
CHAPTER SEVEN

AVICENNA’S ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD: 

WAS HE REALLY INFLUENCED BY THE MUTAKALLIMÙN ?

Ömer Mahir Alper

The studies of Avicenna (d. 428/1037) in recent years have clearly

stated that as a member of the Islamic intellectual environment, in

which “mutakallimùn” and “falàsifa” had much in common concep-

tually as well as terminologically, the mutakallimùn did influence him.

Jean Jolivet suggested that the origins of Avicenna’s distinction between

essence and existence lay not in ancient Greek philosophy, as has

generally been supposed, but in early Kalàm, and specifically in the

ninth and tenth century debates among mutakallimùn over how the

terms “thing” and “existent” relate to each other.1 Robert Wisnovsky

also, providing evidence that gives qualified support to Jolivet’s hypoth-

esis, argued that Jolivet is correct in highlighting the Kalàm background

to Avicenna’s essence-existence distinction.2 Michael E. Marmura’s

article, “Avicenna and the Kalàm” focuses on Avicenna’s criticisms

of Kalàm, that is to say, its negative influence on him; however, he

also claimed that Avicenna was possibly influenced on some issues

like his theory of efficient causality and his concept of tawàtur, that

is, an epistemological principle, in a positive way by Kalàm as well.3

Certainly the claim that Avicenna was influenced by the mutakallimùn

is not new. Averroes (d. 595/1198) himself, as a faylasùf, criticized

important elements of Avicenna’s philosophy based on these grounds.

Thus Averroes blamed Avicenna for being influenced both in his

philosophical method and in certain concepts of metaphysics and

physics by the mutakallimùn and then criticized him for failing to fol-

low Aristotle.4 In a similar manner Ibn Taymìya (d. 728/1328) also

1 Jean Jolivet (1984).
2 Robert Wisnovsky (2000a).
3 Michael E. Marmura (1992), especially 177.
4 For an analytical study of Averroes’ criticism of Avicenna see Ömer Mahir

Alper (2001).
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asserted in his several books, such as Dar" ta'àru∂ al-'aql wa-n-naql and

ar-Radd 'alá l-Man†iqìyìn, that Avicenna had been influenced by the

mutakallimùn and used their methods and ideas.5

One of the important issues, which both Averroes and Ibn Taymìya,
starting from similar points, claimed for evidence that Avicenna had

been influenced by the mutakallimùn, is Avicenna’s proof for the exis-

tence of God (iΔbàt al-wà[ib). The aim of the present work is to study

and discuss whether the mutakallimùn really did influence Avicenna’s

argument for the existence of God, and if so, exactly to what extent.

I do this within the framework of Averroes’ and Ibn Taymìya’s argu-

ments and also analyze the basic points of their arguments. In the first

section, I deal with the claims of Averroes and Ibn Taymìya, and

in the second section with Avicenna’s argument for the existence of

God. In addition, in the final section, I compare Avicenna’s argu-

ment for the existence of God with that of the mutakallimùn’s and

demonstrate the extent of the influence of Kalàm thinkers on Avicenna

in light of the main points of criticism by Averroes and Ibn Taymìya.

I. An Outline of The Claims of Averroes and Ibn Taymìya

In several works Averroes asserts that Avicenna had followed the

mutakallimùn, especially A“'arites, in his argument for the existence

of God by using their method, which is dialectical, and their con-

cepts.6 In his al-Ka“f 'an manàhi[ al-adilla, which has a chapter dedi-

cated to examining the arguments of the different theological groups

regarding the creation of the world and our knowledge of God’s

existence, Averroes refers to A“'arite theologians who base their proof

for the existence of God on the argument from the creation of the

world (al-˙udùΔ). Regarding the creation of the world, the A“'arites
had two main arguments. The first argument, which is famous and

is adopted by most A“'arites, is based on three premises:

1. Atoms cannot exist without accidents.

2. Accidents were created (˙àdiΔ); and so likewise by extension atoms.

3. The world is a composite of atoms and accidents.

130 avicenna on theology and metaphysics

5 See, for example, Ibn Taymìya, Dar" ta'àru∂ al-'aql wa-n-naql (1979–1981), 8:131–
136; henceforth, Dar" ta'àru∂; and also ar-Radd 'alá l-man†iqìyìn (1993), 2:56.

6 See, for example, Averroes, Tahàfut at-tahàfut (1981), 1:125–126; II:444–445;
henceforth, Tahàfut at-tahàfut. Also see 'Abdurrahman Badawì (1980), 285 fn.
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Hence the world was created, and so it must necessarily have a

Creator (Mu˙diΔ).7

The second argument by which Avicenna was influenced accord-

ing to Averroes, was developed by al-]uwaynì (d. 478/1085) in his

book, ar-Risàla an-NiΩàmìya. It is based upon two premises:

1. The world in its totality is contingent ([à"iz/mumkin).

2. The contingent was created.

Hence the world was created, and so it must have a Creator nec-

essarily.8

Only the second argument of al-]uwaynì for the creation of the

world is examined here because of its centrality in this study. Moreover,

I treat the argument as it is found in his own work rather than

Averroes’ presentation of it.

Al-]uwaynì argues that it is admissible or acceptable that the

world or nature could have been different from what it is now. It

could be greater or smaller and have a different form. The natural

world and laws could be different from what we know now. This

does not need reflection, but could be known by necessity. Since out

of all possible states and shapes one state came into existence, there

must have been something that singled it out (mura[[i˙), which proves

that the world is created. The same agent that selected that partic-

ular state is the Creator who is endowed with a will.9

It should be mentioned that al-]uwaynì explains not only shapes

or states of possible things, but also “the existence of the contingent

world” through particularization (ta¢ßìß). He states that “the existence

of a contingent thing is possible ([à"iz al-wu[ùd ), for it is possible to

conceive its existence (wu[ùduhù) rather than its non-existence ('adamahù).

Similarly, we may conceive its non-existence rather than its existence.

Since it was particularized by the possible existence rather than the

admissible non-existence, it must have needed a particularizer (iftaqara

ilá mu¢aßßiß). This particularizer is the Almighty Creator.”10

Averroes claims that Avicenna followed this second manner of rea-

soning of the A“'arites for his proof of the existence of God. In other

avicenna’s argument for the existence of god 131

7 Averroes, al-Ka“f 'an manàhi[ al-adilla (1998), 105; henceforth, al-Ka“f.
8 Al-Ka“f, 111–112.
9 Al-]uwaynì, al-'Aqìda an-NiΩàmìya fì l-arkàn al-Islàmìya (1992), 13, 16.

10 Al-]uwaynì, Luma" al-adilla fì qawà"id ahl as-Sunna (1965), 80–81; see also, Kitàb
al-Ir“àd (1950), 28.
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words, he claims that Avicenna, in a way, used al-]uwaynì’s argument

and premises.11 The world in its totality is contingent; since the con-

tingent can equally exist or not exist, the world as a contingent being

must have a particularizer who particularized its actual existence.

In his Tahàfut at-tahàfut, Averroes makes clearer the point that the

mutakallimùn influenced Avicenna. According to him the first to bring

into philosophy the proof of the impossibility of an infinite modal

causal series was Avicenna. The argument in a nutshell is: each single

cause of a series is either possible in itself or necessary; if it is nec-

essary, it needs no cause, and if it is possible, then the whole series

needs a cause additional to its essence, a cause standing outside of

the series. Avicenna regarded this proof as superior to those given

by the ancients (al-qudamà"), since he claimed that it was based on

the essence of the existent, whereas the older proofs were based on

accidents consequent on the First Principle. This proof Avicenna

took from the theologians, who regarded the dichotomy of existence

into possible and necessary as self-evident, and assumed that the pos-

sible needs an agent and that the world in its totality, as being pos-

sible, needs a necessarily existent agent. This was the theory of the

Mu'tazilites before the A“'arites, and it is a good argument, except

for the assumption that the world as a whole is contingent, which

is not self-evident.12

Similarly, Ibn Taymìya maintained that regarding the proof for

the existence of God Avicenna followed the mutakallimùn and that

they influenced him rather than ancient philosophers such as Aristotle.13

Avicenna argued that the world in its totality is contingent since the

contingent (world) can equally exist or not exist. Hence the world

must have a particularizer, a necessarily existent agent, who partic-

ularized the world’s actual existence. According to Ibn Taymìya
Avicenna took this proof from the books of Muslim theologians, espe-

cially Mu'tazilites, and used it by combining it with certain philo-

sophical ideas.14

132 avicenna on theology and metaphysics

11 Al-Ka“f, 113.
12 Tahàfut at-tahàfut, 2:444–445.
13 Dar" ta'àru∂, 8:127.
14 Ibid., 8:135; li-annahù a¢a≈a 'anhum [mutakallimì l-Islàm] anna ta¢ßìßa a˙adi

“-“ay"ayni l-mutamaΔΔilayi l-mu˙daΔayni dùna l-à¢ar là budda lahù min mu¢aßßißin . . . fa-a¢a≈a
min ≈àlika anna ta¢ßìßa l-mumkini bi-l-wu[ùdi là budda lahù min mù[ib.
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Consequently, according to both Averroes and Ibn Taymìya the

main points of Kalàm influence on Avicenna’s argument for the exis-

tence of God can be summarized as follows:

1. Existence is divided into the possible and the necessary. Here the

former means that which has a cause and the latter means that

which has no cause.

2. The world in its totality is contingent, and every contingent being

that can equally exist or not exist needs a particularizer, who par-

ticularized its actual existence.

Next we will examine Avicenna’s argument for the existence of God

to see whether the mutakallimùn in fact influenced him in light of

these two points. In other words, we will see to what extent Averroes

and Ibn Taymìya got Avicenna right regarding this issue.

II. Avicenna’s Argument for the Existence of God

It is possible to say that Avicenna used several proofs for the existence

of God, such as the proof from movement15 and the proof from

causality.16 His most famous and comprehensive proof, though, and

the one that had the most wide-ranging influence in both the East

and the West is the proof from necessarily existent being and possibly

avicenna’s argument for the existence of god 133

15 The basic origins of the proof from movement can be found in Aristotle’s
Physics VII 1 and VIII 5. The world possesses movement and all movement requires
a mover. Since there cannot be an infinite series of movers, the series must ulti-
mately rest in the Unmoved First Mover. As Avicenna himself summarizes it: “It
must be clear to you, after our discussion in the Physics, that an infinite incorporeal
power exists who is the origin (mabda") of the first movement” (Avicenna, a“-”ifà":
al-Ilàhìyàt (1960a), 2:373).

16 The proof is not much more than a variation on the proof from necessarily
existent being. In brief, it holds that although causes might be infinite in number,
their series cannot go on ad infinitum. There does, therefore, exist a Necessary
Uncaused Being in whom the series terminates and the world owes its existence to
that Being. Ibn Sìnà puts it thus: “Every totality formed successively of causes and
effects in which there is a cause which is not an effect must have that cause as its
outermost point; because if it were in the middle it would be caused. Every chain,
which comprises causes and effects, is finite or infinite. It is clear that if it is only
comprised of what is caused, it would need a cause external to it to which it would
be attached, without any doubt, by an outermost point. It is clear that if that chain
contained something that was not an effect, that would be an outermost point and
extremity. So every series culminates in the Being necessary by His essence” (Avicenna,
al-I“àràt wa-t-Tanbìhàt ma'a “ar˙ Naßìr ad-Dìn a†- ù̌sì (1957–1960), 3:26–27).
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existent being. We can say that the other proofs are actually aspects

of this proof.17 Moreover, the claims of Averroes and Ibn Taymìya
are related to this argument. For these reasons I deal only with this

proof of Avicenna here.18

When we examine the works of Avicenna, it will become clear

that Avicenna’s argument for the existence of God has two stages.19

In the first stage, he logically, or conceptually, divides existence into

necessary existence, whose existence has no cause, and possible exis-

tence, whose existence does have a cause. This mentally constructed

dichotomy of existence is quite explicitly stated in the ”ifà": “The

things which are included in existence are susceptible in the mind

to dichotomy into two divisions” (inna l-umùra llatì tad¢ulu fì l-wu[ùdi

ta˙tamilu fì l-'aqli l-inqisàma ilá qismayni ).20 At this stage, as in the ”ifà",
he also explains why necessary existence has no cause, but possible

existence does have a cause.21

In the second stage, he applies this mental division of existence

to actual existents in the external world: “There is no doubt that

something exists” (là “akka anna hunà wu[ùdan).22 Thus this existent is

always either necessary, and so has no cause for its existence, or

possible, and so has a cause for its existence; for existence is logically

subjected to the above mentioned dichotomy, and it is impossible to

think existence outside of this dichotomy. It cannot be said that it

is impossible (mumtani' ) in itself after it has existed, since an impos-

sible being is defined as that whose non-existence is necessary (∂arùrìyun
fì l-'adam).23 If it is possible, it must have a cause that determines or

gives precedence to its existence over non-existence, since nothing

in a possible being’s own nature requires it to exist and there is no

134 avicenna on theology and metaphysics

17 See Ian Richard Netton (1994), 172–173.
18 Recent interpretations of this proof vary widely. Some who interpret the argu-

ment as cosmological are H. A. Davidson (1987), 298, L. E. Goodman (1992),
75–76 and M. E. Marmura (1980), 337. Some who interpret the argument as onto-
logical are Parviz Morewedge (1979), 188, 193 and F. Rahman (1963), 482. Another
approach to Avicenna’s argument takes it to be cosmological overall, but contain-
ing an ontological aspect; see, for example, Faruq Abdullah (S. A. Johnson) (1984),
3. More recently, Toby Mayer has described Avicenna’s argument as simultane-
ously ontological and cosmological; see Toby Mayer (2001), especially 35.

19 Al-I“àràt, 3:19–21; Avicenna, an-Na[àt (1992), 2: 89–90; ar-Risàla l-'ar“ìya (1980),
15–16.

20 Al-Ilàhìyàt, 1:37.
21 Ibid., 1:37–41.
22 Na[àt, 2:89.
23 Ibid., 1:30.
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contradiction involved in its never having existed. According to

Avicenna, since the contingent can equally exist or not exist, the

knowledge that it must have a particularizer, who particularized its

actual existence or non-existence, is a priori.24 Turning to that cause

we ask whether it is necessary or contingent. We so follow the series

until we reach a necessary being. For if the cause for something that

exists contingently is also contingent, then either (a) there is a fur-

ther cause that is contingent, and so on ad infinitum or (b) the chain

culminates in a necessary being. If there were a chain of contingent

beings extending infinitely, nothing would exist. (For nothing that is

contingent comes into existence except through a cause.) There is

something that exists contingently. Therefore, there is a necessary

being. If it (this existent) is necessary, then the existence of the

Necessary has been proved and that is the conclusion sought.

Consequently, it seems that the two points mentioned above, which

both Averroes and Ibn Taymìya claimed that Avicenna took from

the mutakallimùn, were used in Avicenna’s proof for the existence of

God. In other words, concerning the issue of the similarity between

the proofs of Avicenna and the Kalàm for the existence of God,

Averroes and Ibn Taymìya were right in their assessment. One can

still ask, though, whether the mutakallimùn really influenced Avicenna

on those points. Did the mutakallimùn use these arguments and prin-

ciples in their proofs for God before Avicenna or did these points

originally belong to Avicenna? Also, could Avicenna have had philo-

sophical sources other than the mutakallimùn? Here we will examine

these issues in light of the above mentioned two points.

III. The Arguments for the Existence of God According to Avicenna and the

Mutakallimùn: Comparison and Result

The terms “necessary existence” and “contingent existence,” or the

distinction between necessarily existent and possibly existent can be

seen explicitly in the works of certain Muslim philosophers such as

al-Fàràbì25 (d. 339/950) and al-'Àmirì26 (d. 381/992), who both

avicenna’s argument for the existence of god 135

24 Al-I“àràt, 3: 96–97; kullu “ay"in lam yakun Δumma kàna fa-bayyinun fì l-'aqli l-awwali
anna tara[[u˙a a˙adi †arafayi imkànihì ßàra awlà bi-“ay"in wa-bi-sababin.

25 Al-Fàràbì, as-Siyàsa l-Madanìya (1927), 66–67.
26 'Àmirì, Kitàb at-taqrìr li-aw[uh at-taqdìr (1988), 304–309.
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attempted a synthesis of Greek philosophy and Islamic theology,

although they gave these terms different meanings. It could even be

said that the distinction is supplemented by Avicenna with a further

distinction that Aristotle suggested.27 Actually Averroes does not crit-

icize Avicenna for this distinction; rather, he criticizes him for his

definitions of necessary existent and contingent existent. He claims

that the mutakallimùn influenced Avicenna in his definition of neces-

sary existent as an existent which has no cause and of contingent

existent as an existent which has a cause. Indeed, one element in

Avicenna’s proof for God is based on his definition of possible exis-

tent, namely, every possible existent has a cause and the world in

its totality is possible; hence the world has a (necessary) cause.

To what extent did the mutakallimùn influence Avicenna concern-

ing the definitions of necessary existent and contingent existent?

Firstly, it should be stated that Averroes argues that this definition

goes back to Avicenna. He notes, however, that Avicenna reached

this definition by generalizing the mutakallimùn’s principle that every

possible existent has an agent. As will be seen below when we pre-

sent the mutakallimùn’s use of the argument from particularization, it

is true that the mutakallimùn, before Avicenna, accepted the principle

that contingent existents in the world must have an agent to be as

they are, or, simply, every contingent existent has an agent. Since

according to them the contingent existent cannot exist by itself with-

out a cause, then it needs an agent to exist. It is also accepted as

a principle by the mutakallimùn that necessary existent does not have

an agent and indeed is simply defined by them as “what does not

have an agent.” For example, the Mu'tazilite 'Abd al-]abbàr (d. 416/

1025), writes with regard to accidents: “If a body in the world is

necessarily aggregate, it never needs an aggregator who aggregates

it. It is as if a voice, in the state of non-existence of a voice, does

not necessarily exist, it does not need an annihilator who annihilates

it. It is similar to the existence of the Necessary Existent (God) that

does not needs an agent to give existence to him due to his neces-

sarily existing.28

136 avicenna on theology and metaphysics

27 See Aristotle, Metaphysics V(D) 5, 1015a30–1015b15; XII(L) 7, 1072b5–15. See
also H. A. Davidson (1987), 291.

28 'Abd al-]abbàr, ”ar˙ al-ußùl al-¢amsa (1965), 97; wa-ka≈àlika wu[udu l-qadìmi
ta'àla lammà kàna wa[iban ista©nà 'an mù[idin yù[iduhù.
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As can be seen, according to the mutakallimùn contingent existent

has an agent and it indeed must have an agent, whereas the necessarily

existent does not have an agent. It is possible, then, that Avicenna,

as Averroes claims, reached his definitions of necessary existent and

possible existent by generalizing the mutakallimùn’s principle that every

possible existent has an agent since we have not found that exact

definition in the earlier philosophical literature.

The second essential point about which Averroes and Ibn Taymìya
claim that the mutakallimùn influenced Avicenna, concerns the exis-

tence of the contingent world through particularization (ta¢ßìß) by a

particularizer. According to Avicenna if the world is a possibly exis-

tent (as indeed it is), then it must have a cause. That is to say that

it must have a particularizer who particularized its actual existence

rather than its non-existence, or a preponderator who preponderated

its existence over non-existence. This is the very point that concerned

Averroes and Ibn Taymìya. Therefore, we will now concentrate on

the particularization argument.

When we consider the development of the argument from par-

ticularization, it is found in Islamic theology before Avicenna. Still,

it should be mentioned that Avicenna contributed to its development

in certain aspects, as we will see below. First of all, though, we will

examine the mutakallimùn’s use of it.

In his Kitàb ad-Dalìl al-kabìr, al-Kàsim ibn Ibràhim (d. 246/860),

who was strongly influenced by Mu'tazilism, supports the argument

from design by the argument from particularization (ta¢ßìß). This

argument deduces the existence of God from the diverse phenomena

in the world. The fact that in the world there exist different things,

perfect and imperfect, high and low and so forth, proves the exis-

tence of a creator who particularized them (¢aßßahà) by means of the

different qualities that appeared in them. If there were no particu-

larizer, i.e., God, all the phenomena would be equal to one another.

Does the blind man and the ignoramus, let alone the knower and the
intelligent man, not know that if these creations and elements and
what reason perceives of them by sight were and came about accord-
ing to their will and desire, as the ignoramus hold with regard to
them, then some of them would not surpass the others at all? The
earth would not be low and earth, and the degree of the inferior and
low thing would not be less than the degree of the loftiest and high-
est thing. All things would be equal to each other and some of them
would not be stronger than others until all of them would be one

avicenna’s argument for the existence of god 137
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thing and no opposite would exist to one of them. But contradiction
among things certainly exists and the perfection of certain things and
the imperfection of others is clear to every sense of the five senses.
Anyone among the people whose senses are sound can bring proof
from the difference and defects that he sees in things, [namely,] that
they have a creator who particularized them by difference and par-
ticularities, which are clearly shown in them.29

The geographer and religious thinker Abù Zayd A˙mad ibn Sahl

al-Bal¢ì (c. 849–934) also uses the argument from particularization.

In his Kitàb al-Bad" wa-t-ta"rì¢, he similarly considers the difference

seen among the created things as an argument for God’s existence.30

If things were produced by the natures of the things, their conditions

would be equal. Since we find created things in contrary conditions,

i.e., they are not equal to one another and are in different degrees,

we know that a director directed them (mudabbir dabbarahà) and an

arranger arranged them (murattib rattabahà), and this is God.31

In Màturìdì (d. 333/944) the term “particularization” is absent,

but the thought is clearly identifiable. He writes:

If the world had come into existence by itself, there would have been
no time more appropriate for its existence than a certain other time,
nor would there have been a state more proper than a certain other
state, nor would there have been a characteristic more suitable than
a certain other characteristic. But since the world’s existence has different
times, states, and characteristics, then it is clear that the world did not
come into existence spontaneously. For, if it had been permissible for
the world to create every thing for itself by itself, the world would
have created the best states and characteristics, which would have, in
turn, eliminated all the evil and ugly things. Therefore, it proves that
the world came into existence through something else.32

The “something else” here is clearly an agent who chose a partic-

ular time, state, and quality for the world to come into existence.

Bàqillànì (d. 403/1013) too has an argument from creation to a

particularizing agent; however, he looks not at the coming into exis-

138 avicenna on theology and metaphysics

29 Al-Kàsim ibn Ibràhim, Kitàb ad-Dalìl al-kabìr (1990), 114; wa-man salimat lahù
˙awàssuhù min [amì'i l-insi fa-qad yastadillu bi-mà yará fìhà min al-i¢tilàfi wa-n-naqà"ißi
'alá anna lahà ßàni'an ¢aßßahà bi-mà bàna fìhà mina l-i¢tilàfi wa-l-¢aßà"ißi. Also see Binyamin
Abrahamov (1986).

30 Brockelmann attributed this work to al-Mu†ahhar ibn Tàhir al-Maqdisì under
the title Bad" al-¢alq wa-t-ta"rì¢.

31 Al-Bal¢ì, Kitàb al-Bad" wa-t-ta"rì¢ (1899), 1:65.
32 Al-Màturìdì, Kitàb at-Taw˙ìd (1979), 17.
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tence of the world as a whole, but at the coming into existence of

the world’s countless parts. He writes:

Another proof for the existence of God is the certain things that come
into existence earlier than others and the certain things that come into
existence later than others despite being similar to one another. The
cause of a thing’s coming into existence at an earlier time cannot be
the thing itself and its genus. For should a thing come into existence
earlier or later by virtue of itself, everything of the same genus would
come into existence at the same time earlier or later. The fact is proof
that it has an agent rendering it early (muqaddim qaddamahù) and assign-
ing it a definite span of existence in conformity with the agent’s will.33

Although Bàqillànì does not expressly speak here of a particulariz-

ing agent who brings the world into existence, he does use the term

“particular” and “particularizing” in another argument in a parallel

context. He states:

We know that each body in the world has the possibility (ßi˙˙a) of
receiving a different composition from the composition it has. And we
also know that what is square has the possibility to become round,
and what is round has the possibility to become square, and what has
the form of one animal has the possibility of receiving a different form
from the form it has, and each body has the possibility to transform
from the shape it has to another shape. A body that is particularized
(i¢taßßa) in a specific, particular (ma¢ßùß) shape cannot have been par-
ticularized (i¢taßßa) in its shape by virtue of itself or merely by virtue
of its having the possibility of receiving the shape. For then a body
would have to receive, at the same time, every shape it has the pos-
sibility of receiving, which of course does not, and cannot, occur. Thus
whatever possesses a shape, received its shape through a combining
agent who combined it (mu"allif allafahù) and an intending agent who
intended that it should be as it is.34

The great Mu'tazilite theologian and judge 'Abd al-]abbàr, whom

Avicenna probably met in Rayy between 403/1013 and 405/1015,35

did not employ a particularization argument to support the infer-

ence of a creator from creation. Still, he uses a particularization

argument explicitly to prove the existence of accidents and highlights

the term “particularizer” (mu¢aßßiß). He writes with regard to prov-

ing that desire is an accident:
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33 Al-Bàqillànì, Kitàb at-Tamhìd (1947), 45.
34 Ibid., 45.
35 Dimitri Gutas (1988), 261.
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It is possible that one does not have desire when the situation is the
same and the conditions are the same. Meanwhile, if one has desire,
then a particularizer (mu¢aßßiß) is necessary to have desires; otherwise
it would not be (characterized) in the given fashion in preference to
the contrary fashion. Since having desire is not more appropriate than
not having desire, it necessitates the existence of a thing (ma'ná) that
is the desire.36

He also uses a particularization argument with regard to accidents,

but he stresses that, like Avicenna, what has contingency has the

possibility of being impossible and necessary, but what has contin-

gency does not become impossible or necessary by itself. For its being

impossible or necessary is no more appropriate than the other, inas-

much as it is contingent. If one of them, then, becomes more appro-

priate, it is due to the particularizer. He states: “If the body which

has the possibility to become both impossible and necessary became

impossible or necessary, it is due to the particularizer (mu¢aßßiß) to
become impossible or necessary. For its being impossible or neces-

sary is no more appropriate than the other.”37

As we have seen, the mutakallimùn use the particularization argu-

ment for different ends and employing various terms. Still, their pri-

mary use of the particularization argument is to prove the existence

of God as a “principle.” Avicenna, however, seem to have added a

new dimension, namely, the premise that there is the possibility that

the world, as contingent being, exist or not exist, and thus as a con-

tingent being the world needs a preponderator who preponderated

its existence over non-existence. It seems that Avicenna, as Averroes

and Ibn Taymìya claim, took the idea of particularization from the

mutakallimùn,38 but generalized it by applying it to the dichotomy of

the “world’s existence and non-existence.” I could not find a mutakallim

who applied particularization to the dichotomy of the world’s existence

and non-existence, using either the term “ta¢ßìß” or “mu¢aßßiß” until

al-]uwaynì.39 Thus it could be said that Avicenna, who was influenced

in regard to the particularization argument by the mutakallimùn,
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36 'Abd al-]abbàr, ”ar˙, 93, and also see 96.
37 Ibid., 98.
38 See also L. E. Goodman (1992), 63–65, 114.
39 Al-]uwaynì’s special position in regard to the use of the particularization argu-

ment for the existence of God is mentioned not only by Averroes but also by
”ahrastànì (d. 548/1153) in Kitàb Nihayat al-aqdam fì 'ilm al-kalàm (1934), 12. See
also Mohammad Moslem Adel Saflo (2000), 158, 163, 202ff.
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influenced al-]uwaynì with regard to the premise that a contingent

world needs a preponderator (mura[[i˙) who preponderated its exis-

tence over non-existence. Although al-]ur[ànì (d. 816/1413) in his

”ar˙ al-Mawàqif mentioned that the particularization argument was

used by the mutakallimùn40 and claimed that most of the Mu'tazilites
used the premise that the contingent world needs a preponderator

(mura[[i˙) who preponderated its existence over non-existence,41 I have

not found such a premise in the literature of the Mu'tazilites them-

selves.42 Consequently, it seems that Averroes and Ibn Taymìya were

right in their claim: Avicenna really was influenced both in the

definitions of contingent existence and necessary existence and in his

use of the particularization argument by the mutakallimùn. Yet, it

would also seem that Avicenna added a new element that went

beyond the Kalàm sources that might have been available to him,

namely, he generalized the mutakallimùn’s positions so as to apply to

the existence or non-existence of the world as a totality considered

as a contingent being.
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40 Maimonides (d. 601/1204) also ascribed the particularization argument to the
mutakallimùn before al-]ur[ànì, see Maimonides, Îalàlat al-˙à"irìn (1980), 217–218.

41 Al-]ur[ànì, ”ar˙ al-mawàqif (1850), 466.
42 See Mu˙ammad 'Abd al-Hàdì Abù Rìda (1989), 96–97.
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