in them. Even when aggregated, atoms remain numerically distinct and
never constitute a genuinely continuous whole. The atom is both physically
and conceptually indivisible and represents the smallest space-occupying
(mutahayyiz) unit from which bodies are composed. Although extended, the
atom is not itself a body but rather the minimal constituent of body, a position
challenged by Avicenna’s doctrine of continuity and his contention that bodies
are divisible without limit, both physically and conceptually.36

Early theologians resisted hylomorphism because it undermined the atom-
accident ontology that undergirded key doctrines concerning divine creation,
providence, and resurrection.3” Kalam thus posits finite atoms whose acci-
dents are continually recreated, rendering the world dependent upon God at
every occassion.3® Within this framework, temporal origination follows from
the dependence of atomic aggregates on an external agent for both motion
and rest; divine omniscience and omnipotence extend to every determinate

Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Kalam (Cambridge, M A : Harvard University Press, 1976);
Carmela Baffioni, Atomismo e antiatomismo nel pensiero islamico (Naples: Istituto Uni-
versitario Orientale, 1982); Alnoor Dhanani, The Physical Theory of Kalam: Atoms, Space,
and Void in Basrian Mu‘tazili Cosmology (Leiden: Brill, 1994); Richard M. Frank, “Bodies
and Atoms: The Ash‘arite Analysis,” in Islamic Theology and Philosophy: Studies in Honor
of George F. Hourani, ed. Michael E. Marmura (Albany: State University of New York
Press, 1984), 39—53; Josef van Ess, “60 Years after: Shlomo Pines’s Beitrdge and the State
of Research,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 14.2 (2004): 287—92; Abdelhamid I. Sabra,
“Kalam Atomism as an Alternative Philosophy to Hellenizing Falsafa,” in Arabic Theology,
Arabic Philosophy: From the Many to the One, ed. James E. Montgomery (Leuven: Peeters,
2006), 199—-272.

36  Jon McGinnis, “A Continuation of Atomism: Shahrastani on the Atom and Continuity,”
Journal of the History of Philosophy 57.4 (2019): 597-99.

37  Earlier philosophers also struggled to navigate Aristotle’s matter-form framework in
explaining “coming to be,” since many assumed that genuine generation would require
creation ex nihilo. For Aristotle, however, generation ex nihilo is impossible, because every
process of change necessarily presupposes something that persists from the original state
throughout the transformation. See Sean Kelsey, “Hylomorphism in Aristotle’s Physics,”
Ancient Philosophy 30 (2010): 108.

38  Atomism was substantially reconfigured in light of theological commitments to divine
omnipotence, temporal creation (huduth), and occasionalism, according to which all
events occur solely through God’s immediate will (irada). For the affinity of atomism to
occasionalism: Alnoor Dhanani, “Atomism in Islamic Thought,” Encyclopaedia of the His-
tory of Science, Technology, and Medicine in Non-Western Cultures (Dordrecht: Springer,
2016), 798.

ORIENS (2026) 1-64 | 10.1163/18778372-12340053



12 BALIKGIOGLU

part of creation;39 and bodily resurrection becomes intelligible as the reassem-
bly of individually known atomic units.*°

Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 606/1210), traditionally identified as AbharTs
teacher,* stands out as one of the most important theologians to have produced
foundational analytical discussions of the arguments and counterarguments
surrounding atomism and hylomorphism. Across his career, he developed
shifting approaches and preferences, resulting in different sets of books on
the definition and composition of natural bodies with variety of positions that
he supported.#? In all of his theological books, he sought to demonstrate the

39  The connection remains in need of further substantiation; see Josef van Ess, “Book
Review: Alnoor Dhanani. The Physical Theory of Kalam,” Isis 87.1 (1996 ): 156.

40  The most crucial doctrinal wedge for the early theologians is the issue of void: hylomor-
phism, tied to continuity, effectively entails a plenum and thus the philosophers’ denial of
vacuum, whereas the theologians, whose atomism often demands interstitial discontinu-
ity, affirmed the reality of the void as an existent, rendering motion, discontinuity, and
recombination metaphysically tractable; see Muhammad Salih al-Zarkan, Fakhr al-Din
al-Razi wa-ara’uhu al-kalamiyya wa-l-falsafiyya (Cairo: Dar al-fikr, 1963), 420—21. Also
see Peter Adamson, “Fakhr al-Din al-Razi on Void,” in Islamic Philosophy from the 12th to
the 14th Century, ed. Abdelkader Al Ghouz (Bonn: Bonn University Press, 2018), 307—24;
Jon McGinnis, “Avoiding the Void: Avicenna on the Impossibility of Circular Motion in a
Void,” in Classical Arabic Philosophy: Sources and Reception, ed. Peter Adamson (London:
The Warburg Institute, 2007), 74-89.

41 It is doubtful that Abhari had a direct intellectual lineage to Razi; the association may
simply be apocryphal; see Frank Griffel, “Fahr al-Din al-Razi,” in Philosophy in the Islamic
World, vol. 2.1: nth—12th Centuries: Central and Eastern Regions, ed. Ulrich Rudolph and
Peter Adamson (Leiden: Brill, 2023), 624.

42 In works written under a stronger philosophical influence, such as the Mabahith and
Sharh al-Isharat, Razi embraced Avicenna’s critique of atomism and instead defended
hylomorphism. For a detailed analysis of RazT's successive defense and reformulation
of Avicennan hylomorphism in response to Sharaf al-Din al-Mas‘adr’s (d. 582/1186)
objections to its proof in his commentary on the Isharat, see Ayman Shihadeh, “Avi-
cenna’s Corporeal Form”; idem., Doubts on Avicenna: A Study and Edition of Sharaf al-Din
al-Mas‘adr’'s Commentary on the Isharat (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 156-68. In the Mulakhkhas
and Nihayat al-‘uqul, he raised objections to both doctrines and suspended judg-
ment (tawaqquf). By contrast, in his later kalam works, including the Arba‘in, Ma‘alim,
al-Matalib al-‘aliya, and al-Tafsir al-kabir, he defended the atomist doctrine of actually
finite indivisible particles; see al-Zarkan, Fakhr al-Din al-Razt, 424—26; Alnoor Dhanani,
“Atomism,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, THREE, ed. Kate Fleet et al., (retrieved June 27, 2026
via https://doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_COM_24249); Griffel, “Fahr al-Din al-Razi,” 622.
For a synoptic overview of his critique of hylomorphism and defense of atomism in the
Matalib, see Adi Setia, “Atomism Versus Hylomorphism in the Kalam of al-Fakhr al-Din
al-Razi: A Preliminary Survey of the Matalib al-Aliyyah, Islam and Science 4.2 (2006):
113—40. Yet later reports portray Razi as ultimately inclined toward tawaqquf, a position
echoed by Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani (d. 792/1390), who notes that the arguments both for
and against atomism are evenly balanced. See al-Zarkan, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, 424.
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weakness of the philosophers’ refutations of atomism, especially their reliance
on various unsubstantiated arguments.*3

Razl's legacy extended beyond doctrine to the very organization of
theologico-philosophical summae. By introducing al-umir al-‘amma, “general
[ontological] matters,” broadly comparable to the Latin transcendentalia, as a
distinct heading for preliminary metaphysical discussions, he helped establish
a new structural framework shared by metaphysics and kalam, within which
natural philosophy was relegated to a later and often more concise stage of
inquiry. Within this structure, hylomorphism was often displaced from its
traditional location in physics. In the Hikmat al-‘ayn of Qazwini, a disciple
of Razi, the doctrine is treated primarily within the metaphysical discussion of
substance and accident, reflecting Raz1's metaphysics-first restructuring. As
a result, many of the questions Abhari treats under natural philosophy reap-
pear in a metaphysical context, whereas their treatment in physics is largely
confined to the refutation of atomism.** What began as a metaphysical inno-
vation in the post-Avicennan tradition thus became a foundational feature of
postclassical kalam. This tendency to relocate the discussion of hylomorphism
exclusively to metaphysics was subsequently incorporated into the compendia
that formed the core of the Ottoman madrasa curriculum, most notably ‘Adud
al-Din al-lji’s (d. 756/1355) al-Mawagif fi ilm al-kalam.

IjT's Mawagifwas undoubtedly the most influential text of postclassical Sunni
kalam, studied across a vast geographical area extending from the Balkans to
North India.*> It was also the single most popular handbook at early Ottoman
madrasas studied through the commentary of al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani

43  For instance, he critically examined such issues as the problem of contact (tamayuz) —
namely, whether three indivisible atoms can simultaneously touch one another — the
constitution of three-dimensional bodies out of indivisible parts, the possibility of frag-
mentation in a supposedly simple body, the thesis that actual existents are composed
of actuality and potentiality, and the claim that time and motion are infinitely divisi-
ble, all in an effort to undermine the philosophical foundations of hylomorphism; see
Osman Demir, “Fahreddin er-Razi'de Cevher-i Ferd ve Heytila-Stret Teorileri,” in Islam
Diigtincesinin Déniigiim Caginda Fahreddin er-Rdzi, ed. Omer Tiirker and Osman Demir
(Istanbul: isaM, 2013), 536—46. His case for atomism largely rests on rejecting the con-
tinuum (kamm muttasil): like the theologians, he holds that time, space, and motion are
each composed of discrete, non-continuous units (quantitative minima), not an actual
continuum. See al-Zarkan, Fakhr al-Din al-Razt, 426.

44  Al-Qazwini, Hikmat al-‘ayn, ed. Salih Aydin and Ali Durusoy (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazma
Eserler Kurumu), 18-23; 182—91; Miistakim Arici, Fahreddin Rdzi Sonrast Metafizik
Diigiince: Katibt Ornegi (Istanbul: Klasik, 2015), 148-56.

45  Francis Robinson, “Ottomans-Safavids-Mughals: Shared Knowledge and Connective Sys-
tems,” Journal of Islamic Studies 8 (1997): 155; 177; 183—84.
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(d. 816/1413). IjU's unstated aim was to present the overarching theories and spe-
cific doctrines of the rival explanatory systems of falsafa and kalam, while in
most cases inclining toward the principal theses of Ash‘arl theology.*6 Its struc-
ture closely follows that of Qadi al-Baydawt’s Tawali al-anwar (d. 685/1286),
while also incorporating Razi’s later kalam critiques of the philosophers’ hylo-
morphism together with his defense of atomism.#”

Iji's discussion of the composition of bodies appears in the Fourth Posi-
tion (Mawgif), under the section on substances. There he summarizes the
principal definitions of substance advanced by both the philosophers and the
theologians. Summarizing the former’s position, he explains that a substance
(jawhar), if it inheres in a substrate, is form; if it serves as the substrate in
which form inheres, it is matter; and if it consists of both together, it is body. By
contrast, according to the traditional kalam position, a space-occupying entity
is a body if it is divisible, whereas if it is incapable of further division, it is
the indivisible atom.*® He then presents the principal arguments in support of
traditional kalam atomism and concludes by expressing satisfaction with the
responses offered to the objections raised against it;*® nevertheless, the overall
tenor of the discussion suggests a preference for the Ash‘ar1 position.5°

Jurjant’s commentary on Iji's Ash‘arl handbook functions primarily as a
comprehensive reference work, cataloguing the arguments, objections, and

46 Alnoor Dhanani, “Al-Mawagif fi Ilm al-Kalam by ‘Adud al-Din al-lji (d. 756/1355) and Its
Commentaries,” in The Oxford Handbook of Islamic Philosophy, ed. Khaled El-Rouayheb
and Sabine Schmidtke (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 375—76.

47  Including al-Arba‘in fi usul al-din, al-Muhassal, and al-Mabahith al-mashrigiyya. See
Alnoor Dhanani, “The Impact of Ibn Sind’s Critique of Atomism on Subsequent Kalam
Discussions of Atomism,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 25.1 (2015): 91-104.

48  See the full passage: “The philosophers hold that substance, if it inheres [in a substrate],
is form, or if it is the substrate in which the form inheres, then it is prime matter, or if it
is a combination of them both, then it is body [...] This position is based on the denial
of atomism [...] the theologians hold that substance is nothing but that which is space-
occupying (mutahayyiz), as mentioned previously. If the space-occupying object is
capable of division, then it is body but if it is incapable of further division, then it is the
atom (jawhar fard).” See ‘Adud al-Din al-lji, al-Mawagif fi ilm al-kalam (Beirut: ‘Alam al-
kutub), 182; al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif, ed. Mahmuid ‘Amr al-Dimyati, vol. 6 (Beirut: Dar
al-kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 2012), 285-88; translated in Dhanani, “Al-Mawagqif,” 385. After outlin-
ing these competing positions, Ijl proceeds to discuss two additional theories found in the
literature: the view attributed to the early theologian Ibrahim al-Nazzam (d. c.230/845),
according to which bodies are composed of actually existing but infinite parts, and the
view attributed to Aba I-Fath al-Shahrastani (d. 548/1153), according to which bodies are
composed of potentially divisible yet finite parts.

49  ALji, al-Mawagif, 189. Also Osman Demir, “Ici Kelaminda Fizik,” in Isldm ilim ve Diisiince
Geleneginde Adudiiddin el-Ici, ed. Egref Altag (Istanbul: isam, 2017), 339-89.

50  Dhanani, “Al-Mawagif," 387.
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rejoinders inherited from the earlier tradition. It offers an extensive treatment
of the competing proofs for hylomorphism and atomism without decisively
endorsing either position. As Alnoor Dhanani has noted, Jurjani effectively
places a question mark over Iji’s apparent preference for atomism when, after
presenting the arguments and responses, he remarks: “However, you should
judge for yourself the validity of the answers that have been mentioned.”5! This
statement suggests a degree of agnosticism regarding the constitution of bodies
and a reluctance to commit unequivocally to atomism (or to hylomorphism).
Ultimately, however, Jurjani maintains that the central theological imperative
is the preservation of divine freedom and the rejection of the necessitarian
implications of emanationist cosmology. Extending a tendency already pres-
ent in Iji, he thus reframes the dispute between hylomorphism and atomism
as secondary to the metaphysical requirement that God remain a free chooser
(al-Mukhtar).52

4 Mullazade and Hocazade on Hylomorphism in the Hidaya:
Outline and Summary

AbharT's Hidaya is an exceptionally dense and concise work, with most chapters
spanning scarcely more than a folio. It was conceived and studied primarily as
a précis of Avicennan natural philosophy and metaphysics,>® designed for stu-
dents to memorize and thereby acquire the conceptual foundations necessary
for engaging broader theologico-philosophical questions. The very brevity of

51 Al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif, 7:21; Dhanani, “Al-Mawagif;” 387.

52 Regardless of the terminology employed to describe the constitution of the bodies, the
First Principle (al-mabda’) must ultimately be understood as a free-choosing agent. See
al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif, 7169. In his refutations, Iji, as Demir suggests, challenges
the philosophers’ arguments for the existence of prime matter by denying the necessity
of ontological potentiality, generation and corruption, condensation, and rarefaction.
More fundamentally, however, Jurjani further maintains that no necessary relation can
be established between matter and form without presupposing a freely willing Creator.
See Demir, “Ici KelAminda Fizik,” 361-63.

53  The Hidaya comprises three sections: logic, natural philosophy, and metaphysics.
Because logic was often conceived in the postclassical period as a universal instrument
(ala) rather than as a branch of theoretical philosophy, commentators frequently omitted
this section. Students and scholars instead commonly relied on Abhart’s Isaghiji and on
Qutb al-Din al-Razi’s commentaries on Qazwint's Shamsiyya and Siraj al-Din al-Urmawi’s
Matali; see Khaled El-Rouayheb, Relational Syllogisms and the History of Arabic Logic,
900-1900 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 66.
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the Hidaya, however, often generated confusion among fellow students* and
scholars® alike, creating a pressing need for detailed commentaries capable of
clarifying, correcting, and, most importantly, verifying®¢ both AbharT’s formu-
lations and Avicenna’s underlying doctrines through rigorous analysis.

Moreover, a number of Avicennan positions had become subject to wide-
spread criticism and misunderstanding. It was precisely this pedagogical
and intellectual need that Mullazade’s extensive commentary sought to
address. Several times longer than the base text itself, the commentary fills
a crucial lacuna by supplying definitions, demonstrations, clarifications, and
amendments. Hocazade’s gloss on Mullazade performs yet another layer of
intervention. Nearly a century after the composition of the commentary, sig-
nificant questions, misconceptions, and rival interpretations of atomism still
circulated within the scholarly milieu. The continued popularity of works
such as Jurjant’s Sharh al-Mawagif ensured the enduring influence of theo-
logical critiques, reflecting broader disciplinary tensions within early Ottoman
madrasas.

In the second half of this study, I first outline the principal topics discussed
in Mullazade and Hocazade on the basis of AbharT’s Hidaya, while providing
concise summaries of their major arguments covered. I then turn to to four
major themes and scholarly contributions within this previously unstudied
gloss. As the genre of the gloss itself suggests, Hocazade generally follows both
his commentator and the broader Avicennan scholarly lineage, frequently
clarifying their positions while also rectifying, strengthening, simplifying, and
further developing them. At the same time, he repeatedly highlights points
of contention and misconceptions associated with the theologians. Although

54  See Lemma 19 below, where Hocazade explicitly refers to students and to the confusion
(daghdagha) arising in the classroom.

55  See the preface expanded by Hocazade: “Athir al-Din al-Abhari, may God elevate his sta-
tion in the sanctified precincts, and lodge him among the verifying scholars (muhaqqiqun)
in their encounter with human [essence] as [this commentary was] ignited from the ink
of my humble pen. With feet still veiled from mastery in the cloak of mere technique, at
the request of a noble group of my most cherished brethren, they were gathered for dis-
cussion and had not yet found a commentary to unveil the veils from its rare aspects and
clarify its demanding topics through the pathways of verification (masalik al-tahgiq). This
compilation is thus not composed from any sense of sufficiency but rather to respond to
their request. It befits my station only to follow what they have agreed upon and estab-
lished by consensus.” See Hocazade, Hashiya ‘ala Hidayat al-hikma (Siileymaniye Library,
MsS Yozgat 791), 1b.

56  For the notion of verification in the case of Hocazade, see Efe Murat Balik¢ioglu, Verify-
ing the Truth on Their Own Terms: Ottoman Philosophical Culture and the Court Debate
Between Molla Zeyrek and Hocazade Muslihuddin (Venice: Edizioni Ca’ Foscari, 2023), 5-7.
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Hocazade largely operates within the commentator’s framework, in certain
discussions he moves decisively beyond it. Here is a brief outline of the topics
covered in hylomorphism:

— Hylomorphism as the Quiddity of Natural Philosophy’s Subject Matter

— Refutation of Atomism and the Indivisible Part (al-Juz’ alladhi la
yatajazza’)

— Threefold Composition of Body: Prime Matter, Corporeal Form, and
Species Form

— Continuity (ittisal) as the Principle of Corporeality

— Corporeality ( jismiyya) and the Unity of Body

— Proof of Prime Matter

— Corporeal Form between Dependence (iftigar) and Self-Sufficiency
(istighna’)

— Receptivity of Form to Discontinuity (infisal)

— Body as Genus (jins) and Corporeal Form as Species-Forming Quid-
dity (mahiyya nawiyya)

— Mutual Concomitance (talazum) of Matter and Form

In the first lemmata, Mullazade and Hocazade seek to demonstrate that mat-
ter and form are fundamental principles of natural philosophy, since their
affirmation secures the verification of the quiddity of its subject matter. Both
paratexts thereby grounds the subject matter as the indispensable epistemic
basis of all science, securing for natural philosophy both a coherent point of
departure and pedagogical autonomy within the framework of Aikma (Avi-
cennan philosophy). Hocazade’s discussion of the pedagogical autonomy of
hylomorphism further suggests that there existed an active debate within the
madrasa classroom over whether hylomorphism properly belonged to natural
philosophy at all, or whether it should instead be treated under metaphysics,
given that many of its central questions could arguably be subsumed within
metaphysical inquiry. This context also helps explain his defense of Abhart’s
decision, following Avicenna’s Isharat, to begin with a refutation of atomism
before proceeding to establish prime matter and its relation to form through
an analysis of continuity, corporeality, and the mutual concomitance of matter
and form in the composition of natural bodies.

The proof for the unity of matter and form as the constitutive principle of
bodies is first introduced negatively in Avicenna and Abhari through the refu-
tation of atomism, by demonstrating what corporeal substance cannot be. The
indivisible unit is defined by theologians as a hypothetical substance possess-
ing spatial position yet absolutely indivisible — not physically, imaginatively,
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or even rationally divisible either. Following Abhari, both paratexts introduce
the notion of continuity of matter and form without an actual essential break
in order to argue that bodies are indefinitely divisible and therefore cannot be
composed of atomic indivisibles.>” This discussion is followed by a clarifica-
tion of the most controversial aspect of Avicennan hylomorphism: the claim
that every body is composed not of two (matter and form) but, more precisely,
of three substances (prime matter, corporeal form, species form). The proof of
this formulation is further employed to establish the existence of an underly-
ing substrate, namely, prime matter.

The principal aim of this section, however, is to demonstrate the existence
of prime matter by grounding the proof in the continuity and potential divis-
ibility of body. The ensuing discussions seek to establish the existence of
prime matter as the necessary substratum underlying corporeal composition.
Mullazade begins by positing these three ontological constituents. Prime mat-
ter functions as the receptive substrate (gabil) that possesses the capacity to
receive both continuity and discontinuity. Corporeal form, closely associated
with the continuity of body, confers corporeality and is apprehended through
sense perception, whereas species form accounts for the specific determina-
tion and differentiation of individual bodies, to which matter likewise remains
receptive.58

From continuity, the paratextual discussions proceed to corporeality, which
grounds the notion of corporeal form and, in turn, provides the basis for estab-
lishing species form, the other two principal components of the hylomorphic
scheme. A further key question, discussed below, concerns how matter and
form can constitute a unity if they are in some sense separable. Here both
scholars redefine the notion of discontinuity, arguing that the distinction
between matter and form exists only conceptually (bi [-itibar). By “discon-
tinuity,” Mullazade and Hocazade mean only that the two principles can be
distinguished in thought within a continuously divisible body, not that either
subsists independently of the other. In the final lemmata, the paratexts cul-
minate in the ultimate demonstrations for the complementary existence of
matter and form against atomist claims, arguing for the mutual concomitance
(talazum) between the two principles.

57  Yormaz, “Mevlanizide'nin,” 86-87; Hocazade, Hashiya, 6b—7a (Lemmata 21-22).

58  The proof proceeds from the continuity and potential divisibility of bodies. Since bod-
ies cannot be composed either of actually existing parts ad infinitum or of indivisible
units, their divisibility must remain potential rather than actual. This, in turn, requires the
existence of an underlying substratum capable of receiving division and corporeal form,
namely, prime matter. See Yormaz, “Mevlanazade’nin,” 88-89; Hocazade, Hashiya, 8a—8b
(Lemmata 31-32).
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The gloss advances four contributions. First, it establishes hylomorphism as
the foundational principle of natural bodies and therefore as indispensable to
understanding the quiddity of natural philosophy’s subject matter. Moreover,
it offers a sustained defense of the autonomy of natural philosophy vis-a-vis
metaphysics and explains why the study of physics is both necessary and peda-
gogically prior to metaphysics. In doing so, and by explicitly invoking Aristotle,
it provides both an epistemological and an ontological justification for the place
of natural philosophy within the madrasa curriculum. Hocazade’s framework
here tends to furnish an ontological foundation for the commentator’s epis-
temic claims. Second, the gloss revisits the proof of prime matter in the course
of responding to atomist objections concerning continuity and the divisibility
of bodies. Judging Mullazade’s formulation of the philosophers’ demonstration
to be insufficiently rigorous, Hocazade recasts the relation between corpo-
real form and continuity in terms of the logical distinction between a lazim
and a malzum. By doing so, he argues that the relation between continuity
and corporeal form is one of concomitance rather than one concerning their
respective substrates (mahalliya), thereby exposing the illicit inference from a
relation of logical implication to one of ontological inherence. In this way, he
strengthens the demonstration by identifying and eliminating what he regards
as a weakness in Mullazade’s presentation, while preserving the conclusion
that prime matter underlies corporeal form. Third, closely connected to the
foregoing discussion of the proof of prime matter, Hocazade engages directly
with a series of theological objections that recur throughout the postclassi-
cal literature, especially Jurjani’s contention that the tripartite constitution of
natural bodies compromises their unity by reducing the distinction between
matter and form to a merely conceptual discontinuity. Against this, the glos-
sator clarifies the Peripatetic account of corporeal form and continuity by
distinguishing between the substantial and accidental senses of the latter
term, thereby addressing the mistaken view that corporeal form, rather than
prime matter, serves as the receptive subject of continuity and discontinu-
ity. Fourth, he responds to Razl’s criticism that body, as a substance, cannot
function as a genus, nor corporeal form as a species-constituting differentia,
conceding certain weaknesses in Avicenna’s formulation while maintaining
that Razl's alternative remains untenable. Together, these discussions con-
stitute Hocazade’s sustained defense and verification of hylomorphism and,
more broadly, of the Avicennan framework.

The discussion now turns to an analysis of these key aspects of Hocazade’s
gloss, which shed light on the broader epistemological and institutional
debates surrounding the scientific legitimacy of hylomorphism. In each case,
I first present the relevant passage from the commentary and then analyze
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Hocazade’s corresponding enumerated lemmata, situating their principal
arguments within their broader intellectual context.

41 Matter and Form as the Principles of Natural Philosophy: on the
Pedagogical Priority of Physics over Metaphysics

I [Mullazade] say: It is incumbent upon the student of every science
(dm, scientia) to form a conception (tasawwur) of its subject matter
before undertaking its study, because such [conception] is one of the
conceptual principles (mabadr’ tasawwuriyya) of the science. To con-
ceive the subject in some general respect suffices for the beginner, but
true insight is only perfected when its full conception is completed by
grasping the truth (hagiga) in its entirety. Therefore, the author intends
to verify (yuhaqqiq) the quiddity of the body (mahiyyat al-jism), which
is the subject matter of this science, by clarifying its composition from
prime matter and form. However, since that this sought [issue] depends
upon the refutation of the indivisible part (aljuz’ alladhi la yatajazza’),
he has prefaced the discussion with this chapter in order to invalidate it,
saying: Section on the Refutation of the Indivisible Part.5°

Mullazade opens his treatment of natural philosophy with a methodologi-
cal discussion defining the discipline’s principles, subject matter, and scope.
Like all scientific inquiry, the study of nature must begin with an account of
its proper principles (mabadi’, archai).%® Accordingly, every seeker of science
must begin with at least a preliminary conception of a science’s subject matter
in order to investigate and ultimately verify it through the clarification of its
conceptual principles. This reflects Avicenna’s epistemological and pedagogi-
cal reordering of the Aristotelian account of scientific inquiry: one must first
establish the existence of the subject matter, then inquire into its quiddity, and
only thereafter demonstrate its per se accidents (‘awarid dhatiyya).6! This ini-
tial conceptual grasp thus serves as the necessary first step toward attaining
genuine epistemic knowledge. For Mullazade, however, genuine understand-
ing requires more than a preliminary conception; it demands grasping the
subject in its true epistemic reality (hagiga). In the case of natural philosophy,

59  Yormaz, “Mevlanazade'nin,” 84-8s5. The phrases in bold correspond to Lemmata 18-20 in
Hocazade’s gloss.

60 Ibid., 80-82.

61  Riccardo Strobino, “What if that (is) why? Avicenna’s taxonomy of scientific inquiries,” in
Aristotle and the Arabic Tradition, 55.
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this entails establishing the quiddity of natural bodies through their composi-
tion from matter and form, since only then can their essential accidents be
properly investigated. The following lemmata from Hocazade’s gloss respond
to Mullazade’s commentary:

(Lemma 18) His statement: “[...] because such [conception of the sub-
ject matter] is one of the conceptual principles (mabadi’ tasawwuriyya)
of the science [...]" etc.

I say: It has been objected that [to say] something is among the ques-
tions (masa’il) of the science, even if that occurs at the outset of study
or afterwards, and not [its being] conceptualized (mutasawwar) before
beginning. The answer is that the statement is based on the position that
science (im) is defined as assent (tasdiq) to the questions of science.
And for the prohibited [thing] to be among the conceptual principles
entails that it must be conceptualized before one begins assenting to the
propositions [of the science]. For one cannot begin a process, such as
walking, without already being engaged in a part of it: it is said, “So-and-
so began walking” (shara‘a fi [-mashi) if he has walked some walk. [...]

We reply: The conception of the subject matter (tasawwur al-mawdit)
of the science is a principle in relation to all of the assents that constitute
its parts. For the subject matters of [scientific] questions are either its
species (anwa"), or its essential accidents, or the accidents of its species
and the species of their accidents. The full conception of these [subject
matters] can only be completed through conceiving them [in relation to]
the subject matter of science. Hence, it is a principle with respect to all of
them. But the more appropriate way to express the justification is to say:
because it is among the conceptual principles of science in general, that
is, in relation to all of its parts.

(Lemma 19) His statement: “Therefore, the author intends to verify
(yuhaqqiq) the quiddity of the body (mahiyyat al-jism) [...]" etc.

I say: Since the investigations of matter and form are among the
discussions of metaphysics (al-ilahiyyat), and the refutation of the theory
of the indivisible particle (alsjuz’ alladhi la yatajazza’), which does not
admit abstraction (tajarrud), belongs to natural philosophy (al-tabiiyyat),
a critic might say: Why has the author conflated metaphysical inquiries
with natural ones?

The author alludes to the answer that there is no way to proceed in
metaphysics without beginning with the natural sciences, because they
are the principles of metaphysics, just as the first teacher [Aristotle]
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claimed. The subject matter of natural philosophy is the natural body
(jism tabr?); it is therefore necessary to establish its quiddity, composed
of matter and form, so that the student may complete their comprehen-
sion of it. Therefore, its components and states must be clarified.

And since the investigation of the proof of matter and form is sus-
pended upon the invalidation of the theory of the indivisible particle,
which does not admit abstraction, this invalidation becomes a concep-
tual prerequisite.

If, during instruction, it was said simply that body is “that which is
composed of matter and form,” and the explanation were deferred
to metaphysics, it would only produce confusion (daghdagha) in the
student.

It has also been objected that what is demonstrated in the investiga-
tion of matter and form is that the indivisible part is impossible (juz’
ghayr mutajazzi’ mamnii‘); this would imply that body is not composed
of indivisible parts. Meanwhile, what is demonstrated in the inquiry into
matter and form is that matter and form are two existents (mawjidan);
this would imply that body is composed of them. If attention is paid only
to what is demonstrated (ma yubrayh ‘alayhi), then the first belongs to
metaphysics. But if attention is given to matter and form themselves,
then the discussion belongs partly to natural philosophy and partly to
metaphysics.

The correct answer is: Indivisible particles, being impossible in their
view, allow no inquiry into their states as an existent. Hence, what is
meant by saying that body is not composed of them is an inquiry into the
states of the natural body, and so it belongs to natural philosophy (al-ilm
al-tabri). As for matter and form, they are considered to be two existents
according to them [the philosophers], so there is no need to resort to
interpretation (¢ta’wil) in their investigation, nor to reduce their inquiry
to the inquiry of body. Moreover, to prove that body is truly composed
of them is equivalent to proving that they are existent within body. This
amounts to establishing the parts of the subject matter of the science. Yet
neither the subject matter of a science nor its parts are established within
that science itself, because the subject matter is that for which essen-
tial attributes (a‘rad dhatiyya) are sought. And as long as the existence
of a thing has not been known, it is impossible to investigate whether
some attribute belongs to it. Therefore, the existence of the subject mat-
ter, and likewise of its constituent parts, must be established prior to the
science itself.
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(Lemma 20) His statement: “[...] that this sought [issue] [...]” etc.

I say: It should not be said that the conception (tasawwur) of the sub-
ject matter, which is among the conceptual principles of the science,
depends on the refutation of the indivisible part, which itself is not
among the questions (masa’il). For that would result in circularity (dawr).

We reply: This is not the case. For the status of being a conceptual
principle applies in one respect (bi-wajh), whereas the refutation of the
indivisible part is necessary only for attaining a complete conception of
its reality. (tasawwur bi-tamam al-haqiqa). So, there is no circularity.5

Following the commentator, Hocazade begins his discussion by defining the
seeker of knowledge, setting out the preparatory steps required before engag-
ing in any science. This does not mean that every student is obliged to master
all sciences in actuality; rather, the very designation of student (talib) rests
on the principle of seeking, that is, the continual pursuit of knowledge. This
implies a natural orientation toward the pursuit of epistéme in its totality, and
as such, the student must begin by forming a preliminary conception of a sci-
ence’s subject matter before aspiring to assent. This initial conceptual grasp
constitutes one of the conceptual principles (mabadi’ tasawwuriyya) of the
science, and serves as the necessary first step toward attaining its full reality.63

Hocazade further develops the commentator’s logical argument by incor-
porating assent (tasdiq) into its epistemological framework. Scientific inquiry
conventionally begins with conception (tasawwur, literally “forming a repre-
sentation”) and proceeds to assent (tasdig, literally “deeming to be true”); their
proper conjunction generates knowledge within a science.5* Lemma 18 main-

62  Hocazade, Hashiya, 6a—7a (Lemmata 18—20).

63  For Avicenna, there is a close relationship between essences and conceptualization
(tasawwur), the latter constituting one of the two principal components of scientific
knowledge (%ilm) and being fundamentally concerned with the acquisition and mas-
tery of concepts. See the section 1.3 in Ibn Sina, Kitab al-Shifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Madkhal,
ed. Ibrahim Madkar, Mahmiad Muhammad al-Khudayri, Ahmad Fu’ad al-Ahwani, and
Georges Chehata Anawati (Cairo: Wizarat al-ma‘@rif al-‘umaimiyya, 1952), 16—20; Silvia
Di Vincenzo, The Healing, Logic: Isagoge: A New Edition, English Translation and Com-
mentary of the Kitab al-Madkhal of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Shifa’ (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2021),
30-35 (Arabic-English text); Jon McGinnis, “Making Abstraction Less Abstract: The Logi-
cal, Psychological, and Metaphysical Dimensions of Avicenna’s Theory of Abstraction,”
Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 80 (2006): 170.

64 Peter Adamson, Fedor Benevich, and Dustin Klinger, eds., “Conception and Assent,” in
The Heirs of Avicenna: Philosophy in the Islamic East, 12th-13th Centuries, Logic and Episte-
mology (Leiden: Brill, 2025), 8.
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tains that conception does not belong to the questions (masa’il) of a science
proper, but rather to its subject matter, and must therefore precede any act of
scientific investigation. More specifically, the conception of a thing (e.g, the
natural body as hylomorphic) necessarily precedes any discussion concerning
its assents or states and accidents. Since “science” consists in assent to those
propositions, anything counted among the conceptual principles must already
be conceived before assent becomes possible, just as one cannot be said to
have “begun walking” without first taking a step. Hence, the conception of a
science’s subject matter constitutes a general, science-wide conceptual prin-
ciple governing all its parts and must precede every assent within that science.

Lemma 19 is devoted to defining the proper boundaries of natural philos-
ophy vis-a-vis metaphysics and defending the inclusion of matter and form
within physics against the view that they belong exclusively to metaphysical
inquiry. On this basis, Hocazade develops two complementary arguments.
First, he appeals to the classical ordering of Aristotle’s works; second, he
advances a pedagogical argument concerning the proper progression of knowl-
edge. In doing so, he anticipates a common objection of his time, one that
may have been raised by both students and theologian colleagues: why should
matter and form be studied in natural philosophy if they are also treated in
metaphysics?

First, although matter and form belong among the substances discussed in
metaphysics, their investigation properly begins within natural philosophy,
since the very quiddity of the natural body depends upon them. Natural phi-
losophy therefore treats the foundational principles upon which metaphysical
inquiry is built, following the order established by the “First Teacher,” Aristotle.
It serves not merely as an ancillary discipline, but as the necessary pedagogi-
cal prerequisite and epistemological foundation for the study of metaphysical
inquiry. The study of metaphysical realities, especially the immutable divine
essence, must proceed from the investigation of mutable and perceptible
beings, namely natural bodies and the world of particulars.5® Only by first

65  What Hocazade means by natural philosophy furnishing the principles of metaphysics
is that first philosophy presupposes and proceeds through second philosophy: knowl-
edge of the unchanging is attained by first investigating natural things, whose source of
motion and stability lies within themselves. One thus moves from sensible particulars
and what is “better known to us” toward causes and what is “better known by nature.”
Aristotle’s scientific order follows this progression, beginning with physics before advanc-
ing to metaphysics. As Aristotle states, “physics, too, is a kind of wisdom, though not the
primary one” (Metaphysics T' 3 1005b1—2). See Williams Wians, “Colloquium 4: Aristot-
le’s Discovery of First Philosophy,” Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium of Ancient
Philosophy 38.1 (2024): 146—47. A shorthand note preserved on the opening folios of the
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understanding “beings subject to change”%6 in the context of natural philoso-
phy can the student gradually ascend to the comprehension of immaterial and
immutable realities, culminating in the study of God in metaphysics.

Second, the lemma notes that if, in teaching, one were simply to define
body as “that which is composed of matter and form” while postponing the
proof to metaphysics, this would risk generating confusion (daghdagha) in
the classroom, since the inference, as well as the technical Avicennan voca-
bulary, would remain unsubstantiated within the framework of natural
philosophy. For instance, Peripatetic philosophy distinguishes between prime
matter (hayild) and matter (madda). In technical usage, the latter denotes
prime matter in conjunction with corporeal form (sira jismiyya), a composite
that, through its species form (sira naw iyya), is disposed to receive accidents.5”
Hocazade’s use of madda and sura here may therefore be deliberately generic,
anticipating a gradual initiation of students into a more technical and nuanced
jargon in the subsequent sections: first prime matter, then corporeal form, and
finally species form. Without such clarification pedagogically, simply assert-
ing that the body is composed of matter and form would cause epistemic
ambiguity for the learner. Thus, natural philosophy should be perceived as a
fundamental prestep for the study of metaphysics, in which such technical
vocabulary is clarified and qualified beforehand.

Where, then, should hylomorphism be situated if it is foundational to both
natural philosophy and metaphysics? Following Avicenna’s principle that
a subject matter may belong to more than one science, hylomorphism may
properly fall within either discipline depending on the aspect (wajk) under

Vienna manuscript of Mullazade’s commentary comments on the author’s pedagogical
choice, attesting to the scholarly interest surrounding this issue: “Natural philosophy
(al-tabr?) is placed before metaphysics (al-ilahi) because the former investigates sensible
things (mahsiusat), whereas the latter investigates intelligibles (ma‘qulat), and sense per-
ception precedes intellect. In some books, however, metaphysics is placed before natural
philosophy, on the grounds that natural philosophy investigates composites and mate-
rial things (al-murakkabat wa-l-mawadd), whereas metaphysics investigates separate
immaterial entities and abstract things (mujarradat).” See Mullazade, Sharh ‘ala Hidayat
al-hikma (Wien Nationalbibliothek, Sammlung von Handschriften und alten Drucken
(HAN-MAG), Cod. Mixt. 1301), 2b.

66  Aristotle’s analysis of the principle of change thus becomes, at the same time, an analysis
of the matter-form composition of substance; see Jiyuan Yu, The Structure of Being in Aris-
totle’s Metaphysics (Dordrecht: Springer, 2003), 54.

67  For the distinction between hayula and madda, the latter denoting hayula together with
corporeal form, see Shihab al-Din al-Suhrawardi (d. 587/1191), in his critique of Peripatetic
philosophy, Hikmat al-ishraq 1.3.3.3; see Tianyi Zhang, A Philosophical Enquiry into the
Nature of Suhrawardr’s llluminationism: Light in the Cave (Leiden: Brill, 2023), 176—77.
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consideration.®® The opening discussion of natural philosophy in the Hidaya
is devoted not to a positive exposition of hylomorphism but to the refutation
of atomism, a pedagogical choice inherited from Avicenna’s Isharat. To jus-
tify the primary place of this discussion within natural philosophy, the lemma
distinguishes between two modes of inquiry: Considered solely with respect
to the demonstration that indivisible particles are impossible, the question
belongs to metaphysics. Considered with respect to the affirmation of matter
and form as real existents, however, it pertains to both natural philosophy and
metaphysics. Since indivisible particles have no real existence and therefore
cannot be investigated in terms of their properties and states, the refutation
of atomism serves as a preliminary step toward the investigation of the natural
body and thus properly belongs to natural philosophy. Put differently, atom-
ism must first be refuted within physics so that the hylomorphic principles
derived from that refutation can serve as secure foundations for subsequent
metaphysical inquiry.

The disciplinary location of hylomorphism thus depends on the aspect
under consideration: insofar as matter and form constitute a natural body,
they belong to natural philosophy; insofar as they are investigated qua exis-
tents, they belong to metaphysics. Yet this rationale was not conceded by
later Ottoman scholars, including Taskoprizade Ahmed (d. 968/1561), whose
father had studied Hocazade’s gloss in his youth from the scholar himself.69
In a treatise on the subject matter of metaphysics and theology, Tagkoprizade
adopts a markedly different position, arguing that the question of corporeal
constitution — whether body is composed of matter and form or of indivis-
ible substances — belongs exclusively to metaphysics rather than natural
philosophy.”®

As noted above, a salient feature of Avicenna’s and Abhari’s treatment of
hylomorphism is its indirect presentation through the prior refutation of its

68  Following Avicenna’s formulation in al-Burhan 11.7 that a subject matter may belong to
multiple sciences either absolutely and conditionally, or through different aspects, mat-
ter and form may rightly be addressed in both disciplines, each from its own perspective
See Ibn Sina, al-Shifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Burhan, ed. Ibrahim Madkar and Ahmad ‘Afifi (Cairo:
al-Matba‘a al-amiriyya, 1956), 162—68.

69  His father had studied under both Hocazade and his favored student Molla Baha’ al-Din
at the Sahn-t seman madrasa complex. Tagkoprizade himself, in turn, studied Hocazade’s
gloss in his youth through his father who was then teaching at the Hiiseyniye madrasa
in Amasya. See Taskoprizade Ahmed, al-Shaqa’iq al-nu‘maniyya fi ‘ulama’ al-dawla al-
‘uthmaniyya, ed. Ahmed Subhi Furat (Istanbul: iU Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1985), 555.

70  TagkopriiliizdAde Ahmed Efendi, Ilimlerde Konu, Ilke ve Meseleler: Felsefe ve Kelamda Konu
Tartiymalare: El-Livaiv'l-merfa fi hall-i mebahisi’l-mevz‘, ed./trans. Esref Altas (Istanbul:
ILEM, 2022), 13.
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atomist rival. This negative procedure reflects not only the prominence and
broad acceptance of atomism in contemporary kalam but also a pedagogical
strategy of rendering hylomorphism persuasive through the elimination of its
principal alternative. Yet it also exposes the argument to charges of circularity.
Yet this approach also invited criticism from theologians due to the possibility
of circularity. To address this, Lemma 20 further responds to a possible objec-
tion that defining matter as part of the subject matter of natural philosophy
would generate a circular dependency, since conceiving matter would first
require refuting the indivisible particle, while that very refutation would itself
depend upon such a conception. Hocazade resolves this by distinguishing
between a preliminary conception of the subject matter, sufficient for its role
as a conceptual principle (mabda’ tasawwurt), and a complete conception of
its ontological reality (tasawwur bi-tamam al-haqiga), which indeed requires
the refutation of the indivisible particle and belongs to a later stage of inquiry.
No circularity (dawr) therefore arises, since the initial conception needed for
the science does not depend upon the conclusion ultimately established.

In sum, Mullazade’s lemma is concerned with the epistemological ground-
ing of scientific inquiry and with the manner in which the seeker of knowledge
begins the investigation of a science. To this end, he invokes the logical notion
of conception (tasawwur), while Hocazade supplements the discussion by
introducing assent (tasdig) and thereby situating it within a more explicit
logical terminology. In Aristotelian terms, the essence or quiddity of a thing is
what is signified by its definition, and the corresponding epistemological com-
mitment concerns the role of essences in definition and demonstration. In the
Avicennan tradition, however, logical terminology extends beyond the order of
thought and language to reflect an ontological order of dependence between
a thing’s essential constituents and its concomitant attributes. By transpos-
ing the classification of predicables from the order of thought and language
to the order of being, Avicenna laid the groundwork for the ontologization of
logic, whereby Aristotelian logical categories (magilat) acquired metaphysi-
cal significance in postclassical Islam.”! Within this framework, Mullazade
advances an epistemological claim concerning the conditions under which
scientific inquiry begins, whereas Hocazade, through the relationship between

71 For early Arabic philosophers such as Abua Nasr al-Farabi (d. 339/951), Aristotle’s Catego-
ries served primarily as a logical introduction to concepts rather than as an ontology of
substances. In Avicenna, by contrast, logical categories and predicables acquired an onto-
logical significance; see Silvia Di Vincenzo, “Aristotle’s Categories in the Arabic Tradition,”
in Works of Philosophy and Their Reception: Aristotle’s Categories, ed. Riccardo Chiara-
donna (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2024); Bertolacci, “The ‘Ontologization’ of Logic.”
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conception and assent, develops a corresponding argument for the ontological
priority of natural philosophy, since the substances investigated by metaphys-
ics, most notably matter and form, must first be pedagogically apprehended as
the constitutive principles of natural bodies before they can be investigated as
substances in metaphysics.

4.2 From Receptivity to Concomitance: Hocazade’s Reformulation
of the Proof of Prime Matter through Corporeal Continuity

We say: What is meant by “fragmentation” (infikak) is not simply the
“absence of continuity” (‘adam al-ittisal), for non-being does not require
a receptacle (gabil). Rather, its meaning is the removal of one connection
from the body and the occurrence of two other connections thereafter.
Thus, the receptive of discontinuity is that which receives a single connec-
tion beforehand and two connections afterwards, such that its receptivity
to discontinuity (qabul al-infisal) is its receptivity to one connection in
one instance and two connections in another instance. Therefore, the
thing that we have affirmed to exist in the body (distinct from both the
form and the quantity (migdar)) is that which serves as the substrate
(mahall) for connection, which itself requires the corporeal form (sira
Jjismiyya). Hence, that which serves as the substrate for the corporeal
form is prime matter, for nothing is meant by Aayila other than a sub-
tance which is the substrate of the corporeal form.”

Safeguarding hylomorphism against atomist criticism, Mullazade proceeds
by analyzing the conceptual structure of bodily fragmentation through the
philosophers’ argument from continuity (ittisal), formulated as follows: If one
were to pursue an analysis of parts that are indivisible in actuality, this would
entail that the body is composed of an actual infinite number of parts termi-
nating in physical indivisibles, an untenable conclusion. Alternatively, if one
accepts that the body consists of divisible parts that are not yet divided, the
body remains a composite entity. From this, it follows that at least one frag-
mented body must be genuinely continuous.

This continuous body, insofar as it is divisible, must contain a principle
receptive to imposed fragmentation (infikak), which in turn also serves as part
of the proof for prime matter. Since division cannot occur in a subject that

72 Yormaz, “Mevldnazade’nin,” 89. The phrase in bold corresponds to Lemma 38 in
Hocazade’s gloss.
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is not receptive to it, there must be something in the body that can receive
such a mode of discontinuity (infisal). Three candidates may be considered:
(i) actual quantity (migdar); (ii) the extended substantial form of quantity
(i.e., the immediately intuited three-dimensional extension); or (iii) some-
thing ontologically distinct from both.”® The first two possibilities are rejected,
since both form and quantity are essentially conjoined with the subject. Were
either to be separated, they would paradoxically have to remain present in the
very act of disjunction, resulting in the simultaneous coexistence of continuity
and discontinuity within the same body, an impossibility.

Instead, genuine discontinuity entails a transformation in the state of con-
tinuity, specifically, the transition from a single, continuous connection to two
discrete ones. Such a transformation necessarily presupposes an underlying
substrate capable of bearing both states of continuity: initially one, and sub-
sequently two. This capacity for differential reception discloses the existence
of a substrate within the body that is ontologically distinct from both form
and quantity, a bearer of connection and disconnection alike. The conclu-
sion, therefore, is that the principle receptive to underlying continuity must be
something other than form or quantity: namely, prime matter (hayila),”* the
underlying, non-quantified substrate whose pure receptivity sustains corpo-
real form and grounds the continuity presupposed by change. The continuity
between matter and form does not entail the theologians’ notion of com-
plete separability or actual divisibility; rather, the two admit only mental
distinction, remaining continuously conjoined and mutually complementary
throughout the process: corporeal form preserves the body’s overall continuity,
whereas prime matter preserves its receptivity to continuity and discontinuity.
Hocazade addresses Mullazade’s discussion in the following lemma:

(Lemma 38) His statement: “[...] the substrate for the corporeal form is
prime matter [...]" etc.

73 See also Mullazade’s passage in the following section.

74  The proof of prime matter from the receptivity of continuity and discontinuity was like-
wise adopted by Hocazade’s contemporary Molla Lutfi (d. 9oo/1495) in his Futihat. Since
a continuous body is capable of receiving both continuity and discontinuity, Lutfi argues
that these states must inhere in an underlying substrate distinct from either of them,
thereby establishing the existence of prime matter. He also rejects the Platonic doctrine
of independently subsisting forms on the grounds that it renders prime matter super-
fluous; see Omer Mahir Alper and Yasin Apaydin, eds., Molla Lutfi ve Fiitihat’ (Ankara:
Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi, 2021), 127. For the discussion in Mullazade, see Yormaz,
“Mevlinazade’nin,” 94-95.

ORIENS (2026) 1-64 | 10.1163/18778372-12340053



30

BALIKGIOGLU

I say: It has been objected that this inference is far-fetched, for it does
not follow from a thing’s being the substrate (mahall) of a concomitant
(lazim) that it is also the substrate of that of which entails the concomi-
tant (malzim); otherwise, it would follow that a thing is the substrate
of itself.

Know that when the commentator understood “continuity” (ittisal)
according to its apparent meaning, namely, as the attribute of a continu-
ous thing (wasf al-muttasil), he was compelled to employ this premise,
and the objection was consequently raised against him. The philoso-
phers, however, intended by “continuity” the intelligible form conceived
in itself (al-sura al-muta‘aqqala ft nafsiha), and thus their intended con-
clusion may be established without recourse to this premise.

The upshot of their position in this context, that is, in the proof of
prime matter (hayula), is as follows: We affirm the existence of an indi-
vidual substance extended in spatial dimensions ( jawhar fard mumtadd
ft Ljihat), and this is self-evident (badihi), being judged by the intellect
with the assistance of sense perception. Such an extended substance
cannot be composed of indivisible parts, nor of things which are equiva-
lent to indivisibles, namely, things indivisible in one or two dimensions.
Rather, either it has no parts whatsoever, or its parts are themselves con-
nected bodies (ajsam muttasila) in their very essence, or terminate in
such bodies.

What has thus been established for us is a body continuous by vir-
tue of its own essence. It is precisely this continuous body upon which
discontinuity and fragmentation supervene ( fa-huwa l-muttasil yatra’u
alayhi l-infisal wa-l-infikak). When discontinuity supervenes upon it,
the substance that is continuous in itself no longer remains numerically
identical (bi-‘aynihi); rather, it ceases to exist, and two other continuous
bodies come into being. If there were nothing in the body besides this
continuous entity, then the division of a body would amount either to its
complete annihilation or to the coming-to-be of the two resulting bodies
from pure non-existence. But this is necessarily impossible.

There must therefore be something fixed and abiding through both
continuity and discontinuity (amr thabit ‘ala taqdir al-ittisal wa-l-infisal),
which is neither continuous nor separated in itself, but rather follows
that substance which is continuous in itself. It is one through its unity
(wahda), many through its multiplicity (kathra), continuous through its
continuity, and fragmented through its discontinuity. Since this thing
is one when associated with the one continuous body and many when
associated with the many divided bodies, the one continuous body and
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the many divided bodies belong to it only through a particular mode
of specification (al-muttasil al-wahid wa-l-muta‘addid mukhtassan bihi
ikhtisasan). Thus, it serves as the substrate of the one continuous body
in the state of continuity and of the many divided bodies in the state of
discontinuity.

Accordingly, it must certainly be a substance (jawharan gat‘an). This
substance, which serves as the substrate of the body that is continuous in
itself, is what is called prime matter (hayula).”

Judging Mullazade’s inference to be insufficiently compelling, Hocazade refor-
mulates and strengthens the proof for the existence of prime matter by recasting
the relation between continuity (ittisal) and corporeal form (sara jismiyya) in
terms of the logical distinction between a concomitant (/azim; “implicate,” in
Tony Street’s terminology) and that which entails it (malziim; “implicant”). So,
Hocazade writes: “[...] it does not follow from a thing’s being the substrate of a
concomitant that it is also the substrate of that which entails the concomitant;
otherwise, it would follow that a thing is the substrate of itself.” His concern is
that the substrate of a concomitant need not thereby be the substrate of that
which entails it, rendering the original inference vulnerable to objection. In
other words, the disputed premise assumes that whatever serves as the sub-
strate of a lazim must also serve as the substrate of its malzium, an assumption
Hocazade rejects as exposing a potentially weak inference (tafri* baid). Thus,
rather than replacing the relation of substrate (mahalliyya) with that of lazim
and malziim, he uses the latter to expose the illegitimacy of inferring the for-
mer through a substrate. Continuity, he argues, is an inseperable concomitant
of corporeal form, but this relation of necessary implication or inseparability
does not license any inference concerning the relation between their respec-
tive substrates.”®

More fundamentally, the lazim-malzim relation concerns conceptual
entailment (iltizam): the concept or quiddity of corporeal form necessarily
implies that of continuity, although continuity is not constitutive of corporeal
form itself. A lazim may necessarily belong to a quiddity without constituting
it: the standard logical example is that the equality of a triangle’s angles to two

75  Hocazade, Hashiya, 9b (Lemma 38).

76  For the standard logical treatment of lazim and malzam in the post-Avicennan tradition,
compare al-Katibi, al-Risala al-Shamsiyya, §22, as discussed by Tony Street, Najm al-Din
al-Katibr's al-Risala al-Shamsiyya (New York: NYU Press, 2024), 121—22. The discussion dis-
tinguishes relations of an implicate-implicant (luzim-malzim) or inseparability from
relations of ontological inherence in a substrate, thereby illuminating the logical basis of
Hocazade’s criticism of Mullazade’s inference.

ORIENS (2026) 1-64 | 10.1163/18778372-12340053



32 BALIKGIOGLU

right angles is a necessary concomitant of triangularity, although it is not part
of the triangle’s essence. Likewise, from the fact that continuity necessarily
belongs to corporeal form, nothing follows, merely by virtue of this impli-
cation, about whether the substrate receiving continuity must also receive
corporeal form. Hocazade’s criticism is precisely that Mullazade’s formulation
moves too quickly from a relation between concepts to one between actually
inhering properties and their respective substrates. The lazim-malziam rela-
tion concerns the necessary belonging of one meaning to another, whereas
mahalliyya concerns the ontological relation between an item and the subject
in which it inheres. The two relations cannot simply be substituted for one
another. Accordingly, it does not follow that whatever serves as the substrate
of continuity must also serve as the substrate of corporeal form. Such an infer-
ence, Hocazade observes, would absurdly entail that a thing is the substrate
of itself.

The philosophers argue that the intellect, assisted by sense perception,
immediately apprehends the existence of a spatially extended substance,
which cannot self-evidently be composed of indivisibles or their equiva-
lents. Avicenna closely identifies the philosophers’ conception of continuity
with corporeality and defines in terms of the capacity to receive the three
dimensions.”” Continuity does not belong to matter itself, which remains a
purely receptive principle associated with potentiality and capable of receiv-
ing contrary states such as continuity and discontinuity; rather, it belongs to
corporeal form, which actualizes matter as an extended and divisible body.”®

77  Receptivity does not appear to pose a difficulty for Mullazade or Hocazade. Fakhr al-Din
Razi, however, objects that it introduces a circularity, since receptivity cannot be included
in the definition of body without presupposing the body itself. His claim that Avicenna’s
account amounts to a description (rasm) rather than a true definition (hadd) turns on a
question raised in the Mulakhkhas: what is the recipient of the dimensions whose inher-
ence constitutes corporeality? It cannot be form, since form actualizes and therefore
cannot simultaneously be receptive (gabil) and active ( fa‘il); nor can it be matter, since
matter cannot receive dimensions prior to form. See the discussion in Egref Altas, “Fakhr
al-Din al-Raz1’s Epistle on al-Hayula wa al-Sirah: A Study and Editio Princeps,” Nazari-
yat 11 (2014): 75-76.

78  True corporeity consists in the form of continuity that receives the three dimensions, con-
tinuity being understood as absolute divisibility rather than determinate magnitude (Ibn
Sina, The Physics, 1:27—30). While Avicenna was influenced by Simplicius (d. c.480-540) in
identifying corporeality with continuity, he departs from him by treating continuity not
as a merely material feature but as corporeal form itself; see Abraham Stone, “Simplicius
and Avicenna on the Essential Corporeity of Material Substance,” in Aspects of Avicenna,
ed. Robert Wisnovsky (Princeton: Markus Wiener, 2001), 102.
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Hocazade then contends that the commentator exposes himself to criti-
cism by treating continuity merely as a property (wasf) of a continuous body
rather than as its true essential definition and then basing his inference upon
that premise. Earlier philosophers, by contrast, understood continuity not as
a merely descriptive notion but as an intellectually apprehended form (sura
muta‘agqala). From this vantage, Hocazade reconstructs the commentator’s
proof for prime matter with ontological rigor: the intellect, aided by sense per-
ception, immediately affirms the existence of an extended substance ( jawhar
mumtadd fi [-jihat), which cannot be composed of indivisible parts, or of
entities equivalent to indivisibles, namely things indivisible in one or more
dimensions, since such composition yields incoherence, nor can it lack parts
altogether, as this would contradict its evident spatial extension. The conclu-
sion is that body must be continuous in itself by virtue of its corporeal form;
for if body were nothing but a connected substance, then division would entail
its annihilation and the generation of two new bodies ex nihilo, an absurdity.

Rather, the parts of an extended substance must either themselves be
continuous bodies defined by virtue of their own essences (ajsam muttasila
Jft hadd dhatiha) or terminate in entities that are continuous in themselves.
Accordingly, what is demonstrably present is a body that is connected in its
own quiddity, and upon which continuity and discontinuity may subsequently
supervene. When discontinuity supervenes upon it, the continuous substance
no longer remains numerically identical (bi- ‘aynihi). In its place, two new con-
tinuous bodies emerge.” Were there nothing beyond this connected substance,
the act of discontinuity would result in the complete annihilation (‘adam) of
the original body and the spontaneous creation of two others, which is again a
metaphysical absurdity (daruri -istihala).

From this impossibility, Hocazade infers the existence of something that
persists through both continuity and discontinuity. This entity, namely prime
matter, is one when associated with a single continuous body and many when
associated with a plurality of divided bodies; neither unity nor multiplic-
ity therefore belongs to it essentially, but only through a particular mode of
specification. The subject that persists through division cannot itself be either

79  Razialso reformulates the proof by grounding it in the concept of unity rather than conti-
nuity. Since determinate corporeity is inseparable from the unity of a body, division entails
the disappearance of one corporeity and the emergence of others. Because corporeity,
unlike determinate continuity, is independent of magnitude and thus non-accidental,
division involves the corruption of an original corporeal form and the generation of new
ones. Avicenna’s account therefore implies that bodily division may produce multiple
corporeal forms even apart from qualitative change. See Shihadeh, “Avicenna’s Corporeal
Form,” 387—89.
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continuous or divided in its essence, but must be a distinct substance under-
lying both states and enduring through their succession. Prime matter thus
serves as the abiding substrate of corporeal existence, while unity and multi-
plicity arise only through its relation to different corporeal configurations. By
recasting the commentator’s proof in terms of concomitance and clarifying
the philosophers’ conception of continuity, Hocazade reinforces the Peripa-
tetic doctrine of an enduring prime matter underlying bodily composition and
division, thereby avoiding the theologians’ possible account of generation and
corruption as a succession of annihilation and recreation.

4.3 Is Form Receptive to Discontinuity? Refuting Jurjani’s Theory
of Accidental Continuity

Once prime matter is established in a body that is capable of discontinu-
ity, it is thereby established in all bodies. This is because the magnitudinal
nature (tabia migdariyya), that is, the reality defined as magnitude
(al-haqiqa al-mufassara ila [-migdar), which is necessarily concomitant,
is the corporeal form (siira jismiyya) common to all bodies. This form is
either, in itself, independent of a substrate or it is not, but rather depen-
dent upon it by virtue of its essence (muftagira ilayhi bi-hasabi dhatiha).
For, if we abstract from everything extraneous to its essence and separate
it from what differs from it, then if it is possible for it to exist without
a substrate, it is self-sufficient by virtue of essence (ghaniyya bi-hasabi
[-dhat); otherwise, it would be dependent by virtue of essence.

The first alternative, its being essentially independent of a substrate,
is impossible. For in that case it would be impossible for it to inhere in a
substrate, since that which is essentially independent of something can-
not inhere in it. Inherence (hulitl), in the sense explained above, entails
[ontological] need or dependence (iftigar); therefore, if something
essentially independent of another were to inhere in it, its essence’s
necessary implication (mugtadaha) would fail, and that is impossi-
ble. It thus becomes necessary to accept the second alternative, namely
that it is essentially dependent upon a substrate (mahall). Now, what-
ever is essentially dependent upon a substrate cannot exist except while
inhering in it; otherwise, it would not be essentially dependent upon it.
Therefore, wherever the nature of quantity exists, it must inhere in a sub-
strate, which is prime matter. Hence, all bodies are composed of prime
matter and form, which is what was to be demonstrated.

An objection was raised to this proof, namely that it involves a peti-
tio principii (musadara ‘ala [-matlub). For the intended conclusion of
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this proof is to establish the existence of prime matter in the body. Yet
among the premises of the proof is the judgment that the form recep-
tive to discontinuity (gabul al-infisal); but to judge that it is receptive to
discontinuity presupposes its existence — for that which does not exist
cannot be receptive to anything. And its existence is said to depend on
the existence of prime matter, since it inheres in prime matter, and the
existence of that which inheres without the existence of the substrate is
impossible. It would therefore follow that the existence of prime matter
is established by the existence of the form, and the existence of the form
by the existence of prime matter, thus yielding a petitio principit.

The reply is that what is meant by “form” here is the continuity (ittisal)
that we have already established in the course of demonstrating the
existence of the continuous body ( jism muttasil). Its existence, as thus
established by independent proof, is not contingent upon the existence
of prime matter; thus, the alleged petitio principii does not follow. This is
the strongest possible formulation of this objection and its reply.8°

The present passage builds directly on the discussion in the previous section.
There, Mullazade generalizes the proof of prime matter from divisible bodies
to bodies susceptible to discontinuity, particularly in response to theological
objections concerning the coexistence of inseparable principles (matter and
form) within a single quiddity. He argues that continuity and the continu-
ous body ultimately point to corporeality, thereby shifting the discussion to
the relation between prime matter and corporeal form, conceived in terms of
inherence (Aulul) and mutual dependence (iftigar). Yet even if this is granted,
the question remains how the relation between matter and corporeality is
to be qualified. To establish prime matter as a substrate distinct from form,
Mullazade reframes the issue through the notions of inherence and suscep-
tibility to discontinuity, grounding the continuity of natural bodies in an
underlying material principle.

Here is a short summary of his discussion: In the first paragraph above,
Mullazade argues that once prime matter is demonstrated in any divisible body,
itmustbe affirmed in al/bodies, since all bodies share the same corporeal form,
namely continuous magnitude. He then establishes a dilemma: corporeal form
is either essentially independent of a substrate or essentially dependent upon
one. Then in the second, Mullazade rejects the first alternative by arguing
that whatever is essentially independent of a substrate cannot inhere in one.

80  Yormaz, “Mevlanazade'nin,” 93—94. The phrase in bold corresponds to Lemma 45 in
Hocazade’s gloss.
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Since corporeal form necessarily inheres in a substrate and inherence entails
ontological dependence, corporeal form must be essentially dependent upon
a substrate. Otherwise, if something essentially independent of another were
nevertheless to inhere in it, the necessary implication of its essence (mugtada
al-dhat) would fail. Mullazade will formulate this requirement in a subsequent
section through the Avicennan notion of talazum, or necessary concomi-
tance: corporeal form necessarily accompanies and depends upon a substrate,
namely prime matter. Consequently, every body is composed of matter
and form.

Mullazade then raises a major objection to the proof, namely that it involves
a petitio principii. The argument assumes the existence of corporeal form in
order to establish prime matter, yet the existence of form itself appears to
depend upon matter and serves as the precondition for the capacity of discon-
tinuity. The proof thus seems circular, establishing matter through form and
form through matter.

Mullazade rejects this charge by clarifying that the “form” presupposed
by the proof is what the philosophers define as “continuity” (ittisal), whose
existence has already been independently established in the preceding dem-
onstration of the continuous body. Because continuity is known prior to the
proof for prime matter, the charge of circularity fails and the demonstration
remains valid. What is at stake is not complete discontinuity, but the concep-
tual divisibility of what remains continuously conjoined. The clarification
enables Mullazade to universalize the hylomorphic framework beyond merely
divisible bodies to corporeal beings as such. In doing so, he secures the onto-
logical necessity of prime matter as the substrate of corporeal form while
preempting the logical objection that would otherwise undermine the proof’s
independence, thereby neutralizing possible atomist objections to the Avicen-
nan account of continuity and potential divisibility. In response to Mullazade’s
passage, Hocazade writes:

(Lemma 45) His statement: “[...] therefore, if something essentially
independent of another were to inhere in it, its essence’s necessary impli-
cation (mugtadaha) would fail, and that is impossible [...]" etc.

It has been said in reply that by “form” here is meant “discontinu-
ity” The clarification of this reply, as some eminent figures [al-Jurjani]!
have stated, is as follows: The existence of a substance extended in three
dimensions is self-evident, and it has been established by the preceding

81  For the passage, see al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif; 7:40—41.
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proof that there is no discontinuity in its extension,; rather, it is continu-
ous in itself, and “continuity” is predicated of it in an emphatic sense.

We therefore say: This continuity is subject to a kind of continuity
[that is accidental]; but this cannot be identical with the substantial
continuity (ittisal jawhart). This is what is meant here by “form.” As for
considering this substantial extension (imtidad jawhart) as inhering in
matter and then calling this “form” in that respect, this is not intended
or taken into account in the present context. Therefore, there is no
circularity.82

Hocazade strengthens Mullazade’s response to the charge of circularity by
clarifying the notion of form and criticizing a passage in Jurjani that blurs the
distinction between substantial and accidental continuity, thereby mischarac-
terizing the Peripatetic position. He argues that the “form” presupposed by the
proof is not substantial extension insofar as it inheres in prime matter, whose
existence is precisely what the proof seeks to establish, but rather continuity
itself, already demonstrated through an independent proof of the continuous
body. By distinguishing continuity as an independently established feature of
the continuous body from corporeal form as a principle inhering in matter, he
preserves the demonstrative integrity of the proof and blocks the charge that
prime matter is being presupposed in its own demonstration.

In the philosophers’ framework, conceptualization of natural body pre-
supposes matter which, in itself, is unextended, yet becomes an “absolute
body” (jism mutlag) upon conjunction with corporeal form, the principle
that endows it with indeterminate extension.®3 In other words, the “absolute
body” possesses three-dimensionality only in an indeterminate sense: by vir-
tue of corporeal form, it has length, breadth, and depth universally, without
yet possessing determinate dimensions.34 Later theological critics, like Jurjany,
however, did not understand three-dimensionality in this indeterminate
sense when defining natural bodies as three-dimensionally extended sub-
stances. Instead, they reduced matter and form to non-essential principles that
receive continuity only accidentally. Hocazade maintains that Mullazade’s
account does not fully dispel the theologians’ charge that the demonstra-
tions of prime matter and corporeal form are circular. For the philosophers,
continuity belongs essentially to corporeal form, while the capacity to receive

82  Hocazade, Hashiya, 10b-11a (Lemma 45).
83 Lammer, “A Lively Debate,” 102.
84  Ibid.
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continuity and discontinuity belongs to prime matter.85 He therefore criticizes
what he takes to be Jurjani’s conflation of these distinct principles, arguing
that Jurjani treats form either as extension insofar as it inheres in matter or
as an accidental mode of continuity, thereby departing from the Peripatetic
understanding of corporeality.

Jurjant’s Sharh al-Mawagifraises a well-known objection to the philosophers’
account of hylomorphic unity by identifying form with substantial extension
itself. In a passage in this commentary, he primarily questions how form can
constitute a single continuum if continuity, by its very nature, is receptive to
discontinuity, since such receptivity appears to presuppose two distinct sub-
stances: a recipient and that by which continuity is conferred.86 Jurjani there
associates form with discontinuity, distinguishing the so-called “continuous
form” (sura ittisaliyya), that is, the extended substance grounding the body’s
connectedness, from the body’s immediate necessary givenness as a corporeal
existent. Although this immediate apprehension still requires demonstrative
clarification, Jurjani argues that positing prime matter as the substratum of
continuity would entail two substances, one receptive and the other imparting
continuity — despite the philosophers’ explicit denial that these constitute an
actual duality (ithnayniyya bi-l-fi1).87 Such duality, he contends, follows only
from the philosophers’ own premises, rendering the disagreement a merely
verbal (lafzr) dispute devoid of substantive philosophical significance.®® The

85  Avicenna distinguishes between two aspects of corporeality: being continuous in actual-
ity and being receptive to continuity and discontinuity. The former pertains to corporeal
form, while the latter pertains to the underlying substrate. Since a body is actually contin-
uous yet potentially capable of conjunction and separation, these features must belong
to distinct principles. Actual continuity belongs to corporeal form, whereas receptivity
to continuity and discontinuity belongs to the substrate that underlies the generation
and corruption of continuity. See Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2:172—73; 2:182—-83; also discussed in
Shihadeh, “Avicenna’s Corporeal Form,” 376—78.

86  Another objection by Jurjani, not addressed here, is the following: if extension (imtidad)
is itself material, how can body be composed of both matter and form? See al-Jurjani,

Sharh al-Mawagqif, 7:46.
87 Ibn Sina, al-Isharat, 2:180-81.
88 “There is no doubt that the continuous form, i.e. the substance extended in directions,

which establishes that the part is connected in itself, is not its reality but rather the body
in the immediate view is necessarily existent. This [immediate view]| requires proof
through argument. [For] the matter characterized by this continuity [of the extended
substance], if one admits its existence, then [there arises the problem that] there must
be two substances, one receptive and the other imparting. If one concedes both, then the
dispute becomes merely verbal (lafzi). But you know that this only follows if one admits
the claim of that opponent.” See ibid., 40.

10.1163/18778372-12340053 | ORIENS (2026) 1-64



NEGOTIATING ARISTOTELIAN-AVICENNAN NATURAL PHILOSOPHY 39

underlying difficulty concerns how two ontologically distinct principles can
nonetheless constitute a genuine unity.

As a possible response, Hocazade would argue that matter and form are not
separate in actuality but continuously conjoined in corporeal composition,
even though they remain conceptually distinguishable only by mental con-
sideration (bi-l-i'tibar). Once continuity in its universal sense is understood,
as the philosophers maintain, as a substantial feature of body rather than an
accidental one, the proof of prime matter neither collapses into circularity
nor commits a petitio principii. Form should therefore not be defined through
discontinuity but through its necessary conjunction with prime matter, while
division and separation are treated merely as accidental determinations of the
underlying substratum that characterizes corporeal being.

A contemporary Ottoman theologian, Hasan Celebi (d. 891/1486), renowned
for his gloss on Sharh al-Mawagif and for his scholarly rivalry with Hocazade,39
clarifies Jurjant’s position by arguing that the Avicennan claim that continu-
ity constitutes either a form or an essential constituent of body is mistaken.
In rejecting hylomorphic composition, he argues that continuity should be
understood neither as an independent form nor as a substance, but rather as
an “accidental” feature of extension. Consequently, positing both continuity
and matter as distinct substances constitutive of body generates a contradic-
tion and renders the dispute superfluous.? In a later lemma, Hasan Celebi
likewise treats the philosophers’ hylomorphic designations as arbitrary, arising
from preponderance without a determining cause rather than from necessity.9!

In subsequent sections of Sharh al-Mawagqif, Jurjani will press the argument
further by questioning how philosophers can maintain that matter and form,
if together constituting a continuous body, could ever be receptive to discon-
tinuity.%2 Such a claim, he argues, would compromise the unity of the body
and entail a conjunction of contraries, since continuity, as he understands
it, is intrinsic to the body, and discontinuity would therefore also have to be
intrinsic to it.92 Mullazade, however, had already clarified in his commentary

89  Balikqioglu, Verifying the Truth, 127.

go  al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif, 7:40.

91 Ibid., 7:45.

92  Ibid., 7:46.

93  Ibid, 7:41. In a later lemma, Hasan Celebi shifts the register by clarifying the philosophers’
position and correcting Jurjani: unity belongs primarily to quantity and only accidentally
to the “continuous substance,” thereby blocking the inference that division entails the
disruption of the whole body. He interprets this “hard question” as a general counterproof
by absurd consequence. he argues that the philosophers’ position is valid in the case of
mathematical bodies, but fails to apply to natural bodies. See ibid.
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that discontinuity in this context is accidental rather than substantial and
therefore does not belong to the essence of the body itself. Hocazade likewise
contests Jurjant’s objection, arguing that it rests on a mischaracterization of the
Peripatetic position. For the philosophers, continuity belongs substantially to
corporeal form, whereas discontinuity is merely an accidental determination
supervening upon an underlying continuity that is ontologically distinct from
it and therefore poses no threat to the unity of corporeal composition.

4.4 The Debate over Body as Genus and Corporeal Form as Specific
Quiddity: a Refutation of Razt

We reply: As for the objection, its invalidity is evident. First, because the
author of the proof did not assert that the form is receptive (gabil) to dis-
continuity (infisal); rather, he introduced this judgment hypothetically
(‘ala sabil al-fard) in order to refute it. Thus, the proposition that the form
is receptive of discontinuity is not one of the premises of the demon-
stration; rather, the premise consists in the refutation of this proposition
after assuming it for the sake of argument.

Second, because his statement “the judgment that the form is receptive
to discontinuity” is claimed to depend upon the existence of the form. If
by this it is meant that the judgment depends on the actual existence of
the form in reality, we do not concede that; this dependency would only
follow if the judgment were in fact correct, which we deny.

And if what is meant instead is that the judgment depends on the
form’s existence in the belief (itigad) of the one making the judgment,
that we concede. However, to claim that belief in the existence of the
form depends on belief in the existence of prime matter — if by this it is
meant that the belief depends on the actual existence of matter, we deny
it, since belief may not correspond to reality. And if it is meant that belief
in the form depends on belief in the matter, that too is false — for one
may believe in the existence of form without believing in the existence of
matter, as is the case with Plato’s position.

As for the reply [offered by the original author of the objection], its
weakness is evident from what we have already established, namely, that
the corporeal form is the continuous substance ( jawhar muttasil) appre-
hended in the body at first glance, and not the mere continuity. And as
for the objection that is based on a request for clarification concerning
“quantity,” whether it refers to continuity or something else, and the cor-
responding reply, it is of little use, since the author’s intended meaning is
sufficiently clear based on what we have already explained.
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The Imam [Fakhr al-Din al-Razi] objected to this proof on other
grounds, stating that it would only be valid if it were established,
namely that the corporeal form is a species-forming quiddity (mahiyya
naw Gyya), which has not been proven. It is possible that the form in bod-
ies receptive to discontinuity differs in species from the form in bodies
that are not, and thus the dependence of the former on matter would not
entail the dependence of the latter. The reply is that the corporeal form
is the initially perceived continuity of the body, and there is no doubt
that it is a species-forming quiddity, since it does not vary according
to differentiae ( fusil), but only in respect to extrinsic attributes, such as
being celestial, elemental, and so on, none of which pertain to the reality
of this connective identity (al-hagiqa tilka l-huwiyya al-ittisaliyya). And
even if the corporeal forms in different bodies were, in fact, distinct in
reality from this connective identity, that shared continuity would still be
a concomitant (/azim) of all of them. Thus, the dependence of this shared
continuity, which all bodies necessarily possess, on prime matter entails
the presence of matter in all bodies. This is what was to be proven.%*

Afterestablishing prime matter as the underlying substrate of bodies, Mullazade
turns to a series of objections raised against the proof in the postclassical theo-
logical literature. His response hinges on a distinction between hypothetical
supposition, belief, and ontological dependence, thereby rejecting the charge
that the demonstration of prime matter rests on a circular dependence upon
form. Continuing the debate over whether form is receptive to discontinu-
ity, he then presents an objection attributed to Razi against the philosophers’
claim that corporeal form is a continuous substance inhering in prime matter.
The objection maintains that the proof would be valid only if corporeal form
were first shown to constitute a species-forming quiddity (mahiyya naw‘iyya),
a thesis that the philosophers have not demonstrated. Without such proof, it
remains possible that the form in severable bodies differs essentially from that
in inseverable ones; consequently, the dependence of the former upon matter
would not entail the same for the latter, and one could not conclude that all
bodies require prime matter.%>

94  Yormaz, “Mevlanazade'nin,” 93—95. The phrases in bold correspond to Lemmata 4950 in
Hocazade’s gloss.

95  Razi’s objection and Mullazade’s response are recorded in a brief marginal note on the
second folio of the Vienna manuscript, attesting to the significance of the discussion. See
Mullazade, Sharh, 2b.
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Mullazade replies that corporeal form is nothing other than the body’s “con-
tinuity” as immediately apprehended, namely continuity insofar as it inheres
in the body itself rather than subsisting separately from it. This continuity con-
stitutes a universal species-forming quiddity common to all bodies, differing
only through accidental attributes such as celestial or elemental constitu-
tion rather than through essential differentiae ( fusiu/). Thus, even if corporeal
forms differ in essence, continuity remains a concomitant (lazim) shared by all
bodies. Since this common feature requires a substrate, its universality suffices
to establish prime matter as the necessary substratum of every body. In this
way, Mullazade counters Razi’s objection by grounding corporeal form in the
universal continuity of body while preserving the necessary relation between
corporeality and prime matter. The relevant lemmata from Hocazade’s gloss
read as follows:

(Lemma 49) His statement: “If it were established, namely that the cor-
poreal form is a species-forming nature (tabi'a nawyya) | ...]" etc.

I say: Genus is something that, according to them, does not enter into
existence except after being specified by a differentia that determines it.
In this way, genus and differentia are united with respect to extramen-
tal reality in both origination and existence. The genus-forming nature
(tabra jinsiyya) in the external world thus consists of distinct realities
according to their branching differentiae; it is therefore possible for them
to differ in their concomitants when considered in judgment. This is in
contrast to the species-forming nature, for it is an actualized nature, and
it is inconceivable that its concomitants should differ.

(Lemma 50) His statement: “There is no doubt that it is its species-
forming quiddity [...]" etc.

I say: This is an objection on the basis that it is necessary for it to be
its species-forming quiddity. Yet there is no way to establish this. For the
genus-forming nature, absolutely considered, is something that, accord-
ing to them, cannot exist except by becoming specified through the
differentiae that precede it. Once it is specified, extraneous attributes
attach to it. Why, then, do you claim that this is not the case here?9”

96  Instead of “species-forming quiddity,” Hocazade’s text occasionally employs the expres-
sion “species-forming nature,” apparently using the two terms interchangeably.
97  Hocazade, Hashiya, nb (Lemmata 49-50).
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4.4.1 Razi on Substance, Body, and Hylomorphic Composition
In the Burhan, Avicenna distinguishes between body qua matter and body
qua genus, the latter encompassing everything included in the concept sig-
nified by the term “body.”9® Hocazade’s lemmata engage a major objection,
attributed to Razi, against this conception. One important formulation of this
objection appears in Raz’s philosophical summa, al-Mabahith al-mashrigiyya.
Razi raises two principal objections to Avicenna’s definition of body, only the
second being referenced above: first, that it omits reference to matter despite
affirming the body’s composition from matter and form; and second, that it
treats body as a species of substance without acknowledging any coordinate
division (qasim) or whether it functions as a true genus predicated of species.
In the Mabahith, Razi argues that substance cannot function as a genus for
the categories subsumed under it, but is rather predicated of them as a con-
comitant.® Razi further puts forth five concise objections undercut treating
substance as a real genus and thereby corporeal form being a species: (i) Defin-
ing substance as “what exists not in a subject” is equivocal: “non-in-subject”
either lies in another non-subject — yielding impossible mutual inclusion — or
not, so it cannot ground a single generic notion. (ii) Since “substance” is predi-
cated of the Necessary Existent, taking it as a genus would make the Necessary
Existent a composite of genus and differentia. (iii) Genus requires differentia
for definition, while differentia itself presupposes a genus; making “substance”
the genus triggers a vicious explanatory circle. (iv) If substance were a genus,
its states would accrue from its subordinate essences rather than from “sub-
stantiality” as such, contrary to how the term is actually predicated. (v) The
supposed “universals of bodies” do not form a unified generic kind: corporeal-
ity (jismiyya) is effectively identical with substantiality (save for immaterial
bodies, whose essences are diverse), so the unity required of a true genus
is lacking,100

98  Here, body as genus denotes the totality of the essential constituents predicated of what
is composed of corporeality, rather than merely that which possesses three-dimensional
extension. It therefore encompasses all species of body, such as animate and inanimate,
sentient and insentient, rational and irrational, although these determinations are mutu-
ally exclusive in any individual body. See the section 1.10 Ibn Sina, al-Burhan, 50; Jon
McGinnis, “Logic and Science: The Role of Genus and Difference in Avicenna’s Logic, Sci-
ence and Natural Philosophy,” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 18
(2007):175—76.

99  al-Razi, al-Mabahith al-mashrigiyya ft ‘ilm al-ilahiyyat wa-I-tabiiyyat, ed. Mu‘tasim-Billah
al-Baghdadi, vol. 1 (Beirut: Dar al-kitab al-‘arabi, 1990), 244.

100 Ibid,, 1:245—46.
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Hence, for Razi, substance can never be a real genus (bi-l-hagiga) in the
strict Avicennan sense; and in every case, substance cannot be predicated as
a genus of that which falls under it. At most, by attending to highly general
" “existence in itself”), one may
speak of substance as genus only in a loose analogical sense, not as a genuine

concomitants (e.g., “existence not in a subject,

predicable genus. This is because it is not predicated univocally of all its infe-
riors, and its predication of the Necessary Existent would entail an impossible
composition. At most, this “substance” qualifies as a jins bi-l-i‘tibar, that is, a
genus only by mental consideration of highly general concomitants such as
“not being in a subject.”0!

Bilal Ibrahim has recently argued that Razi’s reformulation of natural phi-
losophy rests on a systematic critique of Aristotelian essentialism and its claim
that real definitions provide cognitive access to the essences of things. Since
essences are epistemologically inaccessible, definitions can capture only phe-
nomenal and nominal features rather than noumenal realities. Consequently,
categories should be understood as nominal universals that describe observ-
able phenomena, not as essential kinds corresponding to independently
knowable realities.1%2 In this respect, Razi maintains that Avicenna conflates
noumenal entities with phenomenal ones, thereby attributing essential con-
tent to what can only be known through their effects and concomitants.!3 The
essence of body is therefore unknowable and can only be defined through its
observable attributes rather than its constitutive principles.

Two points are relevant here. First, Razi maintains that substance can-
not be predicated of body as a genus, rendering Avicenna’s real definition of
body logically problematic. Whereas Avicenna treats substance as the genus
of body, Razi rejects this move on logical grounds.'®* The underlying issue
concerns whether genera are predicated of their inferiors as essential

101 Ibid, 1:247.

102 For Razl's phenomenalist logical programme, see Bilal Ibrahim, “Fahr al-Din al-Razi, Ibn
al-Haytam and Aristotelian Science: Essentialism versus Phenomenalism in Post-Classical
Islamic Thought,” Oriens 41 (2013): 397-99.

103 Ibid, 413. As Razi remarks: “Certainly the sensible body is a composite of genus and dif-
ferentia in one respect and of matter and form in another. But since we do not grasp the
essences of those constitutive parts, we define body through its effects and concomitant
attributes.” See al-Razi, al-Mabahith, 2:5; cited in Ibrahim, “Fahr al-Din al-Razi,” 412—13.

104 Ibid,, 411-14. Razi explicitly connects his rejection of substance as a genus to the case of
body; see also al-Mabahith, 1:276. His alternative account treats the phenomenal body as
the substrate upon which the attributes of unity and multiplicity occur, thereby explain-
ing continuity and divisibility without recourse to hylomorphic constituents.
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constituents (dhatiyyat) or merely as concomitant attributes (lawazim).195
Second, Razi proposes an alternative account that takes the phenomenal body
itself as the substrate (mawrid) of unity and multiplicity. On this view, conti-
nuity and divisibility are explained not through the internal constituents of
matter and form, but through phenomenal properties manifested in bodies
themselves.

Another reference to this issue appears in a treatise by Razi on prime matter
and form, edited by Esref Altas and preserved in Iran’s Library of the National
Advisory Council (Ms 3933).1°¢ One of the foundational discussions centers
on whether body can be treated as a genus under substance. Resonating the
discussion above, the treatise argues that if body were a genus, it would require
a correlative and a differentia; yet prime matter and form, being simple, can-
not serve this role, nor can the separate intellects. Consequently, body cannot
properly be considered a genus but only a species of substance. Moreover, for
Razi, to posit body as a species with a differentia would imply that all quali-
ties and powers are themselves composites, which contradicts the principle of
simplicity. Hence, body came to be defined instead as “a substance possessing
three dimensions,” a formulation that aligns with the theologians’ position. In
this definition, substance refers not to prime matter, excluded on account of its
simplicity, but to the composite itself, predicated of body as such. Substance is
therefore constitutive of body, while its attribution to matter is merely equivo-
cal and not essential.l%?

105 In a similar vein, the Ottoman scholar ‘Ali Qushji maintains that, on the Aristotelian
view, genera must function as essential constituents of the quiddities falling under them
rather than as external concomitants (lawazim), precisely the point challenged by Razi’s
critique. Razi, by contrast, advances an alternative account that treats the phenomenal
body itself as the substrate (mawrid) of unity and multiplicity. See Ibrahim, “Fahr al-Din
al-Razi,” 425.

106  Written around 596/1200, toward the end of Razi’s life and about twenty years after his
commentary on the Isharat, the work is arguably the first treatise dedicated to hylomor-
phism in postclassical Islamic scholarship. RazT's treatise on hylomorphism is preserved
in a manuscript alongside another on atomism. As Altas suggests, many of its arguments
can be traced to Razi’s own Sharh ‘Uyun al-hikma in both wording and structure, while his
revisions to the proofs for hylomorphism expose certain weaknesses, particularly in the
precision, clarity, and coherence of their underlying definitions. See Esref Altas, “Fakhr
al-Din al-Razi’s Epistle,” 62; 65—67; 71; 76—77.

107 See for instance: “This pertains to the definition of natural body. For he says that it is
‘a substance with three dimensions. Here he mentions substance itself, not substance
as one of its parts, that is, not prime matter, for he does not take matter into account
in his definition. From this definition, it might be understood that body is a substance
with three dimensions, and one might wonder whether corporeality subsists in prime
matter or whether dimensionality itself subsists independently as a substance possessing
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In this treatise, consistent with his approach in the Mabahith, Razi ques-
tions whether substance, taken as a genus, possesses any species other than
body. Matter, form, and separate intellects, though often classified as species of
substance, are simple entities and therefore lack differentia; they cannot, as a
result, function as parallel dividers (sing. gasim) alongside body. If body itself
were taken as a species of substance, the problem would then arise of identify-
ing the differentia by which it is separated from other supposed species. On
this basis, Razi concludes that substance, just as accident is not the genus of
the nine accidental categories, is not genuinely predicated as a genus of the
substances subsumed under it. If the body had a genus, then it would have a
correlative; yet substance is not a correlative of body, for it is not itself a body
and has no genus.108

According to Razi's critical assessment, then, there is no necessity to regard
body as composed of genus and differentia, nor any demonstrative proof that
it is constituted by matter and form. Rather, body should be understood as

dimensions. Yet one must remember that in this definition, only form is treated, not
prime matter. For what is meant by substance in this definition is what is predicated of
the composite body as such. It is not said that ‘body is prime matter, for the substance
mentioned in the definition of natural body is not matter, nor does it refer to it. Substance
predicated of body is not predicated of prime matter. If someone were to say otherwise,
then it would be predicated of both equivocally, but not as a genus in relation to body, for
it is not so in relation to matter. Thus, substance is constitutive (magawwim) of body, but
only equivocally said of matter, and not truly predicated of matter at all. If it were applied
to matter, it would be merely a case of homonymy. Thus, if it is employed in the definition
of body, it does not in any way signify matter.” For the Arabic text, see Altas, “Fakhr al-Din
al-Razr’s Epistle,” g1.

108 “He says: This is correct; however, when one asserts that ‘the body has a genus, it is neces-
sary to know that genus is a species under substance. And if one claims that ‘body has a
genus, then it must also have a differentia. He denied that prime matter could be its cor-
relative, on account of its simplicity, and likewise the form is simple, as are the separate
intellects. Moreover, there are substances other than separate intellects and other than
certain sensibles that are termed material forms, different from prime matter and the
composite. Thus, we are left with body alone as a species of substance. He also said: If
body were a species, then it would require a differentia, and this would entail that the
differentia, as it is part of a definition, would likewise be part of its essence, and that
qualities and powers would all be composites, since they, too, would have genera and dif-
ferentiae. But this is not the case. For such a strong composition, which according to the
doctrine contradicts simplicity, concerns the essence, while the differentia is not a form
and the genus is not prime matter. And it may be said: We do not grant that body has a
genus. For if body had a genus, then it would have a correlative, yet we only recognize
substance as its correlate, and substance is not a correlative of body, for substance is not
itself a body and has no genus. Thus, body has no genus.” See ibid.
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a simple substance, known only through its concomitants and effects rather
than through an analysis of its essence.!99

4.4.2 Hocazade on the Ontological Status of Corporeal Form

The debate for Hocazade here turns specifically on whether corporeal form
functions at the level of genus, thereby allowing diversity in its concomi-
tants, or at the level of species, where such variation would be impossible.
In addressing the claim that corporeal form must be a species-forming quid-
dity (mahiyya naw‘iyya), Hocazade’s Lemma 49 notes that, according to the
Peripatetic framework, genus has no extramental instantiation apart from its
actualization through a determining differentia (fas/). In reality, genus and
differentia are coextensive in both ontological constitution and existence.
Accordingly, the genus-forming nature (tabi‘a jinsiyya), insofar as it exists
extramentally, is always realized through diverse determinations, and its con-
comitants may therefore vary. By contrast, the species-forming nature (tabia
nawyya) is already determinate and fully actualized, which precludes varia-
tion in its essential concomitants. Hocazade invokes this distinction in order
to contest that corporeal form can be treated as a genus-like nature whose
properties remain open to further specification or which requires further dif-
ferentiation for its actualization. Rather, corporeal form must be understood
as a determinate and self-subsistent species-forming quiddity, whose essential
concomitants follow necessarily from what it is.

In Lemma 50, Hocazade presents a further objection that reopens the issue
by questioning whether corporeal form has in fact been demonstrated to be
a species-forming quiddity. Drawing on the Peripatetic account of genus and
differentia, the objection argues that any nature may acquire additional attri-
butes once specified by differentiating features and thus challenges the claim
that corporeal form possesses a fixed and unique species-forming quiddity.
The force of the objection lies in undermining the very premise on which the
previous reply depended, namely that corporeal form should be treated as a
fully actualized species rather than as a more indeterminate genus-like nature.

A refutation of Razi’s point also appears in another work by Abhari called
the Kashf al-haqa’iq,"'® a work that was known and circulated among scholars

109 Moreover, treating substance as the genus of body introduces further difficulties into the
definition of natural bodies. See ibid., 91—93.

110 Without directly rejecting Raz1’s inference but rather seeking to circumvent it, AbharT’s
Kashf also maintains that even if differentiae are substances, they do not automatically
fall under the genus “substance,” since “substance” is not predicated of differentiae in the
same way a genus is predicated of its species. In this way, Abhari preserves the coherence
of substantial quiddities while avoiding Raz1’s regress and contradiction. For the passage:
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of the period." In response to the assertion that corporeal form is “without
doubt” the specific quiddity of body (and thereby making body a genus, which
poses a problem in the eyes of the theologians), Abhari objected that this claim
lacked demonstration. The genus-forming nature, in the philosophers’ sense,
cannot exist without specification by prior differentiae; once so specified, it
is accompanied by extraneous properties. If the corporeal form is a genus in
this way, its actualization will necessarily entail the attachment of such non-
essential attributes. The burden of proof rests on demonstrating that corporeal
form does not undergo this process and instead exists as a determinate species-
forming quiddity from the outset.

A possible reply to Razi’s objection is also found in Shams al-Din al-Isfahani’s
(d. 749/1349) commentary on Nasir al-Din Tas1's (d. 672/1274) Tajrid al-itigad,
a theological handbook widely used in the Ottoman madrasa, where he offers
a middle path to justify the Avicennan position that corporeal form consti-
tutes a species-forming quiddity. The passage enumerates several reasons why
substance cannot be taken as a genus. One of Isfahani’s recurring objections
resembles the stance developed by Mullazade and Hocazade: for corporeal
form to qualify as a specific quiddity, and thereby make body a genus, the very
sense in which substance is said to be a genus requires clarification. What is
meant, Isfahant’s objection explains, is not that substance is a genus in an abso-
lute sense, but that it is a genus only with respect to species, not with respect to
differentiae. In this way, Raz1’s critique is softened: the genushood of substance
is understood not as intrinsic or universal, but as relative and limited to its
relation to species, thereby approximating Raz1’s earlier point that substance
may at most be called a “genus by way of mental conception” (bi-l-itibar).

“We reply: We do not concede that, if the differentiae are substances, they must there-
fore fall under the genus ‘substance.’ That consequence follows only if substance were
predicated of differentia in the same way that a genus is predicated of its species; and
that is precisely what is not granted.” See al-Abhari, Kashf al-haqa’iq fi tahrir al-daq@’iq,
ed. Hiiseyin Sarioglu (Istanbul: Cantay, 2001), 310.

111 AbharT’s Kashf, which seems like one of his better-known books after the Hidaya, was
included under two separate categories (Islamic and philosophical sciences) in ‘Atafi’s
listing of Bayezid 11's royal library. This dual classification reflects the text’s fusion of
Avicennan philosophy and theology. Dimitri Gutas, “Philosophical Manuscripts. Two
Alternative Philosophies,” in Treasures of Knowledge: An Inventory of the Ottoman Palace
Library (1502/3-1503/4), ed. Giilru Necipoglu, Cemal Kafadar, and Cornell Fleischer, vol. 1
(Leiden: Brill, 2019), 909; 911; 914. For a copy of the Kashfwith Bayezid 11’s seal, see Zeynep
Atbas, “Preliminary List of Manuscripts Stamped with Bayezid 11's Seal in the Topkap1
Palace Museum Library,” ibid., 965.
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Nevertheless, after surveying the various arguments, Isfahani ultimately con-
cludes that he has reached no definitive judgment on the matter.!2

In sum, the dispute concerns the ontological status of corporeal form and,
more fundamentally, whether body is to be understood through a hylomorphic
analysis of genus, differentia, matter, and form, or as a simple substance known
only through its concomitants. Whereas Razi rejects the Avicennan genus-
differentia framework and denies that substance functions as a true genus,
thereby undermining the demonstrative basis of hylomorphism, Hocazade
preserves the Peripatetic account by insisting on the distinction between
genus-forming and species-forming natures. His response seeks to show that
corporeal form is not a genus-like substrate awaiting further specification but
a determinate species-forming nature whose essential concomitants follow
necessarily from its actuality. In doing so, he acknowledges the force of Raz1's
challenge while defending the hylomorphic conception of body against its
reduction to a simple substance defined solely through its concomitants.!'3

5 Hylomorphic Creationism in Hocazade’s Tahafut al-falasifa

Apart from an independent treatise on cause and effect, in which Hocazade
explicitly affirms the validity of hylomorphism, declaring that any denial of
its existence amounts to stubborn denial (mukabara),'** the only other work
in which he engages the philosophers’ doctrine of hylomorphism is his cele-
brated adjudication of Aba Hamid al-Ghazali’s (d. 505/1111) Tahafut al-falasifa.

In the specific context of hylomorphism in Hocazade’s Tahafut, the first
metaphysical discussion on the weaknesses of the philosophers’ proof for the
world’s pre-eternity includes an extended treatment of hylomorphic composi-
tion and the demonstration of prime matter. There, the fourth proof invokes

112 “Objection. The intended meaning of the claim ‘substance is a genus’ is that substance
is a genus for the species, not for the differentiae; thus it would be a genus with respect
to species, and merely an accidental concomitant with respect to differentiae, without
contradiction. [...] As for whether substance is a genus or not, I have no settled judgment.”
See al-Isfahani, Tasdid al-gawa’id, ed. Khaled bin Hammad al-‘Adwani, vol. 1 (Kuwait: Dar
al-diya’, 2012), 548.

113  For Razr’s reducing species form into an accident, see also Abdelhamid I. Sabra, “Science
and Philosophy in Medieval Islamic Theology: The Evidence of the Fourteenth Century,”
Zeitschrift fiir Geschichte der Arabisch-Islamischen Wissenschaften 9 (1994): 33.

114 ‘I say: Fair judgment requires acknowledging that each of matter and form is a part of
the composite. Denying this is stubborn denial, and any attempt to specify otherwise is
inadmissible.” See Hocazade, Risala fi [-1lla wa-l-ma‘lal (Stleymaniye Library, Ms Esad
Efendi 1161), 98b.
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prime matter, eternally emanated by the Active Intellect, as a foundational
principle of the philosophers’ cosmological model. In presenting this argu-
ment, Hocazade closely reproduces the hylomorphic framework, echoing the
language of his gloss on the Hidaya, while clarifying the claim that every body
is composed of three principles and explaining the relation of prime matter to
corporeal and species forms.!!> He ultimately judges the proof weak and incon-
clusive, however, not because he rejects prime matter as such, but because he
rejects its grounding in the emanationist cosmology of the philosophers.!'6 In
the passage, prime matter remains conceivable only if recast within a theologi-
cal framework, namely as something created by a free-choosing divine agent
rather than as an eternal substrate emanating from the Giver of Forms (wahib
al-suwar), i.e., the divine effluence from the supranatural dator formarum.\?
Hylomorphism thus becomes acceptable insofar as it is subordinated to divine
omnipotence and volition: once the Active Intellect is replaced by God’s freely
choosing will, the doctrine may be retained. In this way, Hocazade effectively
kalamizes the philosophers’ notion of the First Principle (al-mabda’ al-awwal),
recasting it within a theological framework centered on divine agency.!'8

In later chapters of the Physics of the Isharat, Avicenna also identifies the
cause that ensures the subsistence of matter and form in one another as an
external principle, that is, the Giver of Forms or the Active Intellect, an ini-
tial principle central to Arabic philosophical thought and underwriting the
emanationist claim of the world’s pre-eternity.!® This feature seems to be left

115 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, ed. Luay Hatem Ya‘qab (Dar al-risala al-‘alamiyya, 2018),
89—9o.

116 Ibid,, 125.

117 The Giver of Forms constitutes a central element of Avicenna’s emanationist cosmology,
known to the Latin West principally through Books vi11 and 1x of the Metaphysics of the
Shifa’. In this account, the separate intellects and their corresponding celestial spheres
proceed by eternal emanation from the First Cause, the Necessary Existent, understood
as an eternal efficient cause. The lowest of these separate intellects, the Active Intellect, is
the source from which the substantial forms of the sublunary world emanate and is there-
fore designated the “Giver of Forms.” Although this doctrine exerted a lasting influence
on Latin philosophy, its reception tended to emphasize its epistemological function in
human cognition, whereas in Avicenna it primarily serves an ontological and cosmologi-
cal role as the source of sublunary substantial forms. See Dag Nikolaus Hasse, “Avicenna’s
Giver of Forms in Latin Philosophy, Especially in the Works of Albertus Magnus,” in The
Arabic, Hebrew and Latin Reception of Avicenna’s Metaphysics, 225.

118 Hocazade, Tahafut, 123-25.

119 See Chapter 19: “[...] but rather, it must be due to some other external cause, whereby
each one of them subsists together with or by means of the other.” See Ibn Sina, al-Isharat,
2:214-18, esp. 217-18. Also see Ibn Sina, The Physics, 1:54—65. As for the role of the Giver of
Forms: Jon McGinnis, “Avicenna’s Natural Philosophy,” in Interpreting Avicenna, ed. Peter
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deliberately uncommented in the later Hidaya textual tradition. It is striking
that neither Mullazade nor Hocazade mentions the central Neoplatonic doc-
trine of the Giver of Forms in their discussions of hylomorphism, whether to
distance themselves from the doctrine of the world’s pre-eternity or simply to
avoid associating hylomorphism with such a metaphysical framework, thereby
leaving it unopposed to the ex nihilo creationism of the kalam tradition.
Though Abhari’s original text is clearly eternalist,!2 this strategic ambiguity
in paratexts may partly explain the Hidaya’s widespread adoption in the Otto-
man madrasa setting, where theological compatibility, at least on the surface,
could often be a prerequisite for curricular inclusion.

Another explanation for Hocazade’s open endorsement of hylomorphism is
that the doctrine was not counted among the doctrines marking the boundary
of unbelief (kufr), since, as Ghazali famously stated in the Tahafut, only three
views fall into it: the pre-eternity of the world, God’s knowledge of particulars,
and the denial of bodily resurrection. Alnoor Dhanani, in his study of refer-
ences to atomism in Ghazal’s works, argues that he frequently overlooks or
summarily dismisses arguments in favor of the discrete cellular conception of
space associated with traditional kalam atomism, regarding them as weak from
the standpoint of geometrical demonstration. At most, therefore, Ghazali may
be described as a “lukewarm atomist.”'?! On this basis, an agnostic or noncom-
mittal stance on hylomorphism could be readily maintained.!?2 It is thus telling
that the introduction to Hocazade’s Tahafut characterizes the philosophers’
doctrines in metaphysics as generating the gravest conflicts with theology,
while their doctrines in natural philosophy cause comparatively minor ten-
sions, without incurring charges of apostasy.!?® I suggest that Hocazade’s
endorsement of hylomorphism in this book is consistent with his broader
acknowledgment and defense of the doctrine elsewhere. Indeed, Hocazade’s
position extends beyond mere agnosticism or methodological indifference. He

Adamson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 9o; Kara Richardson, “Avicenna
and Aquinas on Form and Generation,” in The Arabic, Hebrew and Latin Reception of Avi-
cenna’s Metaphysics, ed. Dag Nikolaus Hasse and Amos Bertolacci (Berlin: De Gruyter,
2011), 259—72.

120 Andreas Lammer, “Eternity and Origination on the Works of Sayf al-Din al-Amidi and
Athir al-Din al-Abhari: Two Discussions from the Seventh/Thirteenth Century,” The Mus-
lim World 107.3 (2017): 462; 477-78.

121 Dhanani, “The Impact,” 87-89.

122 Due to the lack of conclusive proofs for the competing cosmologies of philosophers and
theologians, Ghazali, Frank Griffel argues, remained agnostic regarding the doctrine
of secondary causation; see Frank Griffel, Al-Ghazali's Philosophical Theology (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2010), 278; 285.

123 Hocazade, Tahafut al-falasifa, 53.
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appears firmly committed to the explanatory adequacy of Avicennan hylomor-
phism, provided that it is severed from emanationist metaphysics and does not
entail the pre-eternity of the world at the expense of divine will.

6 Conclusion: Hocazade’s Defense and Compartmentalization
of Hylomorphism

As one of the few surviving fifteenth-century Ottoman texts devoted to Avicen-
nan natural philosophy, Hocazade’s gloss offers a valuable window onto the
reception of Avicennism in the early Ottoman madrasa. It reveals how schol-
ars appropriated, contested, and reformulated Avicennan doctrines while
illuminating broader processes of disciplinary formation. Far from a cursory
annotation on Mullazade’s commentary, the gloss constitutes a sustained
critical engagement with both text and tradition, revising, strengthening, and
defending key philosophical doctrines (especially hylomorphism) against
postclassical theological criticism.

Among its most significant contributions, the gloss offers a defense of hylo-
morphism by affirming its pedagogical necessity and by preserving the priority
of natural philosophy as an epistemic and ontological foundation of metaphys-
ical inquiry. The priority accorded to natural philosophy is epistemic because
it furnishes the conceptual and demonstrative foundations required for the
higher sciences, and ontological because hylomorphism constitutes the very
quiddity of corporeal beings, the proper subject matter of natural philosophy,
while the necessary concomitance of continuity and corporeal form expresses
an essential feature of that hylomorphic constitution. The study of natural
philosophy is thus indispensable not merely as a pedagogical prerequisite, but
because mastering its principles is necessary both for sound demonstration
and for the ascent to metaphysics. At the same time, Hocazade strengthens
Mullazade’s Avicennan commitments at points where the latter leaves argu-
ments underdeveloped, particularly by clarifying the Aristotelian-Avicennan
vocabulary of continuity, corporeality, and the receptivity of prime matter to
continuity and discontinuity. He further seeks to demonstrate the validity of
the proof for prime matter against theological objections and misconceptions.
In addition, he reiterates Avicenna’s arguments in light of criticisms advanced
by Jurjani and Razi, addressing disputes over the substantial and accidental
senses of continuity, the status of body as a genus, and the relation between
corporeal form and species-forming quiddity. The gloss thus emerges as a sig-
nificant Ottoman intervention in the ongoing negotiation between Avicennan
philosophy and postclassical theology. At once an exegetical guide to and a

10.1163/18778372-12340053 | ORIENS (2026) 1-64



NEGOTIATING ARISTOTELIAN-AVICENNAN NATURAL PHILOSOPHY 53

pedagogical defense of natural philosophy, and of hylomorphism in particular,
it reveals both the fault lines of the tradition and the interpretive strategies
developed to preserve it, while equipping students and colleagues to navigate
the conceptual subtleties, contested doctrines, and unresolved problems of
the Avicennan commentarial tradition.

Ottoman scholarship was far from monolithic, and scholars differed con-
siderably regarding the extent to which philosophy should be studied and
incorporated into the madrasa curriculum. Hocazade formed part of a nar-
row circle of madrasa professors who affirmed the truth of certain Avicennan
doctrines; accordingly, his enthusiastic and insistent endorsement of hylomor-
phism should be understood within the context of the emerging sociotype of
the “verifier” (muhaqqiq), as praised by later Ottoman literati such as Katib
Celebi.’?* At the same time, other contemporary figures, such as ‘Ali Qushjt
(d. 879/1474), pursued anti-Aristotelian projects driven by a distinct intel-
lectual agenda: to free astronomy from the idées fixes of Aristotelian natural
philosophy'?> while challenging key elements of the hylomorphic account
of nature.126 These competing trajectories are particularly striking given that
hylomorphism had dominated both the Latin and Islamic intellectual tradi-
tions for centuries. Whereas its decline in early modern Europe accompanied
the erosion of Aristotelianism and the rise of corpuscular and mechanistic
explanations of nature, Ottoman scholars such as Qushji had arguably already
begun to explore alternatives to Aristotelian physics from within the post-
Avicennan tradition itself.127

124 Katib Celebi, Kashf al-zunin, 1:680.

125 This intellectual shift within Islamic astronomy opened the way for an alternative phys-
ics independent of Aristotelian constraints, thereby making possible new accounts of
celestial motion beyond the traditional framework of natural philosophy. See F. Jamil
Ragep, “Freeing Astronomy from Philosophy: An Aspect of Islamic Influence on Science,’
Osiris 16 (2001): 49—71; idem., “Copernicus and His Islamic Predecessors: Some Histori-
cal Remarks,” History of Science 45 (2007): 65-81; idem., “Ali Qashji and Regiomontanus:
Eccentric Transformations and Copernican Revolutions,” Journal for the History of Astron-
omy 36.4 (2005): 35971

126  Qushji contested the hylomorphist framework in favor of Suhrawardi’s notion of “pure
extension,” thereby introducing a mathematical foundation to physics independent of
Aristotelian philosophical constraints. He defines the quiddity of a natural body as a dis-
continuous extension, while its figure and appearance are continuous. See ‘Ali Qushji,
Sharh Tajrid al-aqa’id (Tehran, 1269/1890), 236; discussed in Thsan Fazhoglu, “Ilm-i
mendziy,” in TDVIA, vol. 22 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2000), 132; for the extended
version: “Osmanhlarda Optik” (retrieved May 12, 2026 via https://fazlioglu.blogspot.com
/2018 /07/prof-dr-ihsan-fazlioglu-osmanlilarda-optik.html).

127 Nicola Polloni and Sylvain Roudaut, “Hylomorphism into Pieces? Introductory Remarks,”
in Hylomorphism into Pieces: Elements, Atoms, and Corpuscles in Natural Philosophy and
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The Ottoman curriculum in philosophical theology was subsequently con-
solidated through influential textbooks such as the Mawagqif(Iji/Jurjani) and the
Tajrid al-i‘tigad (Tasi/Isfahani/Jurjani), both of which became standard works
of postclassical kalam. In works constructed within this framework, debates
about hylomorphism were typically treated under metaphysics, specifically in
the sections on substance and the subdivisions of body. The apparent tension
with kalam manuals that affirm atomism, aligned with creatio ex nihilo and
anti-eternalist commitments, does not signal curricular incoherence so much
as Ottoman disciplinary compartmentalization: Avicennan physics could be
taught as a constrained, explainatory natural-philosophical model, with Neo-
platonic elements such as the Giver of Forms/Active Intellect, emanationism,
and pre-eternity bracketed.

How, then, could the same madrasa environment accommodate both works
defending Avicennan hylomorphism and theological manuals that criticized,
modified, or rejected Avicennan doctrines? That is, what can be said about the
unity of the sciences and teaching curriculum in postclassical institutions, in
a context where two opposing structures and conceptualizations of natural
bodies prevail? If one seeks a contemporary analogy, think less of institutional
contradiction and more of deliberate pluralism, akin to modern universities
where Islamic theology may question Darwin’s evolutionary theory while biol-
ogy teaches it, that is, competing frameworks co-taught for distinct purposes
to cultivate dialectical competence rather than to enforce a single ontology.
Such compartmentalization between theology and the natural sciences was
not unique to the premodern madrasa but remains visible in universities in the
Middle East and elsewhere.128

Although controversial, seemingly in tension with core theological commit-
ments to God’s will and direct creation ex nihilo, it was not regarded by the
theologians as their principal adversary even in popular madrasa handbooks of

Medicine, 1400-1600, ed. Nicola Polloni and Sylvain Roudaut (Cham: Springer, 2024), 1-27;
Christoph Liithy, John Murdoch, and William Newman, eds., Late Medieval and Early
Modern Corpuscular Matter Theories (Leiden: Brill, 2001); Christoph Grellard and Auré-
lien Robert, eds., Atomism in Late Medieval Philosophy and Theology (Leiden: Brill, 2008).

128 Cf. Marwa Elshakry, Reading Darwin in Arabic, 1860-1950 (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 2013), which demonstrates that the reception of Darwin in the modern Arab
world cannot be reduced to a simple conflict between evolutionary science and religious
thought. Rather, evolutionary theory generated a range of theological and philosophical
appropriations, accommodations, and critiques, illustrating how multiple explanatory
frameworks could coexist within a single intellectual and educational landscape without
collapsing into a single ontology. For the Anglophone contexts of post-Darwinist conflict,
see William B. Drees, Religion, Science and Naturalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), 63—74-
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Sunni creed.!?? This is because, for postclassical kalam, so long as God’s divine
transcendence (tagdis) was upheld,'3? both hylomorphism and atomism could
function as legitimate explanatory models: whether or not true in themselves,
each served to demonstrate His necessary existence and pre-eternity, and both
were especially compatible with the notion of a freely choosing God. Neither
was considered incompatible with the divine attributes, enabling theologi-
cal manuals such as Jurjan1’s Sharh al-Mawagqif to treat hylomorphism with a
largely agnostic neutrality or a noncommittal stance.!3!

Yet the toleration of hylomorphism did not eliminate broader anxieties sur-
rounding the study of Avicennan philosophy. Because Avicennism remained
associated with doctrines such as the eternity of the world, scholars contin-
ued to confront doubts about its legitimacy and pedagogical value. One way
of reading Hocazade’s defense therefore is as a pedagogical attempt to justify
the place of an Avicennan scientific discipline within the madrasa curriculum
in the face of concerns likely voiced by students and colleagues alike. Such

129 A comparable assessment appears in Muslihuddin Mustafa KastalanT’s (d. 9o1/1496) cel-
ebrated gloss on Taftazan's Sharh al-Aqa’id, a standard madrasa text studied well into the
twentieth century. A contemporary of Hocazade, Kastalani was among the few scholars
whom the latter is reported to have openly respected during his lifetime (Hoca Sa‘deddin,
Taciit-tevarih, 2:482). Although situated within an Ash‘arl atomist framework, neither
Taftazani nor Kastalani categorically rejects Aristotelian hylomorphism; rather, both
identify weaknesses in the proofs advanced for hylomorphism — especially those rest-
ing on the doctrine of an eternal prime matter, with its implications for the pre-eternity
of the world and Avicenna’s denial of bodily resurrection — as well as in the proofs for
atomism, concluding that neither explanatory model is without difficulty. Taftazani
further notes that Fakhr al-Din al-Razi ultimately suspended judgment on the matter,
whereas Kastalani appears to favor avoiding the philosophers’ account when necessary:
“[...] Although one may answer these arguments [for the eternality of prime matter] in
another way, the author indicates that such responses are insufficient by themselves.
Rather, one must appeal to additional premises accepted among the theologians.” See the
reprint of the litograph edition in al-Kastalani, Hashiyat al-Kastalli ‘ala Sharh al-Aqa’id
(Istanbul: Celik Cilt Matbaasi, 1966), 52. For the later reception of this discussion of the
eternity of prime matter in Hidaya paratexts and Ottoman Turkish translations, see Cem
Tiirkoz, “The Making of an Ottoman Tradition of Natural Philosophy ca. 1500-1800” (PhD
diss., Harvard University, 2026), 283-86.

130 Fakhr al-Din al-Razi redefines muhdath as “that whose non-existence precedes its exis-
tence,” thereby aligning the philosophers’ notion of the pre-eternal (gadim) with the
theologians’ emphasis on temporal origination. He further links this synthesizing move
to RazT's treatment of the conversion of proofs (in‘ikas al-adilla), where their role as direct
foundations of firm belief is downplayed (Osman Demir, “Fahreddin er-Razi'de Cevher-i
Ferd,” 542). Also see Muammer Iskenderoglu, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi and Thomas Aquinas on
the Question of the Eternity of the World (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 119—22.

131 al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif, 7169.
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concerns were sufficiently widespread that they found explicit expression in
other commentarial engagements with the Hidaya.

A notable example is the work of Molla Salahaddin, a former tutor of Sul-
tan Bayezid 11 (r. 886/1481-918/1512). Composed while teaching AbharT’s text,
his gloss on the Hidaya became a highly regarded reference among students
and circulated throughout the Ottoman scholarly milieu.!3? Significantly,
Salahaddin opens his work by addressing whether adherence to certain philo-
sophical doctrines, including the pre-eternity of the world, the impossibility of
cosmic rupture and recomposition, and the eventual cessation of punishment
in paradise and hell, entails a rejection of faith. While acknowledging that phi-
losophers may affirm such views, he argues that they do not expel one from
Islam unless accompanied by an explicit denial of the Prophet or rejection of
his transmitted message. Drawing on TasT’s Sharh al-Muhassal, which notes
that some Muslims, including Avicenna and his followers, upheld the eternity
of the world, Salahaddin invokes the principle articulated in the Mawagif that
unbelief (kufr) arises from conscious assent, not from the mere entailment of
a heretical conclusion.!33

While Salahaddin deemed it necessary to insert such a defense, Hocazade
does not include comparable disclaimers. By extending discussions beyond
those found in the base text through excursuses, exegetical clarifications,
and aporetical reflections, commentaries and glosses enable us to trace the
reception and transformation of doctrines within particular intellectual con-
texts. Seen in this light, the apparent discrepancy in Hocazade’s corpus, that
is, affirming hylomorphism in his materials on the eternalist Abhari’s Hidaya

132 He was also renowned for his gloss on Taftazant’s Sharh al-Aqa’id. See Hoca Sa‘deddin,
Taciit-tevarih, 2:501; Kashf al-gunun, 21146. Several copies of Salahaddin’s gloss are
preserved in Turkish manuscript libraries, the two earliest recorded copies being Ms
Diyarbakir il Halk 758, dated in the catalogue to 866/1461-62, and Ms Beyazit 3984, dated
to 867/1462-63.

133 “If yousay: It will be seen later that the commentator supports the pre-eternity (gidam) of
the world and denies the possibility of cosmic rupture (kkirg) or recomposition (iltiam),
and affirms the existence of spiritual paradise and hell (al-janna wa-l-nar al-rahaniyya)
and the eventual end of their punishment. If he adopts this as doctrine (madhhab),
you may claim he exits Islam. I reply: Even if that is conceded, it would not expel him
from the Islamic community (milal islamiyya) so long as he does not deny the Prophet
(peace be upon him), and he does not do so in what the Prophet has conveyed. In his
Sharh al-Muhassal under the division of bodies (agsam al-ajsam), he says: ‘Among the
Muslims are those who believe in the eternity of the world, like Aba ‘Ali [Ibn Sina] and
his followers. The basis for declaring someone an unbeliever (kafir) is not entailment
of unbelief (luzam al-kufr) but affirmation of it, as stated explicitly in al-Mawagqif” See
Molla Salahaddin, Hashiya ‘ala Sharh Hidaya al-hikma (Bursa Inebey Library, Ms Hiiseyin
Celebi1018), 132a.

10.1163/18778372-12340053 | ORIENS (2026) 1-64



NEGOTIATING ARISTOTELIAN-AVICENNAN NATURAL PHILOSOPHY 57

while rejecting the pre-eternity of prime matter in the Tahafut, reflects not
inconsistency but differences of genre, audience, and disciplinary orienta-
tion. His conclusions shift according to whether a question is framed within
hikma or kalam. As a “creationist Avicennan,” Hocazade remained committed
to the pedagogical value of Avicennan natural philosophy while rejecting its
emanationist metaphysics. His gloss thus reveals how early Ottoman schol-
ars preserved Avicennan natural philosophy by mounting an epistemic and
ontological defense of hylomorphism as an indispensable principle of philo-
sophical inquiry, showing that its continued place in the fifteenth-century
Ottoman madrasa depended not on the absence of theological criticism but
on its careful confinement to the domain of natural philosophy, whose peda-
gogical priority over metaphysics remained intact.
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