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Sabs: Its Origin and Development as a Logical Term

Amir Hossein Pournamdar*

Abstract

Abundantly used as a technical term in the Arabic classical texts of logic and philosophy, the word $zhs will be
studied in detail as a preamble to a thorough analysis of a turning point which occurred in its meaning, during
the Graeco-Arabic translation movement (starting from the 8 century). Through discovering the genuine
meaning of $zbs in the context of the Arabic language at the time of the emergence of Islam and its following
two or three centuries, it will be ascertained that this term, in its common usage in the intellectual tradition
of Islam, i.e. ‘a thing or a person belonging to a species’, has imposed itself upon the non-specialized, ordinary
language of the Arabs as the result of the dominance of the logico-philosophical literature. Sabs was never used
to serve such a meaning before the transmission of the philosophical works to the Arab world, and it was the
attempts of the translators that made this word signifying ‘a specific entity or individual’, in contrast to its real
meaning, viz. ‘body’, ‘material appearance’. In the second part, by taking into account one of the oldest extant
logical works in the Islamic tradition, i.e. a/-Mantiq attributed to Ibn al-Muqaffa’, it is suggested that this
change of meaning could be regarded as a case of Arabic borrowings from Persian.

1. The Meaning of Sabs

Asacrucial step, the Arabic classical dictionaries! will be examined in order to find those meanings
of the root $hs which might be the closest to the meaning which is under scrutiny, viz. ‘an individual
or a person’, or according to the contemporary Arabic-English dictionary a/-Mawrid in the entry
sabs, ‘person, individual’? Since there is hardly any resemblance between the definition set forth
in classical lexicons and what is understood by szbs in the sense of ‘individual’, we will have to find
among all the derivatives of shs those that have some kind of reference to or similarity with ‘person,
individual, or man’ so that we can succeed in establishing a link.

One of the most commonplace derivatives of the mentioned root is the verb szbasa, ‘to stare,
raising the eyes while gazing’, which also means ‘to go up, to lift’ and ‘to depart from a place’;
this derivative can hardly have any correspondence to what we are searching for. However, there
is another word derived from the root in question which itself enjoys numerous other derivatives
and is the subject of this study: the word sabs, from which we have $abis, Sabis, musabbas, tasabbus,
Sabsiyya, and so on. This is expectedly the nearest to the meaning which is being sought among all
the derivatives of the above-mentioned root; we will have to find any references to ‘a thing, person or
individual’. Even the smallest of the similarities will be of great importance because, as will be seen,

"I would like to thank the anonymous referee of the initial version of this article who helped, by some judicious and
thoughtful notes, to make my discussion on Ibn al-Muqaffa’ less controversial and more coherent. Also, the comments by
Prof. Babak Alikhani on the idiosyncrasies of the Iranian languages saved me from a couple of errors.

! Throughout this article, ‘Arabic’ is used to refer to classical Arabic, unless otherwise mentioned.

2 R. Baalbaki, A/-Mawrid: A Modern Arabic-English Dictionary, Dar el-Ilm Lilmalayin, Beirut 1415/1995, p. 664.
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278 Amir Hossein Pournamdar

there is barely any relation between the signification of the word szbs as presented in Arabic classical
dictionaries and its logico-philosophical sense as a person or an individual’.
In the Kitib al-'Ayn of al-Farahidi (d. 786 or 791), the word sabs is defined as follows:

Al-sabs: the bodily appearance’® of man when you see it from afar, and everything that you see as its
body, you see its sabs. Its plural: al-subis and al-ashais.*

Interestingly enough, among its meanings there is no mention of anything like ‘essence, self,
person, and entity’ and, in general, no reference to a determined thing, zafs or dat. In other
dictionaries, we find exactly the same meaning, with some occasional adjustments. In the Kizib
al-Gim, Abt ‘Amr al-Saybani (d. 828) provides no definition for szhs,’ but in defining sadaf; which
means ‘darkness’ and also ‘the body of man’ and his ‘apparition from distance’, he mentions szbs
as its equivalent. In the 10% century we have the dictionary called a/-Gamhara fi I-Luga by Ibn
Durayd (d. 933), where s2bs is defined in a different way, although the meaning is the same.

Sabs of everything is that which is encountered by the eye and it is nothing other than the body (guzta),
and you saw the $abs of the thing. And a $zhis man has a huge $2hs and everything with huge sabs,
including every living creature (dibba) and the like, is Szbis...”

Al-Azhari (d. 981), again in the 10* century, following the conventional definition, attributes the
same meaning to sahs.

Sabs: al-Layt said: a/-sabs is the bodily appearance of man when you see it from afar, and whatever part
of its body you saw, you have seen its <zhs. And its plural: al-subiis and al-ashis®

Then, he goes on to explain the other derivatives of this root in the form of verbs and adjectives. Again,
there is no mention of the meaning in question, and we can only find references to body or corporeity. In
other lexicons more or less contemporary to al-Azhari’s al-Tahdib fi I-Luga, Sahib ibn ‘Abbad (d. 995) in
al-Mubit fi I-Luga’ and al-Gawhari (d. 1002) in 77 al-Luga repeat their predecessors.

Al-Sabs: the bodily appearance of man and the like which you see from afar. It is said ‘three ashus’, and

‘many subiis and ashas’. The man Sahusa, so he is Sabis, that is, he is corpulent, and the woman is sabisa.

> ‘Bodily appearance’ is a translation of sawdd, which primarily means ‘blackness” or ‘darkness’. In the entry on sabs,

dictionaries normally mention the ‘sawdd of the man’ as its equivalent; in this sense, sawadd has a mixed meaning including
unidentifiable appearance, vague and distant image, and blackness due to a distance. Overall, in relation to sabs, it should be
taken to mean ‘bodily appearance’, and not ‘individual’ as Fred Leemhuis does inaccurately. Moreover, if sawid means ‘in-
dividual’, as Leemhuis suggests, how can it be said in such a way as to say ‘sawdd al-insin’? In this case, it would be rendered
as ‘aman’s individual’. See F. Leemhuis, “Can You Marry a Djinni?”, in H.G. Kippenberg ez al. (eds.), Concepts of Person in
Religion and Thought, W. de Gruyter, Berlin 1990 (Religion and Reason, 37), pp. 217-28, here p. 224.

* Al-Halil ibn Ahmad al-Farahidi, Kizib al- Ayn, ed. M. Mahzimi ez al., Dar al-Higra, Qum 1409/1988, vol. 4, p. 165.

5 Aba ‘Amr al-Saybani, Kitib al-Gim, ed. 1. al-Ibyari, vol. 2, al-Hay’a al-' Amma, Cairo 1974, p. 126.

¢ Ibid., p.107. This could be another piece of evidence against Leemhuis’ claim that sawid, which is frequently men-
tioned in dictionaries as an equivalent of szhs, means ‘individual’. This is not the meaning of sawid, whose common use is
to denote ‘darkness’ or ‘blackness’. Obviously, there is an affinity between sabs and ‘darkness” — at least, that kind of dark-
ness which is the only visible thing when there is distance between the observer and the object of vision.

7 Ibn Durayd, al-Gamhara fi I-Luga, Dar Sadir, Beirut 1345/1926, vol. 2, p. 223.

8 al-Azhari, Tahdib al-Luga, Dar Thya’ al-Turat al-"Arabi, Beirut 2001, vol. 7, p. 36.

?  Sahib Ibn ‘Abbad, al-Mubit fi I-Luga, ed. M.H. Al Yasin, ‘Alam al-Kutub, Beirut 1994, vol. 4, p-218.
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Sabs: Its Origin and Development as a Logical Term 279

Sabasa subiisan, which means ‘to raise’. He <zbasa his eye, and it was $2bis, it is the time when he opened

his eye and did not blink..."°

A few other meanings are provided at the end of this entry in the 74 ¢ al-Luga, in a similar vein
as the dictionaries previously discussed. No one bears any relationship to the meaning we are seeking

Three centuries later, when the influence of the philosophical literature was predictably more
perceptiblein the common language, Ibn Manzir (d. 1312) in his masterpiece Lisin al-"Arab, despite the
fact that his entry is much more comprehensive and detailed, hardly refers to the established meaning of
this word in philosophy and logic; as a lexicographer living between the 13" and 14" century, he might
well have included ‘person, specific thing, a particular, or an individual’ among the senses of this word;
but, to our surprise, his definitions indicate no such meaning."" Al-Firtizabadi (d. 1414) in his al-Qamiis
al-Muhir'? and al-Zabidi (d. 1790) in his 74§ al- Ariis™ give no explicit reference to the meaning which
in contemporary Arabic features as the primary meaning of this word.

Theintended sense for which we have searched the seminal lexiconsand which is today the primary
sense of this word is simply a connotation of ‘personhood’. In Wortabet’s Arabic-English Dictionary,
in the entry on $zbs, we read “corporeal form; object; person, bodily figure in the distance”."* From
our study so far, the third meaning mentioned by Wortabet, namely ‘person’, could be recognized as
a meaning which has been associated with this word only from the 8" century;"® however, as far as
the lexicons are concerned, it can be found solely in the contemporary ones.'®

After examination of the definitions of szbs in various lexicons, it is now clear that this word,
in its original usage, had no meaning close to ‘individual or person’” which, almost on the contrary,
is frequently implied by this word in philosophical texts. Although in contemporary Arabic taking
sabs to mean ‘individual’ is very common, in the past it was never used to designate ‘a person or
individual’: as we have seen, the prevalent meaning was ‘body and corporal appearance’. As our next
step, we will be investigating some early texts in order to find if in such works the word sa/s bears the
meaning we could not find in classical dictionaries.

1 Gawhari, A/-Sihab: T4g al-Luga wa-Sihah al- Arabiyya, Dir el-Ilm Lilmalayin, Beirut 1990, vol. 3, p. 1042.

" Ibn Manzir, Lisan al-"Arab, Dar Sadir, Beirut 1994, vol. 7, pp. 45-6.

12 Al-Firazabadi, al-Qimis al-Mubit, Al-Resalah Publishers, Beirut, 2005, p. 621.

3 Al-Zabidi, Tig al- Ariis min Gawaihir al-Qdamis, Dar al-Fikr, Beirut 1994, vol. 9, pp. 295-6.

1 W.T. Wortabet, Arabic-English Dictionary, Librairie du Liban, Beirut 1984, p. 301.

15 The definition of szhasa offered by the contemporary Arabic dictionary al-Mu'gam al-Wasit (1. Mustafa ez al., al-
Mu' gam al-Wasit, Dar al-Shuriq al-dawliyya, Egypt 1424/2004) is preceded by the explanation in parentheses: “according
to philosophers”. The entry is just a definition based on modern conceptions. “Every object that has height and appearance;
this became dominant for the man. (According to philosophers) The conscious entity for its independence in volition”
(ibid., p. 475). The authors try to define ‘an individual or person’ which is normally signified by szbs; however, under the
influence of Western notions, they are referring only to human individuals. They simply say that it became dominant in
exclusive reference to man, but they provide no further explanation about the basis on which this came to happen.

!¢ The main reason for the reluctance of these lexicographers to include szbs as connoting ‘person’ or ‘individual’ in
their entries on $)s could be attributed to their loyalty to the definitions offered by their forerunners and predecessors; they
hardly alter these handed down definitions, as is clear from the reports of the books quoted above. However, the case of Ibn
Manzir is admittedly rather different, and reasonably enough, we expect him to have included the discussed meaning of
sabs in his great book. There is one possible justification which will be solidified in what follows in this article: it is difficult
to believe that he did not know of any such signification of this word as to mention ‘person” or ‘individual’ in his work; on
the contrary, not only was he completely aware of this usage of sabs, he also knew that it was not a genuinely Arabic usage,
rather a technical, non-Arabic usage of szbs. For this reason he did not include it in his Lisan al-‘Arab, ‘the tongue of the
Arabs’.
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2. Sabs in Context

In the Quran, the root shs is used only twice and both of them simply mean ‘to stare’.’” In
numerous books by the Muhadditin, people who narrated the words of the Prophet Muhammad,
his companions — and, for the Shi’ites, in addition to these, his grandchildren (known as Imams) -
we can hardly find a usage of this word which might indicate ‘a person or an individual’.'® Amongall
the handful of occasions when this word is used in each of the hadit books, normally in two or three
of these cases we find $zbs so close to the ‘individual’ that the reader unfamiliar with the original
meaning of the word would be liable to take it wrongly to mean ‘person or individual’.

In Sahib al-Bubairi, there is a hadit attributed to the Prophet,'” whose authenticity is much
debated by later thinkers.

Chapter on his saying: “No sabs is more jealous (¢aysr) than God”.?

Using the word szbs to refer to God is so strange and suspicious that those who believe it to be a case of
distortion in narrating the Prophet have had recourse to other versions of this saying. This hadit also has
variant forms; in that same book, we read, “no person (abad) is more jealous than God”,*! or “no thing (szy)
is more jealous than God”.** However, it must be noted that these two other versions are more frequent
than the one reported earlier which can be found only once in both al-BuharT’'s and al-Muslim’s Sibah.**

Whether or not this badit, in its real and pristine form, contains the word szhs would be of
secondary importance to our present study, for it is sure that this word so rarely, if ever, has been
used in this sense in Arabic that when the Arabs encountered it in this usage, they tried to justify and
adapt it to the context in order to avoid it meaning ‘an individual or person’. One example of this
attempt is Ibn Taymiyya’s (d. 1328) criticism of Fahr al-Din al-Razi (d. 1209) in his Bayin Talbis
al-Gabmiyya which is a refutation of al-Razt’s Asis al-Taqdis. In Asds al-Tagdis, al-Razi cites a hadit
similar to the one quoted above, expounding on some parts of it. When he comes to sabs, as a thinker
completely familiar with philosophical and logical literature, he writes:

First, al-Szbs: and its intention is the determined essence and specified reality.>*

This meaning is exactly the one that we are looking for and has been the dominant meaning of
the word in Arabic philosophical texts. However, of utmost importance to us is the criticism of Ibn

7 Quran, 14:42,and 21:21.

18 The books of hadit and tradition investigated include: the Sabih by al-Buhari (used only once, as will be discussed
below); Sulaym ibn Qays’ (d. 695) controversial book; Sadaq’s (d. 991) ‘Ilal al-Sarii'; al-Tawhid; al-Hisil, and Man
la yahdurubu al-Faqih; Muhammad ibn Hassan al-Tast’s (d. 1067) al-Amali; al-Istibsar; al-QummT’s (d. 919) Tafsir al-
Qummi; Sarif al-Radt’s (d. 1015) Nah g al-Baliga; Muslim ibn al-Haggag’s (d. 875) Sahih Muslim (in this book, the cases
of using sabs are the same as those of al-Buhari’s); Muhammad Ibn Ya‘qib al-Kulayn©'s (d. 940) Usi/ al-Kaff.

19 al-BuharT’s book is the only one in which we encounter the word szbs in a sense close to ‘individual’.

0 Bubari, Tawhid, 20. Jealous probably is not an accurate equivalent in this statement: I borrowed this translation from M.
Swartz, 4 Medieval Critique of Anthropomorphism, Ibn Al-Gawzi’s Kitab Abbar As-Sifit, A Critical Edition of the Arabic Text
with Translation, Introduction and Notes, Brill, Leiden 2002 (Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science, Texts and Studies),
pp- 189-90; H. Ritter, The Ocean of the Soul: Men, the World and God in The Stories of Farid al-Din ‘Attar, Translated by J. O’Kane
with Editorial Assistance of B. Radtke, Brill, Leiden 2003 (Handbook of Oriental Studies. The Near and Middle East, 69), p. 349.

2 Ibid., Kusif, p. 2.

2 Ibid,, Nikih, p. 107.

# Muslim, Sahih, p. 17.

% Ibn Taymiyya, Bayan Talbis a/—éahm{)/ya fi Ta'sis Bida'ihim al-Kalimiyya, ed. RH. Muhammad “Ali, Magma' al-
Malik Fahad, Saudi Arabia 1426/ 2005, vol. 7, p. 391.
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Sabs: Its Origin and Development as a Logical Term 281

Taymiyya with regard to al-Raz1’s definition. After citing another hadit where sabs is again attributed
to God, he says that if the definition given by al-Razi were the real meaning of szbs, then one would
have no way to the true understanding of the Prophet’s words. Taking the word szhs to mean “a
specified reality (al-haqiqa al-mabsiisa) and a determined entity (al-dat al-mu'ayyana)” is what the
logicians say about this word: for instance, they say that the species of something is restricted to its
sabs, i.e. this species or class has only one member, or that the species is divided into its ashas, and
use expressions of the same kind in which $zhs means ‘an individual object’. But, says Ibn Taymiyya,
since at first this meaning was only for humans and people, it came to be known as szbs but, later
on, its usage expanded to include every other individual so that they all came to be called $zbs. This
specialized usage is far from the genuine tongue of the Qurays, which is the Prophet’s tribe and
through which the Quran is revealed. Now, it is upon us to learn the tongue the Prophet used to
speak, as the means to understand his words and their meaning: between the tongue of Quray$ and
others there are differences that unless one does not come to master them, one will misconstrue it.
And if so, [i.e. if al-Razi’s claim is true,] in the Prophet’s tongue and other Arab languages there is no
such a thingas to call a specified essence a $zbs, as is customary among a group of people [i.c.] logicians
and philosophers].”

Ibn Taymiyya is aware of the fact that sz)s has some non-Arabic aspect which is imposed on
it through the intellectual tradition of Islam and more precisely by the logical tradition; however,
his account of its origin and of how it entered Arabic is not tenable and seems to be based on mere
conjecture. From the evidence gathered above, $zbs was never used in Arabic to refer to ‘human
individual or person’,and even this usage is derived from that specialized language which is denounced
by Ibn Taymiyya himself as a hindrance to understanding the true meaning of the Prophet’s tongue,
namely the usage according to which everything belonging to a class is called a szhs. As the result of
the prevalence of the philosophical terminology, this usage was transmitted partially to the common
language, and thus only people came to be referred to as sazbs.

In his book devoted to the study of the hadits which are in one way or another controversial,
Ibn Adir (d. 1239) assigns an entry to sabs. Taken in itself, even regardless of the content, this is an
evidence of the fact that for Arab lexicographers the mere presence of this word in a hadit would
render it strange. Moreover, in his definition and account of this word, Ibn Atir says that he believes
that sabs in the cited hadit means only ‘whatever that has height and appearance’, but with respect to
God, when we say ‘no szbs other than God’, this is meant to ascribe to him an essence (dat), and sabs
is thus being used as a metaphor: it is not its real usage.®

Ibn al-Gawzi (d. 1201), in his Kizab Abbir al-Sifat, quite explicitly rules out the hadits containing
sabs asadistortion introduced by their transmitters,who thought that, by doing this, these adits would
become more understandable. Ibn al-Gawzi believes that $abs refers to a “compound body”.

Although some transmitters use the term $2)s in reporting this tradition, others follow the reading: “no
being ($2y") is more jealous than God”. In the case of traditions [containing the expression /2 sabsa], the
transmitters simply added the term $abs [in place of $2y'] because they supposed that to be the meaning
of the text, but it should be noted that the use of this expression represents a change introduced by the

» [bid., p. 400. In this very book, Ibn Taymiyya, before the above-quoted discussion, explores the other thinkers who
are for or against counting such badits as authentic and accordingly, whether we could attribute s2hs to God. However, in
the end he does not give his own view. See ibid., p. 392-9.

% Ibn al-Atir, Al-Nibdiya fi Garib al-Hadit wa-I-Athar, ed. M. Tanahi - T.A. Zawi, M. Esma‘ilian, Qum 1367/ 1988,
vol. 2, p. 450.
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transmitters. The term szhs implies the existence of a body composed of parts, for one terms something
a $ahs because it possesses corporeality (s#is) and height. The truth of the matter is that the term sabs
is to be taken as referring to creatures; it is not appropriate that the term be applied to the Creator.
Hence, the tradition should be taken to mean: there is no jealous “person” [or $zbs] among you but that
God is more jealous than he.””

Ibn al-Gawzi writes unequivocally that badits of this kind are not authentic. He nonetheless
makes an attempt to justify them. Considering the fact that Ibn al-Gawzi is undoubtedly familiar
with the philosophical terminology, his effort to give grounds for this hadit by saying that sabs is
referring to people and not God is understandable: the crucial point of his argument is its first part,
where he rejects the hadits containing the term szbs as distortions brought in by the transmitters;
the second part is only an effort to account for their unorthodox version of the Prophet’s tradition.

Based on the evidence provided so far, one could in all likelihood argue that this word with
connotation of ‘personhood’ has never been a genuine Arabic term.?® This novel meaning must have
been borrowed from other traditions of the early Islamic centuries.

There might be an objection to the claim that this sense must have been formed under the
influence of some external source: one may object that there are instances, although very rare, of
this usage in early texts like al-BuharT’s, where we can find a similarity between what the logicians
understand by this word and its original Arabic sense. But first the authenticity of such hadits is
suspect, as discussed by Ibn Gawzi and Ibn Taymiyya;* second, we can simply consider the striking
absence of this word from the non-logico-philosophical Arabic language and its abundant usage in
the books translated in early Islamic centuries. It is telling that in other genres, i.e. outside the scope
of philosophy and logic, for example in kalam, hadit and so on this sense of Szbs cannot be found.*

The fact that some translators of logico-philosophical texts to Arabic choose $zbs as an equivalent
to the Greek dtopov?®! and, less frequently, ka9’ Exaotov® was so welcomed by later translators that

7 Swartz, A Medieval Critique of Anthropomorphism. Tbn Al-Gawzi’s Kitab Abbar as-Sifit (above, n. 20), pp. 189-
90.

¥ Swartz has the same stance about the real meaning of szbs in Arabic and believes that ‘person’ is never a satisfactory
rendering of this word, for the lexicons point out repeatedly that it refers to “bodily or corporeal form or figure or substance
of a man”, or something possessing height and visibility. “The term $zbs is entirely devoid of anything comparable to the
Western notion of personhood” (ibid., p. 189). He is thus forced to retain the Arabic word in his translation and only use
its transliteration. I have two remarks: 1) Swartz reads sawid as suwid which is unclear, and then translates it as ‘substance’,
which also adds to the ambiguity; sawid is both the ‘body’ and ‘darkness’ which are in direct correspondence to sabs, and
by this reading, he could easily avoid such complexity. 2) In referring to the usual meaning of szbs, he invokes “the Western
notion of personhood” which is also far from the context; he could simply refer to “the philosophical notion of individual-
ity” even in the carliest intellectual communities of the Islamic world.

» Both suspect that these traditions could have been formed or altered under the influence of the logico-philosophical
language.

3 See for example: ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad al-Hayyat, al-Intisir wa al-radd ‘ali Ibn al-Rawand; al-mulbid; Aba
-Hassan al-AS‘ar1, Magalit al-Islamiyyin wa Ihtilaf al-Musallin; al-Gahiz, Kitib al-H. ayawin; Rasi'il al-G abiz; Kitib al-Bayin wa
al-Tibyan; a collection of pre-Islamic poems known as M allagit al-Sab’s Muhammad Ibn Garir Tabari, Tarih al-T abari.

‘A. Badawi, Mantiq Aristii, Wakalat Al-Matbi‘at Dar al-Qalam, vol. 3, pp. 1021-68. Also Ibn al-Mugqaffa’, as one of the
very early translators, uses this word several times in his a/-Mantiq (Ibn al-Muqaffa’, al-Mantiq li-Ibn al-Muqaffa’, ed. M.T.
Danishpazhuh, Iranian Institute of Philosophy, Tehran 1381/2002, p. 4,5, 6, 9, 20, 21).

32 An example of this can be found in Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Ar. Mai ba'd al-T abi'a): see Ibn Rud, Tafsir Ma ba'd

al-T abi'a, Hekmat, Tehran 1377, vol. 1, p. 173.
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in their works, for example that of Porphyry’s Isagoge (Isig¢igi), this word is frequently used in its
novel meaning, namely referring to ‘a person, individual, and a thing belonging to a species’. As Ibn
Taymiyya pointed out above, it was exclusively used in logical and philosophical contexts, while in
the then contemporary non-philosophical literature (better, in the works of those who were not so
familiar with philosophical terminology) one can hardly, if one ever could, find $zbs signifying ‘an
individual’. There is a puzzling discrepancy in the usage of a term in two apparently separate contexts
in the very same Arab community — though time proved that they were convergent: the common
language was to undergo a change and as a result, the philosophical literature was to dictate the
primary meaning of this term to other fields of the Arabic language.

It can be inferred that sabs in the sense of ‘an individual’, despite its common meaning as ‘body
and bodily appearance’, was not a familiar word to the Arabs, and it was due to the translators of the
logico-philosophical worksifit took this secondary meaning. This conclusion is based on the following
reasons: 1) The Quranic and hadit literature, as the main sources of the Arabic language in the early
centuries, make no use of this word in the sense of ‘individual or person’. Rare counterexamples are
of suspect authenticity. 2) Works which were far away from the influence of philosophical literature,
such as those of kalam, history and the like are tellingly silent about the meaning of ‘individual’
attributed to this term. 3) No lexicon indicates such a meaning for it. 4) Despite its absence from the
Arabic non-philosophical language, it is frequently and abundantly used in logical and philosophical
works. 5) Islamic scholars like Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn Atir explicitly state that sabs in the sense of
‘individual’ is not originally Arabic and is a strange use of this word.

In conclusion, the great importance of Ibn al-Mugqaffa’ (d. 756 or 759), as one of the very first translators
from Greek into Arabic, most probably through Pahlavi,** must be taken into account. As mentioned before,
sabs and the plural ashas are used noticeably in the treatise called a/-Mantiq, which is historically attributed
to al-Mugafta’ or, by some modern scholars, to his son (d. ca. 760),3* whereas in other works by al-Mugqaffa’
we cannot find him making any use of $zbs as ‘individual or person’® This is a crucial point, through a
deeper study of which we might succeed in shedding some light on the origins of the dual meaning of sz5s.

3. Sabs for the Persians

Inspecting Persian in order to find the meanings of the word $zbs in that neighbouring language
of the Arabs will help us illuminate on the likely source of the change of meaning of this Arabic term.
Essential to our treatment of this discrepancy is the remark that szbs - signifying either ‘body” or
‘person’ — is used frequently in Persian poetry and prose, while the non-philosophical Arabic texts of
the early hijri centuries do not use sabs as ‘person’. On the contrary, the works written in Persian in
the same period seem to be more acquainted with this usage.*

Amongall the translations into Arabic carried out in the early centuries from different languages,
those attributed to Ibn al-Mugqaffa’ are known as the very first ones, which are often (albeit

* Based on Ibn al-Nadim’s account, one could hold Ibn al-Mugaffa’ to be the first scholar to compose a logical work
in the Islamic period. See Ibn Nadim, a/-Fibrist, Beirut 1417/1996, p. 337.

3% See for example J. van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jabhrhundert Hidschra: Eine Geschichte des re-
ligigsen Denkens im friihen Islam, De Gruyter, Berlin, 1991-7, vol. 2, p. 27.

* The works by Ibn al-Muqaffa® include al-Adab al-Kabir; al-Adab al-Sagir; al-Durra al-Yatima; Kalila wa-Dimna.

3¢ Compare two classic history books, viz. the 727 al-T abari (Tabari, Tarih al-Rusul wa-l-Mulitk, ed. M. A. Ibrahim, Dar
al-Turat, Beirut 1387/1967) and its Persian translation 727ih Bal ami; in the former, which was composed some 50 years before
the Persian translation, there is no mention of this word as connoting ‘personhood’, while the Bal ami uses this term in reference
to people (for example, see Tarihnimah-i T abari, ed. M. Roushan, Soroush, Tehran 1378/1999, vol. 1, pp. 10, 82, 84, 170).
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controversially) held to be made from Pahlavi; among them there is Ka/ila wa-Dimna, a masterpiece
of Arabic literary prose. However, the focus will be here on the translation into Arabic of a work of
Aristotelian logic, most probably from Pahlavi or perhaps, as argued by Paul Kraus, from another
language.” This translation is attributed either to Ibn al-Mugqaffa® or to his son Muhammad,*® and
contains a sort of free translation of the Isagoge, plus Aristotle’s On Interpretation and Prior Analytics;
its influence on later translators can hardly be exaggerated.

Analyzing the cases in which the author uses szhs and, in addition to that, taking into account his
mother tongue, namely Persian, would give us a good deal of evidence for coming up with a reasonable
theory on the origin of the semantic change mentioned above; we must try to relate szbs in the sense
of ‘body or corporeal appearance’ to sabs in the sense of ‘person or individual’. In his logical treatise,
the Persian scholar shows the signs of a turning point, where this word came to be used in two separate

senses: sahs as ‘individual’ is emerging and consequently, it co-occurs with $zbs as ‘body’.%

3.1. Co-occurrence of Body and Person

After defining the genus as every name which includes the names with different forms, e.g. animal
which groups the elephant and the ant while they possess different forms, Ibn al-Mugqafta’ (or Ibn al-

Mugaffa’junior) clarifies the meaning of ‘form™ in this manner:

And the form is every name which occurs to names with differing ashds, a single form would embrace
them. Such as the utterer saying: the man, thus he embraces with that this and that [man] whose ashas

are different, while the form of man embraces them all.*!

He clearly speaks of the sahs of a man which is different from the sabs of another man, though
both fall under the same species. Despite the fact that the two senses can be derived in some way
from the usage of $zbs in this text, it shows more resemblance to ‘body or matter’ rather than ‘person
or individual’; how can we talk about the ‘person or individual’ of a man? Yet we obviously speak of
his body or flesh. Additionally, considering the dominant explanation of the way two individuals are
different in Peripatetic philosophy, two individuals of the same species could be different only with
respect to their bodies and material appearances.”? However, on another occasion the Persian author

37 P. Kraus, “Zu Ibn al-Muqaffa”, Rivista degli Studi Orientali 14 (1934), pp. 1-20, especially p. 13.

3% Although Daneshpazhuh believes that there is still no consensus on the source language of Ibn al-Mugaffa;, it is
not of much concern to us here, since for our present study the sole fact that this book is by Ibn al-Muqaffa’ or his son - as
maintained by Daneshpazhuh against N. Rescher, Studies in the History of Arabic Logic, University of Pittsburgh Press,
Pittsburgh 1963, p. 29, n. 3 — proves that this Arabic logical work is composed by someone familiar with Persian or Pahlavi.
For the ways in which Daneshpazhuh argues his point see his “Introduction,” in Ibn al-Muqaffa’, a/-Mantig, pp. 64-9.

¥ One must not forget that the evolution in the usage of szbs started as a local convention in the philosophical circles
in the Islamic world. Obviously, it was never a large-scale awareness in the common language of the Arabs, but only a local
change among the specialists of the transmitted Greek intellectual tradition. It is thus reasonable to attribute such an altera-
tion and, one might say, ingenuity to a specific person or group.

% Both ‘form’ and ‘species’ are renderings of the same Greek term 8o¢. Thus, Ibn al-Mugqaffa’, instead of al-naw,
which came to be the common term for ‘species’ in the Islamic world, uses a/-sizra, which was to be the Arabic equivalent
for ‘form’. Therefore, in this context, when he uses a/-siira (the form), he means a/-naw’ (the species).

# Tbn al-Mugqaffa', al-Mantiq, p. 4.

# Having the same specific form (a/-sitra al-naw'iyya) and, therefore, being different by virtue of matter has been the
prevalent view regarding the Aristotelian account of individuation, due to Aristotle’s rather explicit reference to this issue
(Metaph., V11, 1034 a 5-8; V, 1016 b 31-35; XII, 1074 a 33) and, in general, the possibilities set forth by his system to ex-
plain the individual differences — at least, as understood by his early commentators.
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makes use of szhs meaning ‘an individual or a member of a class’, which was, as far as we have found,
without precedent in the Arabic language until then.

And the related (a/-mudaf) separates from existence and nonexistence, in that the relative is found in
differing ashas like the father and the son, and the owner and the owned. And sometimes the existence

and nonexistence gather in a single szjs as the vision and its absence gather in a single eye...*>

It is clear that $abs is being used in the sense, new at that time, of ‘a person or individual’.
Obviously, Ibn al-Mugafta uses szbs as an equivalent of the Greek dtop.ov, although in all likelihood
he was not really familiar with Greek.*

And therewith, that above which there is no genus is called summum genus, and that below which there
is no species® of differing ashds, which are subsumed under a single species, is called infima species. And
that which is indivisible and uncut is called a/-sahs.%

He is calling saps the indivisible, i.e. the equivalent of the Greek dtop.ov. In the Isigi di translated
by al-Dimasqi (d. after 914), whenever Porphyry uses &top.ov, in the Arabic translation we find szbs.
Therefore, considering the fact that $zhs was never used in Arabic in that sense, it could be inferred
that the terminology of the [s4g7¢i is undoubtedly under the influence of this early translation of
that precis or paraphrase of [sagoge rendered into Arabic either by Ibn al-Mugaffa’, a Persian scholar
who had mastery of both Pahlavi and Arabic, or maybe by his son. Although dtowov, which literally
means ‘indivisible’, was also used to refer to ‘individual’, designating a thing or person belonging to a
class — more or less as in contemporary usage — the important point is the reason why this term refers
to two somewhat different concepts.”’

The understanding of individuality as some kind of indivisibility has been perhaps the most widespread
view of individuality in the history of philosophy (...). Those who uphold this view find support for it in
the very etymology of the term ‘individuality’, which suggests that the intention of individuality has to
do with indivisibility. (...) For the medievals, who took a long time to clarify this issue, the indivisibility

which characterizes individuals is that feature which prevents them from being divided into individuals

belonging to the same species or kind as the individual in question.*®

Hence, there is a close relation between these two seemingly different concepts. However, the
translators into Arabic were familiar with the two meanings of this term, and as a result, in the Arabic

# Ibn al-Muqaffa’, al-Mantig, p. 20. There seems to be a mistake in Daneshpazhuh’s edition. He has included ‘exis-
tence and nonexistence’ in the rest of the sentence along with ‘the owner and the owned’; however, ‘existence and non-
existence’ is clearly the subject of the next sentence.

“ “Notwithstanding the attribution to Ibn al-Muqaffa’ of the translation of some Greek works, along with the Persian
ones, there is no mention of his knowing Greek in ancient sources, and moreover, we do not know that the translator in
question knew any languages other than Arabic and Persian” (Abbas Igbal, Sarh-i Hil-i ‘Abdullih Ibn al-Muqaffa’, Asatir,
Tehran 1382/2003, p. 57).

# As mentioned above, n. 41, in the Arabic text, instead of ‘species’ there is the other translation of €@8o¢ as ‘form’.
Here, I use ‘species’ for al-sira.

“ Ibn al-Mugqaffa', al-Mantiq, p. 5.

¥ 1In Aristotle, dropov refers to both ‘atom’, that which does not divide, and ‘individual’, a member of a species
(Metaph., 111,995 b 29-30; 998 b 14-15; 998 b 28-29).

8 J. Gracia, Introduction to the Problem of Individuation in the Early Middle Ages, Philosophia Verlag, Miinchen 1984,
pp- 22-3.
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translated texts one finds, depending on the context, either ‘indivisible’ or ‘individual’.* It is clear
why in showing that this Greek term means ‘indivisible’ it is translated as ‘that which does not divide’
(allati li-tatagazza), yet the reason why it was translated as $zbs in order to refer to ‘individual or
entity’ is still obscure.

The Arabic word sabs, as seen above, was never taken to convey such a concept, and it is unclear
why these early translators choose a word which designates ‘body, matter, or corporeity’, namely szbs,
to carry the sense of ‘individual and person’. Let me stress again that $zbs and its derivatives bear no
relation to either ‘individual’ or ‘indivisible’, a point which leaves us with even not the smallest clue
in order to relate this word to its novel semantic function in Arabic.

In concluding this section, I would like to outline a plausible explanation. In the Greek texts
translated into Arabic, there is a word which sometimes signifies ‘that which does not divide’,
and on other occasions ‘that which belongs, as a member, to a kind or class’, and these two
concepts are very likely to be held interrelated.>® According to the extant early Arabic translations,
two expressions were adopted to convey these notions: 1) expressions like li-mungasim or li-
mutagazzi, which refer to its ‘indivisibility’; 2) szbs, which refers to its ‘individuality’. The former
is well understandable; however, the basis for the latter is far from clear. The question why a word
which means ‘body, corporeity, and corporal appearance’ should be chosen to refer to ‘individual
or person’ remains unanswered. Here, the role of a Persian mediator becomes prominent,
and whether this mediator is al-Mugqaffa’ or his son is hardly of primary importance to our
question.

3.2. A Similar Term in Iranian Languages?

Pahlavi or Persian could probably shed some light on the obscurity resulting from the weird
change undergone by the Arabic word s2hs,>" the change as the result of which it came to signify
both ‘body’ and ‘individual’. In Middle Persian,’* the word zan always had the semantic function
which is in close accordance with the Arabic szbs. The Pahlavi z4# is derived from a much older
term used both in Avestan and Old Persian: zani. Not only does it refer to ‘body, corporeity’ but
it also signifies ‘self’ or, more precisely, ‘physical self’ as opposed to ‘immaterial self’, namely urvan
(soul), which later became r#vin in Pahlavi. The Avestan zani does not necessarily mean ‘body’,
because it is also widely used in the pronominal sense “self-, oneself”.>

R. Kent, in his lexicon in Old Persian, contributes an entry for fani and mentions “body, self”
as the equivalents of this word.>

# For some of the instances in Aristotle of this term being translated as indivisible (like the Arabic li-mungasim
or li-mutagazzi') , see SM. Afnan, A Philosophical Lexicon, Hekmat, Tchran 1385/2006, p. 50. There are also other
examples such as the translations of Arist., Mezaph., 1 2, 994b21; X 8, 1058220; X 9, 1058 b 10; Phys. VII 5,
257 b 4.

50" As discussed by Gracia, quoted above n. 49.

5! The present study does not intend to raise the controversial question of the translation of Greek literature into
Pahlavi, since it is not directly involved in the present question. In comparison to Arabic, Pahlavi is about to be held as an
carlier target language of Greek literature, as some scholars are trying to establish.

> The same as contemporary Persian.

53 W. Skalmowski, “Avestan tanu.paraba-”, in L. Isebaert (ed.), Studia Etymologica Indoeuropaea memoriae A J. Van
Windekens (1915-1989) dicata, Peeters, Louvain 1991, pp. 273-80, here p. 273.

> R. Kent, Old Persian. Grammar, Texts, Lexicon, American Oriental Society, New Haven(CT) 1950, p. 186.
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In Pahlavi, zan is used to serve the same purpose. In his entry for zan, Mackenzie cites both
‘body’ and ‘person’.>® Tan, primarily, refers to ‘body and physical appearance’; moreover, it is used to
talk about ‘a person or individual’.>¢ Besides its common and well-known application in Pahlavi as
‘body’, zan, together with hwés,’ constitutes a very frequent compound as hwéstan meaning ‘self’.>®
Now that we have shown that in pre-Islamic Iranian languages (also in New Persian, as it started to
emerge from the very early Islamic centuries) there was a word which had the same semantic role
as the Arabic $abs, a few centuries before the translation movement during which this Arabic term
accepted a novel signification, we must seek to establish a channel through which the Iranian word
could be linked to the Arabic one.

So far, we have seen that there is a turning point in a/-Mantiq through which $zbs denoting
‘individual” becomes introduced into logico-philosophical literature; on the other hand, in Iranian
languages there is a term (z47) which had been used to signify both ‘corporeity or body’ (the original
meaning of s2/s) and ‘individual’. In what follows, it should be shown that Ibn al-Muqaffa’ or his son
without falling into the complexities caused by the modern scholarship in discussing the authorship

of Ibn al-Mugqaffa’ could be held as the innovator of this tweak.
4. The Earliest Source

In our quest to trace szbs in Arabic language, the oldest source we have managed to find where $zbs
is used to mean ‘individual’ is the well-known logical text attributed to Ibn al-Mugqaffa’’® Considering
the meaning of this word for the native Persians, among whom we have “Abd Allah ibn al-Mugaffa’
(and maybe also Ibn al-Mugaffa’ junior, namely Muhammad ibn al-Mugaffa’) who is a prominent
scholar well versed not only in Arabic but also in Persian, it could be justifiable to attribute to the
author of al-Mantiq the ingenuity in virtue of which the Arabic $2hs underwent the change discussed
here. Ibn al-Mugqaffa’, or his son Muhammad, with a Persian-structured mind, had the Persian and
Pahlavi word a7 at his disposal, a word which would help him to convey two meanings: ‘body” and
‘individual’. As noted above, the question as to whether the original text out of which the Arabic
al-Mantiq was created was in Pahlavi, Syriac or Greek is secondary to the present purpose. The mere
fact that Ibn al-Mugqaffa’, or his son, knew Persian or Pahlavi supports this reconstruction of the
origins of szbs as ‘individual or person’.®!

> D.N. Mackenzie, 4 Concise Pahlavi Dictionary, Oxford U.P., Oxford 1971, p. 81.

56 In his Persian-Pablavi Dictionary, Farahvashi mentions zan in both entries of ‘S2ps” (‘individual’) and badan (‘body’).
See the entries of ‘badan’, and ‘sabs’ in B. Farahvashi, Farbang-i Firsi bi Pablavi, Tehran, DaniSgah-i Tehran, 1381, p. 68, 327.

7 Hwes: ‘(one’s) own’ (Mackenzie, Dictionary, quoted above n. 56, p. 96).

5% Being a descendant of Old Persian zanii, the Pahlavi zan cannot be held to be influenced by Syriac or Greek texts
translated into Pahlavi before the rise of Islam.

> Without providing any evidence, M. Cooperson speculates on the basis of Kraus’ controversial article (above, n. 37)
that this translation could not have been done by any of the Persian Ibn al-Mugaffa’s. According to Cooperson, the transla-
tor was a Christian convert named Mohammad ibn al-Mugaffa". This claim is hardly defensible. See M. Cooperson, “Ibn al-
Mugqaffa’,” in O. Leaman (ed.), The Biographical Encyclopedia of Islamic Philosophy, Routledge, London 2006, pp. 280-6; see
also M. Cooperson, “Ibn al-Muqafta’,” in J.W. Meri, Medieval Islamic Civilization, vol. 1, Routledge, London 2006, p. 346.

€ On the fact that Ibn al-Muqaffa’ junior did most probably know not only Persian but also Pahlavi, a fact that is hard
to contradict, see the most recent study on Ibn al-Muqaffa® and a/-Mantiq which is about to be published: E. Hermans,
“A Persian Origin of the Arabic Aristotle? The Debate on the Circumstantial Evidence of the Mantiq revisited”, Journal of
Persianate Studies, forthcoming,

¢! Furthermore, if one is sceptical enough to doubt the authorship of any of these two Ibn al-Muqaffa's and only hold them
as the editors, again we could envisage that any of them could have imposed this dual signification upon szbs in editorial stages.
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Having the task of conveying the concept of ‘personhood and individuality’ into Arabic, the
Persian author of a/-Mantig, inspired by the Persian and Pahlavi 747, could be supposed to have
appealed to the Arabic $zbs, which is the term with the closest meaning to the Persian and Pahlavi
tan to translate the Greek, logico-philosophical concept frequently mentioned for example in the
Isagoge.

S. Pahlavi as the Source Language?

On this ground, and in the light of recent research on the author of al-Mantiq,** it is likely to
assume that the source language of this translation was an Iranian language, more precisely Pahlavi.
Accordingly, one of the Ibn al-Mugqaffa’s, either the father or son, could have had as the equivalent
of the Greek dtopov in his Pahlavi version of the text either a7, or some other similar word, each of
which would not cast doubt on our argument: on the one hand, if the term in the Pahlavi Isagoge had
been zan (which would be a proper assumption and is also more probable), he then just needed to
turn to the Arabic $abs, which corresponded to 247 in one important respect, i.c. in referring to a kind
of ‘body’ which involves movement and roughly can be held as living, rather than to ‘matter’ (madda)
which is a very general term including non-organic entities.> On the other hand, if in the Pahlavi
translation of the Isagoge dtopov had been rendered by a term other than zan, but synonymous with
it, then Ibn al-Mugqaffa® could have been inspired by the notions denoted by zaz, viz. ‘body” and
‘person’, thus inventing a new usage for $zbs which was potentially a good candidate to serve this
purpose. According to each scenario, it would seem reasonable enough to think that the Persian
translator could have modified his Arabic choice,* namely $2bs, according to the Pahlavi z47.%°

¢ Although D. Gutas agrees that considering Ibn al-Muqaffa’ as the translator of this logical compendium is not far-
fetched (see D. Gutas, “Origins in Baghdad,” in R. Pasnau, 7he Cambridge History of Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge U.P.,
Cambridge 2014, pp. 11-25), with regard to the source language he leaves the matter undecided (D. Gutas, “Die Wiederge-
burt der Philosophie und die Ubersetzung ins Arabische”, in U. Rudolph [ed.], Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie.
Philosophie in der Islamischen Welt. 8.-10. Jahrhundert, Schwabe, Basel, 2012, pp. 55-91, here pp. 72-3). G. Troupeau,
“La logique d’Ibn al-Muqaffa’ et les origines de la grammaire arabe”, Arabica 28 (1981), pp. 242-50, on the basis of some
linguistic evidence, I. Kristd-Nagy, La pensée d’Ibn al-Mugaffa’, Editions de Paris, Paris 2013, pp- 175-9, on the basis of the
fact that Ibn al-Muqaffa’ applies logical rules in his other works and remarking that he did not know Greek or Syriac, and
E. Hermans, “A Persian Origin” (quoted above, n. 60), with a comprehensive inspection of the studies on Ibn al-Mugqaffa’
and al-Mantiq, as well as of “the circumstantial evidence” that all the arguments against the existence of a Pahlavi medium
are insufficient, maintain that Ibn al-Mugaffa”s work was in all likelihood translated from a Pahlavi original.

% One may wonder why did Ibn al-Mugqaffa’ not use the term gis» to translate the Pahlavi zan in relationship to mat-
ter and body. In fact, gism has always been more frequent and widely used than $zbs in Arabic. However, there is a subtle
difference between these two words: gism is used to talk about any kind of matter, including the nonorganic, and is very
general and inclusive besides its being to some extent stationary; instead, szhs was mostly used to refer to the body of man
and animal, i.e. things which are alive and moving. This nuance shows that it is in complete concord with z47, which mainly
refers to the body of living creatures, especially people.

¢ Whether szhs was his only choice, or he could have had other options but was looking for a fresh term to convey this
new concept is the subject of an independent study.

© There were other words like ahad, ragul, insin, say, etc. which could have appeared as candidates to carry the concept
of ‘individuality’, but they are assuredly insufficient. One might mention fzrd as a more acceptable alternative, but this word,
in spite of its recent, common meaning, which is in complete agreement with the concept of “individuality”, was never used
to refer to an ‘individual’ for many centuries. Its two meanings found in early texts are adjectival. In one sense (viz. ‘unique,
one’), it was an attribute of God, and in the other (viz. ‘odd’), it served to indicate a set of numbers, as opposed to even num-
bers. The word fard in its usage as referring to ‘individual and person’ is a rather recent one and quite strange to early Arabs.
There might be instances of the plural afrid in some texts of early Arab literature, but when inspected in detail, it appears
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By taking into account this innovation by the author of a/-Mantiq into account, it becomes
clear why in his logical texts sabs is used at times so equivocally that the reader would be likely to
have difficulty in discerning what his real intention is; is he speaking of ‘body’, or ‘person’? This
could also explain why Persian authors of the early centuries of the Islamic tradition who were

% were more accustomed to using szbs in both senses

also the first writers of the early New Persian,
rather than the native Arabs themselves.®”

To sum up, it is evident that $zbs in its meaning as ‘individual and person’ was not genuine
Arabic, and it generally designated ‘body and bodily appearance’. Tracking the change that
occurred to $zhs in terms of its meaning it became clear that szbs in its then new usage had entered
Arabic through the path of the translation movement, because this word was very common in
logico-philosophical literature, while, exactly at the same time, it was intriguingly absent from
other fields of the Arabic language. Among the translations of that period that are extant, the
logical work attributed to Ibn al-Muqaffa’ is of great importance for us due to two reasons: 1) This
text being one of the very early, if not the first, work translated into Arabic; 2) Ibn al-Muqaffa’
himself being a distinguished scholar of Arabic who has proven to be an influential figure with
regard to his non-native language, viz. Arabic.®®

The Pahlavi zan signifies both ‘body” and ‘individual, self, or person’, when no single clue was
found in order to justify why szhs, and not some other word, or even a neologism, was chosen to
carry the concept of ‘individual or person’ to Arabic.

This suggests to relate the two Persian and Arabic words, and advance that zz7z might have been
most likely the cause of this change undergone by sazhs. More precisely, zan could have inspired the
author (or perhaps the editor) of a/-Mantiq to use an Arabic term which, before then, only meant
‘body and corporeality’ in order to designate also the ‘individual and person’.

Asasupplementary evidence, the case of early Iranian writers of Persian prose and poetry shows
that these authors, being familiar with both languages, were more accustomed to the secondary
meaning of szbs. There are occasions when they use one of these terms instead of the other or even
they make use of them simultaneously — an evidence that attests to the deep affinity of these two
seemingly different terms.

6. Conclusion

T have tried to show that the word sabs, despite its meaningas ‘body, bodily figure, and corporeality’
in classical Arabic, in the sense of ‘person, individual, and member of a class’ was never recognized
as true Arabic, rather as a technical term in the logico-philosophical circles which date back to the
Graeco-Arabic translation movement. Finding no plausible relation between other meanings derived
from this root, namely shs, and its then new meaning as ‘individual’ or ‘person’, I have had recourse
to the terminology used in the Arabic precis or paraphrase of the Isagoge known as al-Mantig: the

that it is in all probability a plural of farid, not fard. I am planning to devote and independent research to the word fard.

¢ New Persian is the language that came to be used in Iran about two centuries after the conquest by the Arabs.

¢ Interestingly, Nasir Husraw (d. 1088) and Bal‘ami (d. 992 or 997) use both zaz and $abs, together or alone, in the
same context, a fact which indicates the similarity of the two terms. It is telling that these Persian writers are aware of the
similitude of these two words and use them interchangeably. For example, see Nasir Husraw, Zid al-Musifir, ed. E. Haeri,
Mirat-i Maktib, Tehran 1384 /2005, pp. 187, 193.

% Even if the work was done by his son, what matters is the fact that all the ancient sources attribute it to ‘Abd Allih
ibn al-Mugqaffa’, not to his son, and authority was granted to it as the work of the renowned ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Mugqaffa’.
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carliest extant logical text in Arabic using the term $zbs, where this word is used with the meaningin
question on several occasions. As the next step, in my attempt to explain why Ibn al-Mugaffa’ or, as
some scholars like P. Kraus believe, his son should have given this sense to this word, I have suggested
the Pahlavi word za7 and its dual meaning, viz. ‘body’ and ‘person’, as a possible source of inspiration
for the author of a/-Mantig. On the one hand, he had the Arabic word szbs in its original meaning of
‘body and bodily appearance’, and on the other, he had at his disposal the Pahlavi 247, which was used
to refer to both ‘body’ and ‘person’. On this ground, I have suggested that the change undergone by
sabs — a change that rendered it non-Arabic in meaning, as Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn al-Gawzi claim —
can be explained through the influence that the Middle Persian, or the early New Persian, could have
had on Arabic. In supporting this explanation, I have mentioned the case of early Persian writers of
the Islamic tradition like Nasir Husraw and Bal‘ami: on the one hand, they prove to be completely
familiar with the secondary meaning of sabs as ‘person’ or ‘individual’, while in the works of their
Arab peers, e.g. historical and literary works, this term does not have such meaning; on the other
hand, they show their complete awareness of the deep similarity of szbs and zan by using them in
similar contexts interchangeably.
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