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Abstract
Nasir al-Din al-Tusi is accepted by a number of historians of philosophy as
a peripatetic philosopher who followed Avicenna. The main claim of this article is
that the above-mentioned view does not fully reflect the truth. Namely, it is a fact
that in a number of his works, such as Musari al-Musari and Sharh al-Isharat, Tusi
defended Avicenna against Asharite theologians Abu al-Fath al-Shahristani and
Fakhr al-Din al-Razi. However, he wrote a number of books, such as Tajrid alI`tiqad and Fusul, where he criticized some aspects of Avicenna`s thought.
Considering the abovementioned facts, it could be claimed that Tusi`s thought
system is a synthesis of kalamic and peripatetic traditions.
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Introduction
In the history of philosophy, Nasir al-din al-7XVƯKDVEHHQXVXDOO\FRQVLGHUHG
as a peripatetic philosopher1 who followed Avicenna. This view has some objective
reasons. Namely, al-7XVƯZURWHDFRPPHQWDU\RQ$YLFHQQDCVIDPRXVZRUNal-Isha-

1

øODKL\\DW]Uԥ fԥlsԥfԥ doktoru, dosent.
What I mean by peripatetics are al-Farabi, Avicenna and their followers. I exclude here
Averroes and non-Muslim peripatetics who had special peripatetic systems which differed
from those of al-)ƗUƗEƯDQG$YLFHQQD
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rat wa-al-tanbihat (Remarks and Admonitions) and defended him against the promiQHQW $VKµDULWHVFKRODU)DNKU DO-'ƯQ DO-5Ɨ]Ư +H DOVR ZURWHKLV Musari al-Musari (StruggliQJ ZLWK WKH VWUXJJOLQJ  DJDLQVW 0XKDPPDG LEQ µ$EG DO-Karim al6KDKUDVWDQL¶VKitab al-Musara‘a (Struggling with the Philosopher), which was the
criticism of Avicenna`s views, and tried to prove the weaknesses of al-Shahristani`s arguments. There are also a number of treatises written by al-7XVƯ LQ
peripatetic style.
Considering al-7XVƯCV DERYHPHQWLRQHG DFWLYLWLHV VRPH UHVHDUFKHUV RI KLV
thought accepted him as a loyal representative of the peripatetic philosophy. Our
main thesis is that this approach does not wholly reflect al-7XVƯCVWKRXJKWV\VWHP
By being based on abovementioned works, claiming that al-7XVƯZDVDOR\DOSHripatetic who followed Avicenna in his all teaching, is not other than one-sided
reading of al-7XVƯCVWKRXJKW,QIDFWDO-7XVƯZDs also one of the most outstanding
representatives of the Medieval Islamic theology (kalam). He is considered as one
of the founders of the post-Gazali period kalam tradition known as mutaakhkhirun
(the later period). Tajrid al-I`tiqad, which is his major theological work, is a clear
example of his activities in this field. More than 200 commentaries have been
written on this book by the scholars of the different kalam schools. It shows, in
turn, how important is al-7XVƯLQNDODPWUDGLWLRQ
For determining al-7XVƯCV WKRXJKW WUDGLWLRQ LW LV LPSRUWDQW WR ORRN DW KLV
main philosophical and philsophico-theological works as well as to his views on
the major points of disagreement between peripatetic and kalam traditions.

The Peripatetism of al-TusƯ
It is undeniable that the most famous and influential philosophical work of
al-7XVƯLVSharh al-Isharat. This book is considered as one of the greatest explanations of al-Isharat wa-al-tanbihat, where Avicenna put forward his views on logic,
physics and metaphysics. The commentary was written by al-7XVƯ LQ  
while he was in the castle of Nizari Ismai'lis. From the explanations of the author at
the end of the book, we learn that the book was written in hard times. After praising Avicenna and his book at the beginning of the book, al-7XVƯWRXFKHVRQ)DNK
al-din al-Razi`s critical commentary on Avicenna`s abovementioned work. al-Razi,
he says, wrote a commentary to explain the views of Avicenna, but nevertheless he
overstepped the bounds of criticism in his book and for this very reason some
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people accepted al-Razi`s work as a severe criticism (jarh-injury) rather than commentary (sharh). Whereas, for al-7XVƯLWLVQHFHVVDU\IRUFRPPHQtators to pull out
all the stops to explain the purpose of the author; in this case he will not be a critique but a commentator. If a commentator encounters a view in the text, which
cannot be put into the right direction, then he can justly express his dissatisfaction.
It means that for al-7XVƯWKHZRUNRIFRPPHQWDWRUVis not to criticize the author of
the book that they comment, but their work is to explain what the author means by
what is said. al-7XVƯDOVRHPSKDVL]HVWKDWKHZLOOEHLQFRQIRUPLW\ZLWKWKLVUXOHLQ
his commentary.1
Indeed, he obeys the rule while expounding the text, and even in cases when
he does not agree with Avicenna he reminds readers of the term that he has put
forward at the beginning of the book and tries to explain what Avicenna means.2
Considering this fact, it could be said that the approach, which considers al-7XVƯDV
a peripatetic only by being based on Sharh al-Isharat, is simply wrong.
For us, al-7XVƯCVSKLORVRSKLFDO- theological works, like Tajrid and Fusul, are
the main sources for determining his views on the controversial issues between
peripatetic and kalam traditions. For, in these books, he is neither a commentator as
he is in Sharh al- Isharat, nor a critique as he is in Musari al-Musari and Talkhis alMuhassal as well as he is not a transponder of different views like he is in Qawaid
al-Aqaid. In these abovementioned works, he clearly puts forward his own views
on different subjects and tries to prove them. Considering all these, it is possible to
regard the two works, in particular Tajrid, as the core works of al-7XVƯCVWKRXJKW
He departs in these works from the peripatetic tradition in a number of
issues, such as the theory of emanation (sudur), which has an important place in
Avicenna`s thought. In Tajrid, he assumes a sceptical attitude on this theory. At the
same time, he is very critical of it in Fusul. For his deduction in Fusul, the acceptance of emanation leads us to accept that one of any two beings should be, directly
or indirectly, the cause of another one. For the theory of emanation makes it necessary for all beings to be in one chain. Thus, all beings should be, directly or indirectly, related to one another because of the causal link between them. However, it
does not correspond to what we see in the sensory world. In addition, for al-7XVƯ
the multiplicity that exists in the first intelligence is either existential (wujudi) or
1
2

Sharh al-Isharat, published by Karim Fayzi, Qom, 1383, vol. 1, pp. 75-77.
Ibid, vol. 3, p. 331.
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nonexistential (adami). If it is existential then two options are possible: this
multiplicity has emanated either from God, therefore from the One, or it has
emanated from one other than God, then the necessary being should not be one but
many. In case it is non-existential then it should be accepted that the non-existential
multiplicity has an effect upon existential ones, and this is, in turn, impossible.
By putting forward the impossibility of all these options, al-7XVƯ GHGXFHV
that the theory of emanation is incorrect.1 Although he rejects Emanationism in
Fusul, his undecided attitude towards this theory in Tajrid as well as his defence of
it in his treatise Risala fi Isbati al-'aql al-mufariq (the treatise on the proof of the
separated intellect)2 show that he does not reach a final conclusion on this subject.
In his correspondences with Sadr ad-Din Qunawi, al-7XVƯHPSKDVL]HVWKHGLIILFXOW\
of the above-mentioned problem 3 as well as in his letter to Shams al-Din
Khosrowshahi he acknowledges that he could not have solved the problem of how
the multiplicity-the universe was generated from the One, which is unitary.4
As is known, one of the controversial subjects between peripatetic and kalam
traditions is the conception of God. Kalam scholars accepted God as a freely choosing agent (al-fail al-mukhtar) and peripatetics, in turn, as a necessitating cause
(mujib). In his kalam works al-7XVƯGHIHQGVWKHNDODPFRQFHSWLRQRI*RG)RUKLP
it is impossible for the effect of a necessitating cause to be after its cause, and this,
in turn, necessitates either the pre-eternity of the universe or the after-existence of
the cause. For the reason that they lead to infinite regress (tasalsul) both options are
impossible.
At the result, al-7XVƯFRPHVWRDFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKHFUHDWRURIWKHXQLYHUVHLV

1

See. Fusul, published by Abdullah Nimat, Beirut, 1986, p. 65; Abdallah Nimat, al-Adilla
al-Jaliyya, pp. 67-72; al-Suyuri al-Hilli, al-Anvaru al-Jalaliyya fi Sharh al-Fusul alNasiriyya, published by Ali Hadi Abadi-Abbas Jalali Niya, Mashad, 1420/1999, pp. 8182/
2
See. Risala fi Isbat’l-`aqli’l-mufariq, within Talkhis al-Muhassal , Beirut, 1985/1405, pp.
479-481
3
al-7XVƯ Ajvebat Masaili Sadr al-Din al-Qunawi, within Ajvebat Masail al-Nasiriyya,
published by Abdullah Nurani, Tehran, 1383 , pp. 230-232.
4
Masail Nasir al-Din al-TusƯ an Shams al-Din al-Khosrowshahi, within Ajvebat Masail alNasiriyya, published by Abdullah Nurani, Tehran, 1383, p. 268; This letter later on was
responded by Mulla Sadra. See. Mulla Sadra, Ajvebat Masail al-Nasiriyya, within Majmua
Rasail Sadr al-Mutaallihinin, published by Hamid Naji Isfahani, Tehran, 1375, pp. 171177.
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a freely choosing agent.1 However, unlike other kalam scholars, like Fakhr al-Din
al-Razi2 , he does not claim that Avicenna and other peripatetic philosophers do not
accept God`s omnipotence as a freely choosing agent. He claims that peripatetics
do not completely dismiss the conception of freely choosing agency. For al-7XVƯ
`the omnipotent (al-qadir) is one who is free to act, or, not to act towards bringing
things into existence`. The omnipotent chooses one of two options (to create, and
vice versa) when will (irada) is added to power (qudra). Peripatetic philosophers,
he claims, do not reject this notion and they accept God`s omnipotence in this
sense. Furthermore, philosophers accept the free will of God, though they explain it
differently from theologians. For them, every agent who acts with his own will is a
freely choosing agent.3 The main difference between peripatetics and mutakallims
(kalam scholars) lays in the possibility or the necessity of creation. That is to say,
does the act of creation become necessary if the above-mentioned attributes become together? For the reason that Avicenna and other peripatetics accepted God
as a necessitating cause, they defended the notion of necessary creation. For mutakallims, in turn, God is free to create or not create; He is under no obligation, and
creation is not necessary but contingent on God`s free choice and will.4 Moreover,
by force of their above-mentioned notion, peripatetics claimed the pre-eternity of
the universe (qidam). Kalam scholars, in turn, advocated the conception of the
createdness and newness of the universe (huduth al-`alam) and creation ex nihilo5.
By expressing that `nothing else is eternal except God`6 al-7XVƯVHHPVWREH
inclined to accept the kalam notion. At the same time, by saying `time is not considered important in true eternity and newness` he accepts the notion of essential
eternity (al- qidam al-dhati) not temporal eternity (al- qidam al-zamani), and this is,
in turn, an attempt towards reconciling the Avicennian Peripatetic conception with
that of kalam tradition. Namely, Avicenna also accepts that the universe is created
in terms of essence (dhat).
1

Tajrid, published by Muhammad Javad Husaini Jalali, Qom, 1407/1986, p. 191; Ibn
Mutahhar Hilli, Kashf al-Murad fi Sharh Tajrid al-I`tiqad, published by Hasan
Hasanzadeh Amuli, Qom, 1425, pp. 393-394
2
See al-5Ɨ]ƯMuhassal, tr. Huseyin Atay, Ankara, 2002, p. 164.
3
Qavaid al-`Aqaid, within Talkhis al-Muhassal, Beirut, 1985/1405, p. 445; Sharh alIsharat, Vol. 3, p. 98/
4
Qavaid al-`Aqaid, p. 445.
5
Talkhis al-Muhassal, Beirut, 1985/1405, pp. 269-270.
6
Tajrid, p. 120
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Another separation point between the two above-mentioned traditions is
`God's knowledge of particular material things`. It was written in some medieval
kalam books that for the philosophers (Farabi, Avicenna and their followers), God,
because of His simplicity, knows particular things according to their universal attributes within Him, accordingly, he does not know them particularly. So, did Avicenna really claim that? Although al-7XVƯVHYHUHO\FULWLFL]HV$YLFHQQDLQWKLVYHU\
subject in Fusul, in Sharh al-mas`alat`l-ilm (the commentary of the problem of
knowledge) he claims Avicenna has been misunderstood. For him, the beings
which depend on time and space need the internal and external senses for cognizing things. Thus they cognize changings exactly when they happen and they also judge about their existence and non-existence as well as about other characteristics that appear within the frame of time and space. As to a being, who does not
depend on time and space, His way of cognition is universal (kulli) and includes
the knowledge of all things. He knows when a thing comes to existence as well as
He is aware of the time interval between it and other things before and after its
existence. However, unlike the beings, which are dependent upon time and space,
He does not judge that a thing that existed before no longer exists. It means God
does not judge about the past or present states of things. Al-7XVƯJLYHVDQLQWHresting example for the elucidation of this issue. He says: `think of a person who reads
the list of books. He will read the list, of course, by following and seeing the sequential letters. But let us think of one who keeps the same list folded. His
attribution to all letters is equal. Furthermore, because he possesses the whole list
he is aware of what it does include. Nothing big or small is out of his knowledge. `
al-7XVƯ TXRWHV KHUH WKH IROlowing verse from the Qur`an: `And with Him are the
keys of the unseen; none knows them except Him. And He knows what is in the
land and the sea. Not a leaf falls but that He knows it. And no grain is there within
the darkness of the earth and no moist or dry [thing] but that it is [written] in a clear
book` [the sura of al-An'am-the cattle, 6:59]. For al-7XVƯWKH SHULSDWHWLFSKLORsophers put forward this notion for establishing the transcendence of God (al-tanzih).
That is to say, just as we say God knows testable, smellable and tactile things, but
because of His transcendence we do not say that He is one who tastes, smells and
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touches, likewise, by saying He knows particular things (juz`i) universally (kulli),
we absolve Him from the organic cognition.1
In his correspondence with Sadr al-Din al-4XQDZƯ DQG DO-%D\DUƯ DO-7XVƯ
comes up with similar conclusion in the issue in question. For him, it is a misunderstanding of their views to claim that the philosophers accept `God is not cognizant of particular things and events`. Moreover, it is not possible in their thought
systems to put forward such claims, because they accept the principle `the knowledge about cause necessitates the knowledge about effect`. 2 Avicenna`s similar
explanations of this issue in al-Isharat3 verifies al-7XVƯCVYLHZV

Conclusion
In conclusion, it could be said that al-7XVƯ WDNHV DQ HFOHFWLF DSSURDFK
towards the separation points between Muslim-peripatetic philosophy and kalam
tradition. Therefore, it would be a wrong attitude to claim that he was a peripatetic
philosopher who followed Avicenna in all his views. His thought system seems to
be reconciliation between the two abovementioned thinking traditions.
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Aqil ùirinov
Nԥsirԥddin Tusi Peripatetik idimi?
(xülasΩ)
NΩsirΩddin Tusi bir çox fΩlsΩfΩ tarixçisi tΩrΩfindΩn øbn SinanÕn ardÕcÕlÕ olan
peripatetik bir filosof kimi qΩbul edilir. Bu mΩqalΩdΩ qeyd olunan görüúün hΩqiqΩti
tam mΩnasÕ ilΩ Ωks etdirmΩdiyi iddia olunur. BelΩ ki, Tusinin baúda MusariulMusari vΩ ùΩrh Ωl-øúarat olmaqla øbn SinanÕ Ψbul-FΩth ùΩhristani vΩ FΩxrΩddin
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Razi kimi Ωúari kΩlamçÕlarÕnÕn hücumlarÕna qarúÕ müdafiΩ etdiyi ΩsΩrlΩrinin
mövcudlu÷u bir faktdÕr. Lakin eyni zamanda onun baúda südur nΩzΩriyyΩsi olmaqla
øbn Sina düúüncΩsinin bΩzi önΩmli ünsürlΩrinΩ úübhΩ ilΩ yanaúdÕ÷Õ vΩ ya rΩdd etdiyi
TΩcrid Ωl-E`tiqad vΩ Fusul kimi ΩsΩrlΩri dΩ mövcuddur. Qeyd olunan faktlardan
çÕxÕú edΩrΩk Tusinin düúüncΩ sisteminin kΩlam vΩ peripatetik ΩnΩnΩlΩrini özündΩ
ehtiva edΩn eklektik bir struktura sahib oldu÷unu iddia etmΩk mümkündür.

Açar sözlΩr: NΩsirΩddin Tusi, øbn Sina, Südur, ùΩrh Ωl-øúarat, Füsul,
TΩcrid, VarlÕq, TanrÕ

Ⱥɝɢɥɶ ɒɢɪɢɧɨɜ
əɜɥɹɥɫɹɥɢɇɚɫɢɪɪɚɞɢɧɌɭɫɢɩɟɪɢɩɚɬɟɬɢɤɨɦ"
(ɪɟɡɸɦɟ)
Ɇɧɨɝɢɟ ɢɫɬɨɪɢɤɢ ɮɢɥɨɫɨɮɢɢ ɫɱɢɬɚɸɬ ɇɚɫɢɪɚɞɞɢɧɚ Ɍɭɫɢ ɮɢɥɨɫɨɮɨɦɩɟɪɢɩɚɬɟɬɢɤɨɦ, ɩɨɫɥɟɞɨɜɚɬɟɥɟɦ ɂɛɧ ɋɢɧɵ. ȼ ɫɬɚɬɶɟ ɩɪɟɞɫɬɚɜɥɟɧɚ ɬɨɱɤɚ
ɡɪɟɧɢɹ, ɚɥɶɬɟɪɧɚɬɢɜɧɚɹ ɜɵɲɟɢɡɥɨɠɟɧɧɨɦɭ ɜɨɡɡɪɟɧɢɸ. Ɍɚɤ, ɨɱɟɜɢɞɧɵɦ ɮɚɤɬɨɦ ɹɜɥɹɟɬɫɹ ɫɭɳɟɫɬɜɨɜɚɧɢɟ ɬɚɤɢɯ ɩɪɨɢɡɜɟɞɟɧɢɣ ɜɨ ɝɥɚɜɟ ɫ ɬɚɤɢɦɢ ɜɚɠɧɵɦɢ ɫɨɱɢɧɟɧɢɹɦɢ ɤɚɤ Ɇɭɫɚɪɢ ɚɥ-Ɇɭɫɚɪɢ ɢ ɒɚɪɯ ɚɥ-ɂɲɚɪɚɬ, ɜ ɤɨɬɨɪɵɯ ɨɬɪɚɠɚɸɬɫɹ ɧɚɩɚɞɤɢ ɧɚ ɂɛɧ ɋɢɧɭ ɬɚɤɢɯ ɚɲɚɪɢɬɫɤɢɯ ɦɭɬɚɤɚɥɥɢɦɨɜ, ɤɚɤ Ⱥɛɭɥɶ
Ɏɚɬɯɚ ɒɚɯɪɚɫɬɚɧɢ ɢ Ɏɚɯɪɚɞɞɢɧɚ Ɋɚɡɢ. ȼ ɬɨ ɠɟ ɜɪɟɦɹ, ɨɧ ɹɜɥɹɟɬɫɹ ɚɜɬɨɪɨɦ ɬɚɤɢɯ ɫɨɱɢɧɟɧɢɣ, ɤɚɤ Ɍɚɞɠɪɢɞ ɚɥ-ɗ`ɬɢɝɚɞ ɢ Ɏɭɫɭɥ, ɜ ɤɨɬɨɪɵɯ ɨɧ ɜɵɪɚɠɚɟɬ ɫɨɦɧɟɧɢɟ ɜ ɨɬɧɨɲɟɧɢɢ ɧɟɤɨɬɨɪɵɯ ɤɨɦɩɨɧɟɧɬɨɜ ɜɨɡɡɪɟɧɢɣ ɂɛɧ ɋɢɧɵ
ɢ, ɨɫɨɛɟɧɧɨ, ɬɟɨɪɢɢ ɷɦɚɧɚɰɢɢ (ɫɭɞɭɪ) ɢɥɢ ɠɟ, ɨɬɜɟɪɝɚɟɬ ɢɯ. ɂɫɯɨɞɹ ɢɡ ɭɤɚɡɚɧɧɵɯ ɮɚɤɬɨɜ, ɦɨɠɧɨ ɭɬɜɟɪɠɞɚɬɶ, ɱɬɨ ɜ ɨɫɧɨɜɟ ɫɢɫɬɟɦɵ ɜɨɡɡɪɟɧɢɣ ɇ.Ɍɭɫɢ ɧɚɯɨɞɢɥɚɫɶ ɷɤɥɟɤɬɢɱɟɫɤɚɹ ɫɬɪɭɤɬɭɪɚ, ɜɤɥɸɱɚɜɲɚɹ ɜ ɫɟɛɹ ɬɪɚɞɢɰɢɢ ɤɚɥɚɦɚ ɢ ɩɟɪɢɩɚɬɟɬɢɡɦɚ.
Ʉɥɸɱɟɜɵɟ ɫɥɨɜɚ: ɇɚɫɪɟɞɞɢɧ Ɍɭɫɢ, ɂɛɧ ɋɢɧɚ, ɫɭɞɭɪ, ɒɚɪɯ ɚɥ-ɂɲɚɪɚɬ,
Ɏɭɫɭɥ, Ɍɚɞɠɪɢɞ, ɛɵɬɢɟ, ɛɨɝ
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