“E. J. W. GIBB MEMORIAL”
‘ NEW SERIES XIX




AVERROES’
TAHAFUT AL-TAHAFUT

(The Incoherence of the Incoherence)

TRANSLATED FROM THE ARABIC
WITH INTRODUCTION AND NOTES
BY

SIMON VAN DEN BERGH

VOLUMES I AND II

PUBLISHED AND
DISTRIBUTED BY
THE TRUSTEES OF THE
“E.J.W. GIBB MEMORIAL”




All rights reserved. No part of this book
may be reproduced in any form, by mimeograph
or any other means without permission in
writing from the publishers.

© EJW Gibb Memorial Trust 1954
. Reprinted 1969
Reprinted as one volume 1978 and 1987
ISBN o 906094 04 6

Produced in association with
Book Production Consultants, Cambridge, England

Reprinted at the University Press, Cambridge

THIS VOLUME
IS ONE OF A SERIES
PUBLISHED BY THE TRUSTEES OF
THE “E. J. W. GIBB MEMORIAL”

The funds of this Memorial are derived from the Interest accruing

Jrom a Sum of money given by the late MRs G1BB of Glasgow, to
perpetuate the Memory of her beloved Son

ELIAS JOHN WILKINSON GIBB

and to promote those researches into the History, Literature, Philosophy
and Religion of the Turks, Persians and Arabs, to which, from his
Youth upwards, until his premature and deeply lamented Death in his
Jorty-fifth year, on December 5, 1901, his life was devoted.

I G WG e e Y 66T

* These are our works, these works our souls display;
Behold our works when we have passed away.”

CLERK OF THE TRUST
P. R. Bligh, F.C.A.
c/o Spicer and Oppenheim
Leda House, Station Road
Cambridge, England

A catalogue of other publications by the Trust
will be sent upon request.




PREFACE

I wish to express my warmest thanks to the Trustees of the
Gibb Memorial Fund for making the publication of this
work possible, and especially to Professor Sir Hamilton
Gibb, who asked me to undertake the work and who has not
only read the proofs but has continually given me hisinterest
and encouragement. I am also deeply indebted to Dr. R.
Walzer, who has read the proofs, carefully checked the
references in my notes, and composed the indexes and the
Greek—Arabic and Arabic-Greek vocabularies. I have also
to thank Dr. S. M. Stern for his help in completing the
subject-index. Finally, I wish to pay a tribute to one who
is no longer amongst us, Father Maurice Bouyges, with-
out whose admirable text the work could never have
been undertaken.

The marginal numbers in Vol. 1 refer to the text of
Father Bouyges’s edition of the Tahafut al Tahafut
in his Bibliotheca Arabica Scholasticorum, vol. iii,
Beyrouth, 1g930.

The asterisks indicate different readings from those
to be found in Bouyges’s text: cf. the Appendix,
Vol. I, pp. 364 fI.
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INTRODUCTION

F it may be said that Santa Maria sopra Minerva is a symbol of
I our European culture, it should not be forgotten that the mosque
also was built on the Greek temple. But whereas in Christian
Western theology there was a gradual and indirect infiltration of
Greek, and especially Aristotelian ideas, so that it may be said that
finally Thomas Aquinas baptized Aristotle, the impact on Islam was
sudden, violent, and short. The great conquests by the Arabs took

lace in the seventh century when the Arabs first came into contact
with the Hellenistic world. At that time Hellenistic culture was still
alive; Alexandria in Egypt, certain towns in Syria—Edessa for
instance—were centres of Hellenistic learning, and in the cloisters of
Syria and Mesopotamia not only Theology was studied but Science
and Philosophy also were cultivated. In Philosophy Aristotle was still
‘the master of those who know’, and especially his logical works as
interpreted by the Neoplatonic commentators were studied inten-
sively. But also many Neoplatonic and Neopythagorean writings
were still known, and also, very probably, some of the old Stoic
concepts and problems were still alive and discussed.

The great period of translation of Greek into Arabic, mostly
through the intermediary of Christian Syrians, was between the
years 750 and 850, but already before that time there was an impact
of Greek ideas on Muhammadan theology. The first speculative
theologians in Islam are called Mu‘tazilites (from about A.D. 723),
an exact translation of the Greck word oxoparicoi (the general
name for speculative theologians is Mutakallimun, Swlexricoi,
dialecticians, a name often given in later Greek philosophy to the
Stoics). Although they form rather a heterogeneous group of thinkers
whose theories are syncretistic, that is taken from different Greek
sources with a preponderance of Stoic ideas, they have certain points
in common, principally their theory, taken from the Stoics, of the
rationality of religion (which is for them identical with Islam), of a
[umen naturale which burns in the heart of every man, and the opti-
mistic view of a rational God who has created the best of all
possible worlds for the greatest good of man who occupies the central
place in the universe. They touch upon certain difficult problems
that were perceived by the Greeks. The paradoxes of Zeno concern-
ing movement and the infinite divisibility of space and time hold
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NOTES

pévoe proaodiioar “EMmves dvvavrac
Only Greeks philosophize, EPIGURUS
(CLEM. ALEX. Sirom. i. 15; DIOG. LAERT. X. I117)

One must know that everything the Moslems, Mu'tazilites
as well as Ash'arites, have professed concerning these subjects,
has been borrowed from the Greeks and Syrians who applied
themselves to the criticism of the philosophers.

(MamMONIDES, Guide of the Perplexed, i. 71)

p- I. I. According to Aristotelian logic, demonstrative proofwhich affords
necessary, absolute truth must be distinguished from dialectical and rhetori-
cal proofs which only yield probability. The term 334,25 is a translation of
the Stoic term ovyxardfeas, assent, and synonymous with 4.7, but
whereas for the Stoics assent may be given to the single representation, for
the Aristotelian logicians in Islam assent refers always to a proposition. The
Arabs divide Logic into two parts, the one treating of concepts, j g.a5, the
other of judgements in so far as they refer to the exterior world, 334403 (cf.
e.g. Avicenna, Salvation, ed. H. 1331, p. 3).

p. 1. 2. The general term for eternity is ».45 (Greek didudrys), but Aristotle
distinguishes the eternal a parte ante, the ungenerated, dyévqrov, J;!, from
the eternal 2 parte post, the indestructible, d¢faprov, (g4yl. There is also the
term aldv, a5 (‘timeless eternity’), in scholastic philosophy aevum, used
by Plato (Tim. 39d) and Aristotle (De caelo A g. 279°22), which becomes
especially important in Neoplatonism.

p. 1. 3. The basic ideas of this proof, which presumes an eternal agent,
are to be found in Aristotle, who regards himself as the first thinker to affirm
that the world is ungenerated (De caelo A 10. 279P12) : that the world cannot
have had an origin, because there could be no new decision in the mind of
God for its beginning (cf. the passage of Aristotle—probably from the De
philosophia fr. 22 Rose—quoted by Cicero, Acad. pr. ii. 38 ‘neque enim
ortum esse unquam mundum, quod nulla fuerit novo consilio inito tam prae-
clari operis inceptio’) ; that in all change there is potentiality (e.g. Phys. I'2) ;
that the potential needs an actualizer which already exists actually (Met.
© 8. 1049b24). .

The argument itself follows closely Proclus’ third argument in John
Philoponus’ De acternitate mundi, Rabe, p. 42, which I here give in sum-
mary : The demiurge will be either always in act or sometimes in potency. If
he is always in act, then his work (8nuiovpyoduevor) also will be always in
act; if he is sometimes in potency, there must be an actualizer of this
potency. Therefore either we shall have an infinite regress, always seeking a
new cause for the actualization of this potency, or we shall have to admit a
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cause always in act. In the argument given by Ghazali we find the term
== (‘determining principle’, or more literally ‘what causes to incline’;

the Greek word is 76 émucAivor—see for this word below, note 1g.1 .), which is
used by the Muslim theologians in their proof (inspired by Aristotle) for the
existence of God: the possible existence of the world needs for its actual
existence a adalle determining principle which cannot have itself a cause,

as an infinite series of causes is impossible. The argument given by Ghazali
is found in substance, for example, in Avicenna’s Salvation, pp. 415-1 7.
Shahrastani, a younger contemporary of Ghazali, gives in his book
Religious and Philosophical Sects (ed. Cureton, p. 338) a short and somewhat
imperfect enumeration of eight of Proclus’ eighteen arguments (that men-
tioned above is thesecond). Shahrastani says that all these arguments have a
logical flaw, that they were used by Avicenna, but that he himself has
composed a special book to refute them logically (4_ilxe oSl Je)

P- I. 4. As an Aristotelian, Averroés ought to have accepted this argu-
ment, and as a matter of fact he ultimately does so. In his objection, which
corresponds to that of Philoponus, he seems moved by a certain esprit de
contradiction against his Moslem fellow-philosophers. Averroés argues like
Philoponus that both the ‘potential’ and the ‘actual’ are homonymous
terms. Philoponus (op. cit., p. 46) distinguishes a potency which is a natural
aptitude, gvoucy émmndedtys els 7, and a potency in habitu, xal’® fw.
According to Philoponus, 2 man having a natural aptitude to become a
teacher needs an external cause to become a teacher ; being once a teacher
in habitu, i.e. having sufficient knowledge, he no longer needs an external
cause. But the question of the internality or externality of the cause is not
relevant to Proclus’ argument.

p- 1. 5. Common notions; common, &,ls = 5) 9@ins; 1€ KoWdy =
&dofov = 78 Bokodvra wiow 7 Tols wAelarows, the domain of probability
(Top. A 1. 100b22). That proofs are concerned with things proper to the
same genus: Anal. Post. A 7.

p. 1. 6. The different meanings of the possible, Aristotle, Met. 4 12; émi
70 woAY, ‘sj.")/YH én’ élarrov, JBYI; én’ {oov, (golull J.c

p- 2. 1. For the éni 76 moAd does not happen by chance; cf. Met. 4 30.
102515 and De caelo A 12. 283%32.

P. 2. 2. The natural has its principle of movement in itself, the artificial
is moved from the outside; Phys. B 1. 192b13.

P- 2. 3. The soul has its principle of movement in itself; De an. B 1.
412b16,

P- 2. 4. The four types of change: e.g. Phys. E 1. 225%3.

P- 2. 5. i.e. the eternal unmoved mover and the eternally moved; cf.
Met. 1 6.

NOTES 3

p- 2. 6. A sect named after Muhammed ibn Karram of Khorasan (ninth
century). They say that God is a substratum for new accidents, and that
nothing comes into existence in the world without being preceded by new
accidents in God, e.g. new volitions (cf. e.g. Baghdadi, The Differences between
the Sects, p. 202).

P- 2. 7. Matter is the principle of all generation and corruption, e.g.
Met. H 5. 1044527 ; matter is eternal, e.g. Met. B 4. 999°s.

p. 2. 8. This is the vods mrafyrucds, called in Arabic (in accordance with
Alexander of Aphrodisias, De an. 82. 20 sqq. Bruns) also 3% | 52d1 Jisl, voiis
SAucds, mentioned in Aristotle, De an. I" 5, where he distinguishes an active
and a passive intellect, the intellect which ‘does’ and the intellect which
‘becomes everything’. Greek and Arab commentators elaborated Aristotle’s
scanty and rather obscure remarks about the intellect and made a number
of new distinctions. This potential intellect is regarded by Averroés (and by
Thomas Aquinas) as eternal, in opposition to Aristotle, De an. I 5. 430%23:
robro (i.e. T8 moiodv) pdvov dfdvaTov xal diiov (see also below, note 14. 4).

p. 2. 9. The non-rational faculties only produce the effect proper to
them, whereas the rational are able to produce contrary eﬁ'ect_s, e.g. Met.
6 5. 104848.

p. 3. 1. This is the fallacy 76 dwAds % p7 dmAds, fallacia a dicto secundum
quid ad dictum simpliciter.

p. 3- 2. CL. Aristotle, De caelo A 5. 2718 elmep Kai 16 ;mcpdv. m.zpaﬁ-i)‘vau.
T7s dAnlbelas dprorapévors yiverar méppw pupiomidoiov, a small deviation from
the truth at the beginning multiplies itself later ten thousandfold.

p- 3. 3. This is the Ash‘arite theory, which is in conformity thh that of
Philoponus in his sixteenth argument. One must distinguish, says Phllopom:s
(op. cit., pp- 567-8), between God'’s eternally willing something a‘nd God’s
willing it to be eternal, between God’s eternal will and the eternity of the
object of His will. It was not in the nature of Socrates to be creat.ed before
Sophroniscus; but before Sophroniscus became, God had willed that
Socrates should be, not absolutely, not always, but when it should be pos-
sible. Therefore God willed what He had ordained to be before it became,
and He willed it to be at the time when its becoming should be possible.

This agrees with the teaching of St. Augustine, who, using. Cicero’s
expression novum consilium, denies expressly that there could be in God a
novum consilium (De civ. dei, Kalb., xii. 15). However, St. Augustine is well
aware of the difficulty of his theory and he says (loc. cit.): ‘valde quippe
altum est et semper fuisse et hominem, quem nunquam fecerat, ex aliquo
tempore primum facere voluisse nec consilium voluntatemque mutasse’
(that God has always existed and that after a certain time He created man
whom He had not wanted to create before, without having changed His
mind and will—this, indeed, is very deep for us).
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P- 3. 4. i.e. a change in the agent.

P- 3. 5. It is not clear why he regards this as difficult to prove, since the
proof follows immediately. Probably he means that the whole problem of
God’s relation to the world is a difficult one.

p- 3. 6. The word L which I translate here by ‘disposition’ is 2 most
ambiguous one. I take it here to be the translation of the Aristotelian term
8udfeais (‘disposition’) which is opposed to &, ik, (‘habitude’), the former
denoting a temporary, the latter a more lasting condition. But Averroés, I
think, uses this word here, too, in reference to its theological meaning. The
systems of the Muslim theologians (called in Arabic Mutakallimun, a trans-
lation of the Greek 8ialexrinol) are largely dependent on Stoicism, and their
term Jl. is a translation of the Stoic term wds &ov. This term does not
signify a thing, a material reality, but a fact or event, either a state, e.g. the
fact that a body is in space, or a result of a cause, e.g. the fact that I will,
which is the result of the will in me, a living being. These states and events
are regarded by the Stoics and those Muslim theologians who accept this
theory as something either intermediate between reality and unreality or as
not real; they are meanings (in a more or.less objective sense), Aexrd, (les;
thoughts (in a more or less objective sense), vojuara, rK>.| (both these
Arabic words are very ambiguous: =, for example, can also mean ‘idea’
in the Platonic sense). The theologians accepted also from the Stoics the
term 1-2,_ e sy the ‘something’ which is defined as dze ﬁ Ol jozms Lo sas
everything of which something can be said, and which includes the real and
the unreal.

The term (Jl= applied by the theologians to the attributes of God gives
them a certain unreality so as not to impair God’s unity. Amongst the
Muslim theologians there are nevér-ending discussions about the Jla
(Sextus Empiricus, Adv. log. viii. 262, speaks of the dmjpvros pdym among the
Stoics about the existence of the Aexrd). About the use of the term l for
the universal by the Ash‘arites see below (for the Stoic theory see v. Arnim,
Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, ii. 48—49, 118-22, 131—3, and E. Bréhier, La
Théorie des incorporels dans I’ancien Stoicisme, deuxiéme éd., Paris, 1928 ; for the
Muslim theory Shahrastani, The Utmost Proficiency in Theology, ed. Guillaume,
PP- 131 59Q.).

It may perhaps be noted that the Stoics introduced into philosophy the
concepts of meaning and of event or fact. The Stoics distinguish the sentence,
i.e. the words, from the judgement and from the fact meant; e.g. ‘it is rain-
ing’ is at the same time a sentence, a judgement, and the objective fact,
meant or expressed by these words. The Stoics, too, saw that the realm of
meaning, i.e. of the things meant, which includes the past, the future, the
universal, the possible, the impossible, the imaginary, the false and illusory,
is infinitely vaster than the universe of actual reality. The Muslim theo-
logians use the Stoic theory of meaning to define the words of God as mean-
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ings without the concomitance of physical speech (cf. op. cit., especially
p- 289), and the theory of the ‘something’ to explain God’s knowledge of the
non-existent possible world before its actual existence (see op. cit., pp.
150 sqq.)-

The paradox of the reality of non-being, that there are things which do
not exist, was foreshadowed by Plato, Soph. 240 B. It is a characteristic of the
undefinable act of meaning that its object need not exist. Indeed, all our
planning concerns the not yet existing future just as our memories refer to
the no more existing past. This is an ultimate fact which cannot be explained,
i.e. reduced to another fact, nor represented, nor described by any material
image.

p. 3. 7. That this new disposition may be in the effect and not in the
agent—in the creature, not in the creator—seems rather astonishing, but
refers to the theological theory that the acts of God do not affect God’s
essence, but are only related to the object (for this theory see Al-Ash‘ari,
The Dogmas of the Muslim Theologians, ed. Ritter, p. 176). This conforms to
Plotinus’ theory (Enneads vi. 9. 3) that to speak of God’s causation is not to
attribute something to Him but to us, and to Christian dogma, e.g. St.
Augustine, De trinitate v. 16: concerning the unchangeable substance of
God we must admit that something may be so predicated relatively in
respecf to the creature that although it begins to be so predicated in time,
yet nothing shall be understood to have happened to the substance of God
itself, but only to the creature in respect of which it is predicated ; De civ. dei
xxii. 2. 2 ‘cum deus mutare dicitur voluntatem, homines potius quam ipse
mutantur’.

P- 4. 1. i.e. the act of creation depends on a new disposition, and this
new disposition will be either caused by another God or by God Himself.
If by God Himself, there will be an act of God prior to the creation which we
regarded as God’s first act.

The problem is set out by Aristotle, Phys. © 1. 25130 if the moving had
existed without moving, a cause would have been necessary for the change,
one would then have had a change anterior to the first.

P. 4. 2. At haphazard and by themselves W o ld5 e, dd Tadropdrov.

P- 4. 3. The older philosophers concerned themselves only with material
principles: see Aristotle, Met. A 3-5.

P- 4- 4. That desire (5pefis) and purpose or will (mpoaipeots) are able to
produce contrary effects: Met. © 5. 1048%4.

P. 4. 5. viv 8¢ & pév vods ob daiverar kwdv dvev opéfews: 1) ydp Povdnors
Spets, for intellect does not seem to move without desire, and will is desire
(De an. I 10. 433°22).

P. 4. 6. This is much the same conception as in Plotinus, who denies that
God has the power to do one of two contraries which is the property of those
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who can abstain from always doing the best (vi. 8. 21) ; regards God as Free
Will itself, adro é¢’ éavrd (vi. 8. 8); affirms that God’s will does not differ
from His essence and that everything in Him is will #év dpa BovAneis v
(vi. 8. 21); but still regards the world as produced by natural necessity
(iii. 2. 2).

Averroés’s criticism is justified in so far as the idea of will implies a choice
of the unrealized and a possible realization of it in time; an eternal will is
a contradiction in terms, and Averroés’s own theory that God’s action is
intermediate between voluntary and involuntary action is untenable,
because there is no such intermediate; his analogy with an existence neither
outside nor inside the world is defective, for to the non-spatial neither
‘outside’ nor ‘inside’ can be applied (according to Arist. De caclo 4 q.
279°18, God is not in space).

It is one of the difficulties of the Aristotelian system that it is frankly
teleological and at the same time refuses to ascribe will to God ; but, since
every organism tends to an end, the difficulty of a teleological conception
touches us all. Averroés’s theory enables him both to affirm and to deny that
God has a will. '

P- 5- 1. Convention Cp 9, Béats, as opposed to b, $ois, nature.

p- 5. 2. The divorce becomes irrevocable when the sentence of divorce
has been pronounced by the husband three times. The wife cannot then
return to him until she has been married and divorced by another husband.

P- 5. 3. Up to this point everything agrees with Aristotle’s theory of the
will, Met. 6 5.

P- 5. 4. The point raised here cannot be met by the Aristotelian theory
of the will, for Aristotle, like Plato, does not regard the will as something sui

generis. Aristotle either identifies the will with the decision (3) mpoaipeats) out |

of which the act follows of necessity, when the object of desire presents itself
(Met. 8 5. 1048211), or he regards the will as a reasonable desire (Dean. I' 10.
433*24) and the impulse to motion is given by a ¢avraosia doyiorici} (433%29) ;
his theory, however, remains obscure.

p- 6. 1. i.e. the divorce is void, because it is not the immediate effect of
the pronouncement. The validity of the conditionally pronounced divorce
is a point of discussion in the legal schools of Islam. The ‘Literalists’ are a
school of law which keeps to a literal interpretation of the religious texts.

p- 6. 2. All proof depends ultimately on immediately known first prin-
ciples (dueoa) (Anal. post. A 21).

p- 6. 3. For the most certain principle must be also the best known,
yvwppwrdry (Met. I' 3. 1005P11).

p. 7- 1. Common notions do not by themselves imply absolute truth,
but belong to the domain of the probable (see note 1. 5). Compare, how-
ever, the preceding note. What is indeed according to Aristotle the criterion
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for the objective truth of the first principles but their universal acknowledge-
ment?

p- 7. 2. According to the Muslim Aristotelians who combine in their
theology Aristotelian with Neoplatonic elements, God knows Himself, but,
knowing Himself, He knows all the universals without this plurality’s pre-
venting His unity : the knower, the knowledge, and the known are one.

p- 8. 1. Assertions whose contrary is equally false are those in which the
predicate does not apply to the subject (7Top. B 8. 114%4), e.g. the colourless
is neither black nor white. Ghazali’s assertion that there may be a proof of
the opposite of a necessary truth can neither be proved nor refuted, since,
being in opposition to the principle of contradiction, it annuls the idea of
proof.

p. 8. 2. For o wdv 76 dawdpevov dAnbés (Met. I' 5. 1010P1).

p- 8. 3. Sound understanding d&l5 3,ks, dpfds Adyos, ratio recta; about
the dpfds Adyos as a criterion amongst the older Stoics see Diog. Laert. vii.
54 (Stoic. Vet. Fr. i. 142. 15). The word ;5 )Ls in the sense of lumen naturale is
much used by the theologians, and we find it already in this sense in an old
tradition: ‘Every child is born in the lumen naturale (i.e. of Islam); it is his
parents who make of him a Jew or a Christian or a Parsee’ (cf. Tertullian’s
anima naturaliter christiana)—which shows how early Stoic influence is felt in
Islam. The theologians often use 5 ,kally (¢doet, by nature) where the philo-
sophers would prefer xJol; . Sometimes dpfids Adyos is translated simply by
J#s, as, for instance, in the translation of the Stoic definition dpfds Adyos
npecTakTUds pév dv moupréov, dmayopevrikds 8¢ v ob mouvyréov: right reason
commands what is to be done and forbids what is not to be done, a definition
which the Mu‘tazilites took over (see e.g. the definitions of  |ic in Farabi, De
intellectu, ad init. ; Massignon, Passion d’al-Hallaj, pp. 543—4; Lane, Arabic—
English Dictionary).

p- 9. 1. This argument concerned with the impossibility of an infinite
number is the first given by John Philoponus, The impossibility of an in-
finite number of revolutions of the different planets is a favourite argument
in Muhammadan theology (e.g. Shahrastani, The Utmost Proficiency, p. 29;
Ibn ‘Uthman al-Khayyat, The Book of Triumpk, Nyberg, p. 35.; and Ibn
Hazm, On Religious and Philosophical Sects, ed. H. 1317, i, p. 16) for the creation
of the world. It is not found in Philoponus in this connexion, but it derives
from him (from his lost Refutation of Aristotle’s doctrine of the eternity
of the world), for it is given as a quotation from him by Simplicius in his
commentary on Phys. @ 1 (Diels, 1179. 15-27). Philoponus says in his
first argument that if the world were eternal, there would be not only an
infinite number of men, but also of horses and dogs ; infinity therefore would
be triplicated, which is absurd, because nothing can be greater than infinity.
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p- 10. 1. i.e. the movements of, for example, Saturn will have the same
proportion to the movements, for example, of the sun in one year as in
ten years.

p- 10. 2. This sentence is in fact contradictory: a potential infinite cannot
be an infinite whole. For Aristotle the infinite can only be potential (Aeimerar
odv 8tvauer elvar 78 dmewpov, Phys. I' 6. 206218), by which he means that time
can be infinitely, endlessly, increased or divided, number infinitely increased,
space infinitely divided, but that there cannot be an actual infinite magni-
tude (ibid. 206*16), where the word ‘infinite’ does not simply mean a
negation, but something positive, a magnitude that contains the whole of a
non-ending series. What is possible is to increase or to divide endlessly (for
which the term ‘potential infinity’ is very badly chosen) ; the existence of an
infinite whole is neither actual nor possible, according to Aristotelian prin-
ciples, but totally impossible.

That what has no beginning can have no end, and what has a beginning
must have an end, is proved in De caclo A 12 (2822 €l $aprdy, yevyrdv ...,
el 8¢ dyévyrov, ddfaprov Smérerrar). This is often regarded as more or less
axiomatic, cf. e.g. Cicero, De nat. deor. 8.20: ‘hunc censes primis, ut dicitur,
labris gustasse physiologiam, id est naturae rationem, qui quicquam quod
ortum sit putet acternum esse posse?’ (Do you think that one who believes
that anything that has come into being can be eternal, can have the slightest
notion of natural philosophy ?). See also Origen, Contra Celsum iii. 43.

p. 10. 3. A shorter time bears a relation to a longer only if both are finite
(De caelo A 6. 274°8).

p. 10. 4. This means that if there. existed things actually infinite there
would exist a proportion between them (for—this I suppose is Averroés’s
assumption—the actual infinite would have the same character as the actual

finite). There is, however, nothing actually infinite. Nor, in a strict sense, is
there any actual finite time. For actual, in a strict sense, means present. The
present, the ‘now’, however is, according to Aristotle, a limit of time, not
time itself. In Averroés actual time is in fact synonymous with finite time and
it is therefore not difficult for him to prove that all actual time is finite.

p. 10. 5. This argument (which is found, e.g., in Abu Zaid al-Balkhi—or
rather al-Mutahhar al-Maqdisi—T#he Book of Creation and History, Huart, i,
p. 121, and in Ibn Hazm, op. cit. i, p. 18) is exactly Kant’s proof for the
thesis in his first antinomy. Kant says : ‘For if we assumed that the world had
no beginning in time, then an eternity must have elapsed up to every given
point of time, and therefore an-infinite series of successive states of things
must have occurred in the world. The infinity of a series, however, consists
in this, that it never can be completed by means of a successive synthesis’,

This argument is found in Philoponus’ first proof (op. cit., p. 10).: € odv
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76 dmeipov ddiefiryrov, xad’ éxacTov 8¢ dropoy mpoiodaa 4 Tod yévous Suadox)
8ud drrelpwv drduwy puéypr Tdv viv Svrwv kamjvroey, diefvryrdv dpa 70 dmepoy
yéyovev- Smep éoriv ddivarov, if, therefore, the infinite cannot be traversed and
the succession, which in each genus progresses along the different individuals,
arrives at the actual present through an infinite number of individuals, the
infinite has been traversed, which is impossible.

p. 10. 6. Thisis a petitio principii and presupposes—according to Aristotel-
ian theory—that there cannot be an infinite series of causes (Met. a 2) and
that all movement must end in a prime unmoved mover (Phys. © 5).

p. 11. 1. Aristotle’s theory of a first cause and a prime mover seems to me
one of the more disputable points of his philosophy, and the Muslim theo-
logians fully saw its difficulty.

For Aristotle the world is eternal and uncreated; time and movement
are both eternal and there is an eternal series of movements (it must be
added that the Muslim Aristotelians, who combine Neoplatonic with
Aristotelian elements, speak of a creation of the world, an eternal creation;
the world emanates eternally out of God, but this does not change the
problem essentially, since both an eternal cause for an eternally identical
effect, and an eternal creation, are contradictory conceptions, cause and
creation both implying change). If, therefore, cause is regarded as ante-
cedent to effect (and it is often regarded by Aristotle as an antecedent in
time : man is produced from a prior man, cf. Met. @ 8. 1049%24), there cannot
be a first cause, since there is no first moment. But according to Aristotle (see
above) there must be an unmoved principle of all movement. If we accept
this, the world in its totality is passive, cause and effect are simultaneous,
and God is not the first cause, but in fact the only cause. However, even this
does not solve the difficulty, for if we regard uniform motion (the prime
mover is the cause of uniform, ovvexfs, movement, Phys. @ 5. 259216) as an
identical state, as we moderns do, who acknowledge the principle of inertia,
no cause at all is needed ; if, on the other hand, we regard uniform motion
as spatial change, a change in the effect presupposes a change in the cause
and in this way changes in God would be introduced, in opposition to
Aristotelian doctrine, which holds the contradictory view that an unchanging
God can be the cause of a changing world (compare note 33. 1).

p. 11. 2. The acts of God derive immediately from Him ; there is there-
fore no causal nexus between these, and we have no infinite causal series.

p. 11. 3. Man, when he produces man, does not produce him essentially,
but only accidentally (whatever this means) ; the real cause is God, the real
essential relation between the prior and the posterior man is a time-
relation. This is not Aristotelian doctrine, but Averroés’s exegesis. Aristotle
{Phys. © 5 ad init.) distinguishes the immediate action of an agent from his
acting through some instrumentality, a stick, for example, which he uses as
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a lever. You can say both that the last of a series of instruments is the mover
and that the first mover (the man, e.g., who moves his hand which moves the
stick) is the mover, but you will agree, according to Aristotle, that the first
mover is the real mover, for without the first the last would not move
anything, whereas the last does not move the first. Aristotle, however, tries
to prove that there cannot be an infinite series of intermediates, although he
regards the production of man out of man as eternal. Here lies the real
difficulty.

p. 11. 4. i.e. God acts immediately, without instrument, as the mover of
the world ; where He needs an instrument, as in the production of man, for
which He needs a prior man as an instrument, He has no first instrument ;
i.e. there is no first man, but the series of men is infinite.

P- 11. 5. odk &ori kunjoews xivmois (Phys. E 2. 225P15; Met. K 12. 1068%15) ;
d8vvarov v dpxijv Erepdv Ti odoay elvaw dpxijv (Met. N 1. 1087°33 ; Phys. A 6.
189230).

p. 12. 1. Averroés in his answer ignores the difficulty of how in the present
a past infinite can have come to an end. Aristotle does not seem to have felt
the contradiction between his thesis ‘that what has no beginning can have
no end, and that what has a beginning must have an end’ and his descrip-
tion of the present, the ‘now’ (4 viiv, ,ﬂ 1) as a kind of intermediate (ueadrns
7is) containing both an end and a beginning—the end of an infinite past,
the beginning of an infinite future (Phys. @ 1. 251b21). If it is said there is
here no end, for the end is also a beginning, what in that case will be the
definition of an end?

p. 12. 2. The unreality or subjectivity of an object of thought does not
change its characterization ; a hundred real thalers, said Kant, do not con-
tain the least coin more than a hundred possible thalers.

The text has a variant: “Therefore, when we imagine a number of
horses . . . .’ This may perhaps be the correct reading ; horses is a favourite
example with Aristotle when speaking of numbers (e.g. Phys. 4 12. 22011
I11. 220%24; 14. 223P5).

p- 12. 3. For Aristotle possible existence does not mean only possible
existence in the sense of my belief that a thing may possibly exist, but also
the existence of a hypostatized possibility, an existing reality which is the
source of an actual existent. For Aristotle all becoming is nothing but the
change from a state of possible existence (in this second meaning) to a state
of actual existence, and in contradiction to his own principium tertii exclusi (i.e.
that there is no tertium quid between existence and its opposite, non-existence),
he regards this potential existence as something intermediate between
existence and non-existence (De gen. et corr. A 3. 31723). However, a
potential existent ought to always have the possibility of becoming an actual
existent, but here Averroés posits a potential existent, i.e. an infinite whole,
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which can never be an actual existent (cf. note 10. 2). That he regards
potentiality as belonging to the domain of non-existence (in a certain sense)
is in accordance with Aristotelian terminology (see Met. N 2. 1089*28).
Certainly all this is very confusing, and the ambiguity of Aristotle’s termino-
logy is not only a source of confusion but itself the consequence of a confusion
of thought.

P. 12. 4. According to Aristotle the existence of time might be regarded
as dubious, for the past exists no longer, the future is not yet, and the present
is only a limit (Phys. 4 10. 21732). That only the present exists (Smdpyew),
whereas the past and future merely subsist (S¢earnrévar) is maintained by
Chrysippus (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 164. 26; 165. 34). See also Augustine, Confess.
xil. 15: ‘praeteritum enim iam non est et futurum nondum est’; (ibid. 16)
‘praeterita vero quae iam non sunt, aut futura quae nondum sunt, quis
metiri potest, nisi forte audebit quis dicere metiri posse quod non est ?’

p. 13. 1. Here he seems to regard time as exclusively in the soul. This
subjective conception of time is found already in Aristotle (ddvvarov elvat
xpovov Yuxijs pn ovons, Phys. 4 14. 223%26). Throughout the whole history of
philosophy there is confusion of the subjective with the non-existent, and
time is regarded as incorporeal, i.e. subjective or non-existent, by the Stoics,
who in their materialism and sensationalism deny the reality of everything
which is not apprehended by the senses—they even make the self-contra-
dictory assertion (which might be regarded as a definition of Kant’s system)
that it is we who put the relations into things (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 133. 22: mpds
7 éaTi 76 Wpos érépw voovpevov), an assertion which, if taken seriously, would
destroy the whole world, ourselves and our problems included, but in which,
as we shall see, they are followed by the Muslim theologians. However, in
these questions they show no consistency, and it would-be a mistake to
regard Ghazali’s conceptions as especially subjectivist—as has been done—,
this kind of subjectivism (of which we shall find many examples in Averroés
too) being characteristic of Hellenistic philosophy generally (see note 41. 2).

p. 13. 2. This does not seem very consistent. First, representation or
imagination is given as the reason why we falsely regard the objective
infinite as finite; now it is given as the reason why the future is rightly
believed to be infinite.

p- 13. 3. Time has begun according to. Plato, but may be infinite. “Time
has come into being together with Heaven in order that they may be dis-
solved together, if ever they have to be dissolved’ (Tim. 38 b).

P- 13-4. True to their principle, since according to Aristotle a beginning
implies an end. For the incorruptibility of the world see below (Chapter II).

P- 14. 1. See note 8.1.

P- 14- 2. The word I translate by ‘immediate intuitive apprehension’ is
(393, yebous, ‘taste’, a word which belongs to the mystical terminology of
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the Sufis and which means the immediate mystical apprechension of the
Divine. Plotinus says (Enn. v. 1. 7) that the purest Intellect (¢ vods ¢ xafa-
pararos) devours or swallows (karamivew) the intelligible gods and in i. 6. 7
he speaks of the dwdAavaus Beod, fruitio dei, which becomes thence an accepted
mystical term (the metaphor is obviously connected with certain rites of
mystical religion). A definition of yefiois is given by Origen (Comm. in Ioan.
xx. 33 ; Migne, xiv. 671) as the power of the soul to taste and to apprehend
the quality of intelligible food (fuxfis Stvaps yevorin xal dvridgmruey Tis
mowdryros TGV voqrdv Tpoddv), and Tauler (Predigt 26) says: ‘Das Hochste,
was der Mensch empfangen kann, ist die sechste und sicbente Gabe des
Geistes: Verstindnis und schmeckende Weisheit fir Gott, fiir die gotliche
Siifle, die siiler ist als Honig und Honigseim.” There is a close resemblance
between fourteenth-century German mysticism and Sufism, both being
derived from the same sources, Neoplatonism and Gnosticism.

p- 14. 3. The philosophers. This is only true if by ‘philosophers’ is meant
Aristotle and his more strictly Peripatetic commentators like Alexander ot
Aphrodisias (according to Aristotle only the vods which comes from outside,
8pafev, is immortal, which seems to imply that my individual personality
does not survive ; however, the question as to what my individual personality
consists in, was never asked by Aristotle or any other Greek thinker ; see next
note) ; it is not true either for Plato or for the Neoplatonists, including those
commentators of Aristotle who have a Neoplatonic bias—e.g. all the
Muslim predecessors of Averroés who deny with Aristotle (see De an. 4 3.
40713 and 414°21) the pre-existence of the soul and. metempsychosis, and
together with the Platonists accept the idea of personal immortality, although
their pronouncements are various and are not always determined by purely
philosophical considerations. At an earlier date Ibn Tufail in his philo-
sophical novel had complained about Al-Farabi’s inconsistency on this
question,

P- 14. 4. 4AX’ Soa dpifud mold, SAnw Exer (Met. A 8. 1074733). Callias
and Socrates differ only in their bodies, but are one in their form, i.e. in their
soul (Z 8. 1034%5), and Socrates is unique only through his matter (1074235)
(Aristotle, however, is not consistent, and declares (D¢ an. 4 3. 40726 and
B 2. 414%21) that each soul is fitted only to its own special body). This
theory identifies my spiritual identity with my bodily identity and implies a
denial of a spiritual Ego. Nevertheless it was Aristotle who introduced into
philosophy (De an. I' 2 ad init.) the idea of selfconsciousness, i.e. my con-
sciousness of being the subject of my acts of sensation; but this conscious-
ness concerns only acts of sensation and is itself a sensitive principle, the
common sense (16 xowov alofyripiov), situated in the heart. The Stoics took
over this idea from Aristotle, giving this consciousness a special term,
owveldyots, ‘my knowledge of my own state’, translated by Cicero, De fin.
iii. 5. 16 as sensus sui, originating jn the fyeuonxdv, §hell 348, in the
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heart; Plotinus (iv. 3. 26) has four other terms for selfconsciousness : odveoss,
owvaloByois, mapaxodovlbnais, avfeas, all of which may be of Stoic origin,
But the connexion of the purely rational faculties, which according to
Aristotle have no localization in the body, with the sensual faculties remains
obscure. Avicenna in his Recovery, following Plotinus, Enrn. iv. 7. 10—
posits an immediate (Ja.g S\;) awareness (i.c. one not mediated by any
sensual faculty) of my individual spiritual identity, which is incorruptible.
For Avicenna, as for Plotinus (and for Plato), my soul is the link between
the Divine and the animal; as belonging to the Divine world, it is iden-
tical with, or a part of, the Intellect and the World-Soul (both may be
said, see note 15. 1) and this is my true nature ; as connected with the animal
it is aware of the things of the body which it directs. The Intellect and
the World-Soul stand in Plotinus’ system in the relation of Aristotle’s
active and passive intellect; it is through his Neoplatonic interpretation
that Averroés can regard the passive intellect as incorruptible. We live in
two worlds and have in fact two souls, each of us possesses a2 double Ego
(8crrov odv 76 rueis, Enn. i. 1. 10}, and the awareness of my individual
spiritual identity in pure thought, which is mentioned by Avicenna, is but
the awareness of the identity of my higher Ego with the universal Reason.
The consequence would seem to be that everything that characterizes the
individual, since it is connected with the body, is doomed to annihilation
with the body. This, however, is a consequence which neither Plato nor
Plotinus nor Avicenna seems willing to accept: the individual Socrates is
immortal.

P- 14. 5. This was not the opinion of Plotinus, who at Enn. v. 7. 2 (last
sentence) accepts from the Stoics the principium identitatis indiscernibilium,
known in modern philosophy through Leibniz : not two hairs, not two grains
are alike (Cic. Acad. pr.1i. 26. 85 ; Seneca, Ep. ad Luc. 113. 16). This principle is
known also in Islam (see e.g. Ibn Hazm, op. cit. i, p. 93, I. 1) ; the theologian
Hisham al-Futi says, just as Leibniz does, that God cannot create two
exactly similar things, since they would then be identical (Ibn Hazm, op.
cit. iv, p. 196).

p- 14. 6. According to Avicenna—e.g. Salvation, p. 203—entities which
have no fixed order in space or nature, C,:.LJI s cpjl 3 A Y L, like

certain angels and devils, may form a simultaneous numerical infinity. For
Avicenna there cannot be a pre-existence of souls (see e.g. his Salvation,
PP. 300-2), because before their entrance into bodies they would have to
be one or many; they cannot be many, because in an immaterial essence
there is no principium individuationis for a plurality; they cannot be one,
because this one soul would have to be divided amongst the bodies, whereas
the immaterial cannot be divided. They can, however, exist after separation
from their bodies, because then they are distinct through the bodies in
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which they have been, through the times in which they were created, and
through the distinctions in their own forms according to the different condi-
tions of their former bodies. Plotinus (Enn. v. 7. 38), in order to avoid an
actual infinity of spiritual entities (Adyot), accepts the Stoic theory of different
world-cycles. This is also Origen’s solution of the difficulty of the actual
infinite (cf. De princip. ii. 9. 1 and iii. 5. 3). Marcus Aurelius, as a materialist,
asks (iv. 21 ; ed. Stich, p. 37): ‘If souls endure, how will the air hold them
all from eternity ?’

P. 14. 7. This is the argument given by Aristotle against an actual in-
finity ; Phys. I 5. 204321.

p- 15. 1. It is important to distinguish three theories which are confused
by the Arabic commentators.

(1) The Platonic theory that the individual soul stands in relation to the
soul of the universe as the individual part to the individual whole (Plot. iv.
3. 1) : ék Tijs ToG wavTos Yuxis kai Tos Nperépas elvac. Plato says in the Philebus
(30 a) that, as our body is a part of the universe, so our soul is a part of the
soul of the universe, and this idea finds its mythical expression in Timaeus
41 d: the demiurge creates the individual souls out of the same material as
he had created the universal soul, although less pure. The same conception
of the individual soul as a real part (pépos) of the World-Soul is found in
Stoicism : see Marcus Aurelius ii. 4, v. 27.

(2) The Plotinian theory of substantial identity : mdoac af Yuyal Todvwv pia
(Enn. vi. 5. g). Platinus, who quotes both passages of Plato (iv. 3. 1 and iv. 3.
7), regards the individual soul and the soul of the universe as ultimately
identical ; he denies that this identity can be explained in any materialistic
way (this, according to him, was not intended by Plato), and he remarks (vi.
4. 12) that this identity is like the identical noise that is heard by different per-
sons or the identical object which they see, showing by this profound remark
that he is aware that the perception of one object by many percipients is an
irreducible fact which cannot be described or represented by any material
image. Greek psychology on the whole does not distinguish clearly between
the percipient, the perceiving, and the object perceived, or between the
thinker, the thinking, and the object of thought; subject and object are
identified, and the theory of the oneness of all souls expresses the truth
that the many can perceive one common object, just as Aristotle’s theory of
the uniqueness of the active intellect expresses the truth that the many can
think one identical thought, but the uniqueness of the object is transferred
to the subject.

(3) The Aristotelian theory of the identity of the universal. Callias and
Socrates are one through their form ; this means that although individually
two, they are one in their universal essence, their soul. The universal is the
same in a number of different individuals, and the same yellow may be in
many individuals; the identity of the universal and the identity of the
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individual should not, however, be confused. The universal ‘soul’ is hyposta-
tized by the Neoplatonic commentators as the soul of the universe.

P- 15. 2. Plotinus is fully aware of this obvious difficulty and discusses it
unsuccessfully (Enn. iv. 3. 5); his spiritualism cannot explain man’s indi-
viduality, man’s privacy of vision and thought. But Ghazali’s nominalism
cannot explain man’s membership of a common world of sense and thought,
for the consequence of all nominalism is solipsism.

p. 15. 3. The different meanings of ‘part’ are discussed by Aristotle,
Met. 4 26, and Plotinus, Ern. iv. 3. 2.

P- 15. 4. This, of course, is a petitio principii and presupposes the Aristote-
lian doctrine that all unity is based on form, all plurality on matter.

P. 15. 5. After death all souls must be one,

p. 15. 6, For the meanings of ‘identity’ (radrd) and ‘different’ (Sidgopov)
see Aristotle, Met. 4 q.

p. 16. 1. For the divisible, iatperdy, i.e. the quantum, woodv, see Met. 4
13, where the woadv kaf’ éavrd and the moodv kard ovpfefnxds are mentioned.

p- 16. 2. In De anima (I" 5. 430*15) Aristotle compares the active intellect
to light, his third term in the comparison being the actualization of the
potential: the active intellect actualizes the potential intellect as light
actualizes the colours which exist already potentially. Averroés, however,
uses the comparison as Plotinus does, for the soul generally, and he passes
unawares from Aristotle’s conception of the soul as a universal to Plotinus’
conception of the substantial identity of the universal and the individual
soul. For Plotinus’ treatment see especially Enn, iv, 3. 22-23; it is interest-
ing to observe how in this passage light is regarded at the same time as an
image of the soul, yuy) . . . ds 76 $ds (loc. cit. 22 ad init.) and as the reality
of the soul, edpa repwriouévov (loc. cit. 23 ad init.) ; all representation tends
to materialization. The metaphor of light goes back to the passage in Plato,
Rep. vi. 508 b, ¢, 509 b.

p. 16. 3, Philosophy distinguishes itself from sophistry through its ethos
(Arist., Met. I" 2. 1004b24) : % dudooodia Siadéper Tis sodiariniis Tob Piov T4
WPOGLPGIUEL.

p. 16. 4. In a tentative way, meipacricds; dialectic is merely tentative,
where philosophy claims to know (Arist.,, Met. I" 2. 1004b25) : &ori 8¢ %
Siadexrics) mewpaoTiny wepi dv 7 Pulooodla yrworik.

p. 16. 5. This kind of argument in defence of objective truth, which is
very common in Islam amongst the theologians as well (cf. Baghdadi’s
arguments in Wensinck, The Muslim Creed, p. 251), goes back to Plato,
Theaet. 170 c. It is asserted by Aristotle (Met. I" 3. 6), in his elaborate dis-
cussion of the principle of contradiction, that all discussion rests ultimately
on first principles, and that not to know of what things one should and
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should not ask for demonstration is the result of lack of education (8’ dwa-
8evoiav, I 4. 1006%6). The Stoics argue against the Sceptics that you cannot
deny the possibility of proof without proving it, and that he who affirms that
nothing can be known with surety must know at least that he knows this (cf,
e.g. Sext. Emp. Hyp. Pyrrh. ii. 186 ; Cic. Acad. Post. ii. g. 28) ; and Lucretius,
too, says (De rer. nat. iv. 469—70 ‘denique nil sciri si quis putat, id quoque
nescit, |an sciri possit, quoniam nil scire fatetur.’ See also Cicero, De fin. ii.
13. 43 and Seneca, Q. nat. vii. 32. 2).

The argument is also found in the Christian Fathers; see especially
Clement of Alexandria in his chapter against the Sceptics, Strom. viii. 35,
St. Augustine, De trinitate ix. 10 . . . si dubitat, scit se nescire . . ., and
Eusebius, Praep. evang. xiv. 18. 760b . . . €l 8¢ dyvoodiaw (the Sceptics) dmoidy
éore 76 ijdov, ovk dv eldeiev ovdé T{ 7o ddylov.

It may perhaps be added here that the Muslim theologians regard the
conviction of the existence, for example, of a country or of a town by reliable
hearsay, i.e. traced back without interruption to an eyewitness (,.ll
1s21) as unassailable (see Baghdadi, op. cit., pp. 312~14), here following
the Greek empiricists, who also give the existence of a country or town
(Crete, Sicily, Sardinia in Galen, Subfig. Emp. 52; Alexandria in Galen’s
On Medical Experience, Arabic version, xx. 5) by hearsay from an eyewitness
(adrémms) as an example of reliable knowledge. In their rules for the relia-
bility of a tradition the theologians seem to be influenced by the rules given
by the empiricists (see Galen, Subfig. Emp. 51) for the reliability of traditional
knowledge, {oropla (ioropla éoriv dmayyelia Tav éwpapévwy), and like the
empiricists they emphasize the concord (cvpgwria, ilbly.), trustworthi-
ness, and situation of the witnesses; however, whereas the theologians
distinguish between traditions the evidence of which is immediate and
necessary and those the evidence of which is acquired and valid only for
practical purposes ( Jas), for the empiricists, those forerunners of the prag-
matists, all evidence is valid only in relation to our actions and the life of the
community (6 Blos 6 xowds : see Sext. Emp. Hyp. Pyrrh. i. 237).

p. 16. 6. In these three last sentences Averroés is following Aristotle,
Met. K 6. 1063%7. 16 and Met. I 5. 1009°16-22.

P- 17. 1. The introduction of the concept of possibility does not change
the problem, and the difficulty remains the same, that of the completion of
an infinite series. In what follows Averroés wants to eliminate the concept
of time and to base the argument merely on the concept of possibility. It
was, says Averroés, in God’s unlimited power to choose one of an unlimited
number of time-points for His creation of time. Averroés then transfers the
unlimited possibility (of choice) in the subject, i.e. God, to the object, i.e.
the time-points, and regards the possibility as a qualification of these points.
The termination of this infinite series of possible time-points would be a
condition for the beginning of finite time, which according to the supposition
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was created by God (this condition introduces, of course, the concept of time,
which is, however, already implied in the concept of creation). Aristotle
himself bases an argument for eternity on the idea of possibility. If time, so
he says (De caelo A 12. 283211 sqq.), had been generated, an infinite series of
possiblu time-points (ompueia) would have existed before the generation of
time. But an infinite series of possibilities is contradictory according to
Aristotle, because the possible implies the possibility of existence and non-
existence which, according to him, cannot coexist infinitely. The possible
cannot be eternal.

p. 17. 2. See pp. 48sqq.
P- 17. 3. i.e. the finite time supposed to have been created by God.

P. 17. 4. According to Aristotle, a quality can be attributed to something
whether it possesses this quality potentially or actually; ‘seeing’ can mean
both ‘having the capacity of sight’ and ‘seeing actually’ (Met. 4 7. 1017%1).
For the possible as disposition see Met. 4 12. 101gb5. By a possibility which
is simultaneous with a thing is meant a faculty, a capacity, an ability, a
power. I shall discuss the difficult and ambiguous term ‘possible’ more in
detail later.

p. 18. 1. For the argument which Averroés gives is double-edged ; on the
basis of God’s omnipotence one might also prove an infinite number of
possible spatial extensions; according to the Peripatetics, however, the
spatial extension of the world is finite,

p- 18. 2. The possible, i.e. the actualized or realized possible, the created
time. The identification of the possible with the actual is, as we shall see
later, a Megarian Ash‘arite theory.

p- 18. 3. The passage which follows is somewhat confused, and does not
render quite correctly the real objection of the philosophers, which is closely
similar to Kant's argument for the eternity of the world in the antithesis of
the first antinomy. The philosophical objection is that, since all time-points
are similar, there is no difference in them which could determine God to
choose a definite time-point as the moment for His creation (see e.g.
Avicenna, Salvation, p. 418; the basic idea is in Arist. De caelo A 12. 283%11,
cf. Phys. © 252214, and already in Parmenides, Diels, Fr. d. Voriokr. fr. 8).
But the problem is not quite the same as that of the presence of black or
white in certain things of nature, for black and white are not similar; the
problem here is that of God’s intention in choosing the one rather than the
other. The confusion lies in the term a3z, (‘differentiating principle’),

which can mean as used by Ghazali (like == praeponderans, determining

principle or principle giving preponderance) (1) a principle which, deter-
mining or choosing without any motive one of two similar objects, establishes
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a distinction between them through this choice, (2) a principle which deter-
mines or chooses, without the motive being known, the existence of one of
two opposites which seem equally purposeful, (3) the dissimilarity which is the
motive for the choice. The conception of a ‘differentiating principle’ is of
Stoic origin. Through God as the logos the world gradually develops through
division (Diog. Laert. vii. 136) ; all things are set in opposition through the
logos, e.g. the mortal and the immortal, the material and the immaterial
(Plutarch, De solert. an. ii. g) ; Lactantius says (Stoic. Vet. Fr. i. 42. 23) that
Zeno called the logos naturae dispositor ; Ps.-Arist. (De mundo 5. 397°17) has
the word ywpilew (the natures of the different kinds of animals are separated) ;
and Philo uses the expression (Quis rer. div. her. 26. 130) Adyos Topevs, the
specifying logos.

Ghazali probably borrowed his theory of a differentiating principle from
his master Juwaini (for whose theory see Averroés, Theology and Philosophy,
ed. Miiller, p. 40).

Aristotle, although he is convinced that nature always does the best
possible, 4 ¢vais del mowet Tdv dvdeyopévaw 70 Bédriorov (De caclo B 5. 288%2)
(which seems to imply that even for nature—or for God—not everything is
possible, a problem much discussed in theology, since it denies one of its
postulates, God’s omnipotence), and that nothing in the eternal world can
happen by chance and at random, 287b24, says (287%31) that to ask a reason
for everything would seem to show an excessive simplicity (edjfeia) and zeal
(mpobupia). The Aristotelian and Stoic principle that God does always 76
Bérrorov, cl.pYI , is generally admitted by the Muslim theologians (cf. also

Leibniz’s principium melioris).
p- 18. 4. We should not inquire after the motives of the Eternal, accord-

ing to the Koran, xii. 23: God is not to be questioned concerning what
He does.

p- 19. I. According to Plutarch (De stoic. rep. xxiii, Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. g73)
there were certain philosophers, &ot 7&v $rhoaddwr, who accepted a facuity
in the soul which could determine the soul to choose without any external
cause, when there is an absolute equipoise of motives, and Plutarch uses for this
faculty (loc. cit.) the term 76 émucAivov, i.e. that which inclines, e

(Chrysippus denied the existence of such a faculty, which would imply the
existence of the causeless, dvalriov). This is the theory which, as we will see,
Ghazali adopted for the human will. However, in the definition he gives here
(and he seems to speak here of the will in general and not only of the Divine
Will; but the whole passage is ambiguous) he regards the will in every act
of will as an émucdivov or a Topueds, since he assumes in the agent for every
voluntary act an equal possibility of acting or not acting. This is the Pelagian
conception of the liberum arbitrium.

p- 19. 2. This would be rather an argument for the opposite of Ghazali’s
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thesis, for will is a faculty, a power, which needs for its actualization a cause,
a motive.

P- 19. 3. mdoa Stvapus dpa Tis dvnddoeds éorw, every potency is at one
and the same time a potency of the opposite (Met. © 8. 1050%8).

P- 19. 4. According to the Muslim theologians God has power to act and
to will.

P- 19. 5. For the Divine Will also could only choose between things
exhibiting a dissimilarity.

p. 19. 6. It is, however, the similarity, not the opposition of the time-
points, which constitutes the philosophical objection ; see pages 22, 2 5, and
32, and note 32. 4.

_P-20.1. Differentiating principle, i.e. a dissimilarity ; the term ‘differen-
tiating principle’ has a different sense for Averroés from' that which it has
for Ghazali.

P- 20. 2. It would not contain the possibility of contrary effects ; warmth
—says Aristotle (Met. © 2. 1046b5)—is capable only of heating, but the
medical art can produce both disease and health.

P- 20. 3. i.e. they reject the idea of a Divine Will, at least in the theo-
logical sense. '

P. 20.4. &, peradopd; for transference as a form of sophistry, see De
soph. elench. 18. 176b20.

p. 21. 1. i.e. in the Koran will is attributed to God.

p- 21.2. The original of this example is in Aristotle, De caelo B 13.
29532, where, discussing Plato’s theory that the earth is sustained in heaven
through the equivalence (duowdrs) of the surrounding heaven (Phaedo
108 €), he speaks of the constraint of equivalence in a man who, at an equal
distance from food and drink and equally starving and thirsting, must
remain where he is. More or less the same example, duo cibi aequaliter appeti-
biles, is found in Thomas Aquinas, Summa theol. 1. ii. & 3. 6, and in Dante,
Par. iv. 1-6, who adds, however, the much less paradoxical example of a
lamb standing egualmente temendo between two hungry and fierce wolves.
The paradox becomes known later as that of Buridan’s ass (although in
Buridan, who often gives asses as examples, this particular ass is not found),
and the example of an ass dying with hunger between two similar bundles
of straw at an equal distance is mentioned and discussed by such different
authors as Montaigne, Essais, ii. 14 ; Spinoza, Scholion at the end of Eth. ii ;
Bayle in his Dictionnaire; and Schopenhauer, Die beiden Grundprobleme der
Ethik, 2nd ed., p. 58.

p- 22. 1. According to Aristotle there are four classes of opposition : con-
tradiction, privation, contrariety, relation; the first opposition is that of
being and not-being , mpdiry dvavriwows s kai orépmois Tedela (absolute
privation, i.e. non-being) (Met. I 4. 1055233).
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P. 22. 2. i.e. it is only through our desires that we regard two similar
things as different.

P- 22. 3. For the definition of will as desire of a good, % BovAnais Spefis
dyabod, see Top. Z 8. 146°s,

P- 22. 4. ‘The desires which belong to the essence of the things willed”.
This contradictory sentence, which implies that the thing willed is the
willer, refers to Aristotle’s theory of God as the mover of the world through
being desired and loved (xwe? cbs épcdpevor), and is but a consequence of the
profound contradiction in Aristotle’s system in that God is both the supreme
Agent and the supreme End. Not only does Aristotle ascribe the motion of
the heavens to their love—‘I’Amor che muove il sole e P’altre stelle’—but he
attributes even to matter a desire for the divine, the good, and the desirable
(Phys. A 9. 192%16). That to be is better than not to be, fériov 76 elvar o5 u7)
elvar (De gen. et corr. B 10. 336%28) is Aristotelian optimism,

P- 23. I. Averroés misses the point here completely. Certainly the donkey
will take one or the other of the two bundles rather than die, but the ques-
tion is what determines its taking the one rather than the other. Obviously
it will take the one that comes first to hand ; only, when there is a complete
equivalence of all conditions, this is  ipossible, and Spinoza says bluntly
that the donkey will have to die. As a matter of fact, in such cases a complete
equivalence of psychological and physical conditions is never reached ; no
living body even is strictly symmetrical, and if per impossibile such an
cquivalence could be momentarily reached, the world is changing, not
static, and the donkey will move and not die.

P- 23. 2. What Averroés wants to express here, I believe, is not the
principium identitatis indiscernibilium, but simply the fact that two individual
things, even when completely similar, are not identical. Averroés, I think,
confuses similarity with identity. By ‘the quality exclusive to it’ he means,
probably, its spatial or temporal localization.

P- 23. 3. The impossible—like the necessary—is for Aristotle of two kinds,
the logically impossible, the impossible through the necessity of thought,
and the empirically impossible, not based on the necessity of thought (see
Aristotle, Met. 4 12. 101gb21). Since a logical impossibility is here in
question, the impossibility is valid for all cases: divine, natural, and logical.

P. 24. 1. The sun, by moving on the ecliptic, approaches to and recedes
from the different points of the earth, and is in this way the cause of change,
of coming to be and passing away in the sublunary world (De gen. et corr.
B 10). The theory of the eccentric sphere, xixos éxxerrpos, and the apogee,
dmdyewr, belongs to Ptolemaic astronomy, see e.g. Aim. iii. 3 (according
to Simplicius, In Arist, libr. de caelo, Heiberg, p. 507, the Pythagoreans were
perhaps the first to introduce an eccentric sphere for the sun). The apogee
is the point farthest from the earth on the orbit of a planet which has its
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centre outside the earth. All change in the sublunary world is conditioned
by the positions and movements of the heavenly spheres, rais dvw dopais
(Meteor. A 2. 339%21).

P- 24. 2. The problem why the heaven revolves in the one direction
rather than the other is posed by Aristotle at De caelo B 5, and the problem
why the planets have a movement different from that of the sphere of the
fixed stars at De caelo B 3. According to Aristotle only two points on the
sphere of heaven have a distinguishing mark (8iagopd) and they are the two
poles through their immobility.

P- 24. 3. In Arabian astronomy the ninth sphere serves to communicate
the diurnal motion to all the other spheres. The fineness of the simple body
increases with its distance from the centre: see De caelo B 4. 28720 and
Meteor. A 3. 340%6.

P- 24. 4. These two spheres, i.e. (a) the ninth sphere; (5) all the other
spheres together.

P- 24. 5. Ghazali means, evidently, that the ecliptic might have passed
through the points which are in the actual world occupied by the poles;
the actual poles would then have had to occupy other points; he cannot
mean that the ecliptic might go through the poles, since the order of the
world depends on the relation between the ecliptic and the poles. Ghazali’s
objection is not quite analogous to that of the philosophers, who argue against
a creation which implies a pre-existence in time by saying that since all
time-points are similar no definite time-point could cause a new volition
in God. Ghazali’s objection, that God could not choose individual points
from among the homogeneous points of the world-globe to serve as poles,
does not imply that God first created the globe and then chose the poles
from amongst its homogeneous points ; the implication is that any other two
points which God might have chosen, while creating the world, would have
been equally purposeful, so that the choice of the actual poles cannot
depend on a choice made by God based on His conception of the best
possible world. There is no answer to this objection, which is valid against
a complete explanation of the world by final causes; one might as well ask
why God created me and not someone similar in my stead (one cannot ask—
says Plotinus, Enn. iii. 3. 3, why plants have no sensations and are not
animals, or animals are not men ; this would be like asking why men are not
gods); all explanation in terms of final causes presupposes a number of
primitive facts and laws which cannot themselves be explained by final
causes. Theophrastus in his Metaphysics (see especially ad fin.) had already
remarked that certain things do not seem to exist for the sake of an end, and
that we must limit teleological explanation. The consequence of Ghazali’s
theory that God’s will is not determined by any motive at all, however,
would seem to be that there is no wisdom whatever in the world and that
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nothing has a purpose. But Stoics and Aristotelians, Muslim theologians and
philosophers alike, believe in the principle of 76 BéAriaTov, Y1, ‘que tout
est pour le mieux dans le meilleur des mondes possibles’.

P- 25. I. Asalience and adifferentiation of the angles lg33lisg L 1s) T3>
ovdév ydp dmmprypévov éxet 008¢ mpoéyov, damep 76 €0Vypayiov (De caelo B 8.
29ob6).

p- 26. 1. Possible, évdexdpevoy, i.e. accidental, ovuBeBn«ds. The accidental,
according to Aristotle, is what may or may not happen, and is not based on
any inner necessity: ovpfefnros 8¢ éorw . . . & dvBéxerar Smdpyew STwoiv
&i kal 7 adrd Kai pi) Smdpyew (Top. A 5. 102P4). Averroés means that the
position of the poles seems accidental, but is nevertheless based on necessity.
In what follows Averroés reproduces the Aristotelian doctrine as found in
the De caelo.

p- 26. 2. 76 87 xixdw odpa Pepdpevor ddvvarov Exew Bdpos 3 rovddrra
(De caelo A 3. 26gP30).

p- 26. 3. The properties of the four elements in the matter of weight and
lightness are treated by Aristotle, Dé caelo 4 4 ; fire is absolutely light, because
it rises higher than anything else; earth is absolutely heavy, because it sinks
below everything else.

p- 26. 4. High, 99, dvw, i.e. away from the centre; low, Jaul,
KkdTw, i.e. towards the centre (De caelo 4 2. 268b21).

p- 27. 1. The sphere has only one surface, ém¢dveia (De caclo B 4. 286%30),
and is therefore the primary body, just as the circle is the primary figure;
the spherical shape of heaven is proved by Aristotle at De caelo B 4.

p. 27. 2. Rectilinear bodies (ré edfypaupa) are not essentially finite,
since an addition to a straight line is always possible (286b20).

P- 27- 3. The impossibility of there being any bodily mass or any empty
space beyond heaven is demonstrated by Aristotle, De caelo A g.

P- 27- 4. Since the heaven is alive (¢ odpaves &uuyos), it is clear—says
Aristotle (De caelo B 2. 285230)—that it must possess a right and a left; see
also note 28. 4.

P. 27. 5. That all generation is effected through the movements of the
heavenly bodies is shown by Aristotle, De caelo B 3. 2861—9. For the theory
that this continual production and corruption is based on the movements
of the heavenly bodies, see De gen. et corr. B 10; cf. also note 24. 1.

p- 27.6. Cf. Philo, De provid. ii. 74 (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 332.3) : ‘Numerus
autem planetarum prodest universo’. ‘Mundum esse opus providentiae’ is
especially emphasized by the Stoics. According to Aristotle eloi 860 alriar,
76 0" oS &vexa kal 76 ¢ dvdyxys (e.g. Phys. B 7. 198b17). See note 31. 1.

p. 28. 1. That each heavenly sphere has its own eternal principle of
movement is stated in Aristotle, Met. 4 8. 1073233 ; that the heavens are
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composed of simple bodies moving through their own nature and not by
force, having their definite natural movement, a circular one, which has no
contrary as rectilinear movement has, since it turns, i.e. it moves at the
same time in two directions, is stated in Aristotle, De caelo A 2. The sentence
about the magnet is not found in Aristotle, nor, as far as I know, in any Greek
commentator ; it touches a very delicate point in the Aristotelian philosophy,
for according to Aristotle the spheres move through an external principle,
God, their final principle; they move in fact like iron which is attracted by
the magnet (with the exception, as Averroés mentions, that the magnet can
attract from any direction). One could say that the heaven either moves in
virtue of its own nature (kard Ty éavrod ¢vow) or through an external
principle which attracts it; Aristotelianism, however, wishes to have it
both ways.

p- 28. 2. Thispassageis acommentaryon Aristotle, Decaelo B2. 285212 sqq.
Aristotle has (285215) the sentence that certain living beings differ only in
power or faculty, whereas other living beings differ also in shape (ré pév
yép 77 Suvduer Suadéper pdvov, Ta 8¢ kai Tois oxijuact . . .). That the world
needs for its spherical movement neither hands, legs, nor feet is laid down
in Timaeus 34. .

p- 28. 3. Aristotle proves (Met. A 8. 1074231) that there can be but one
heaven, since only through matter can there be plurality (man is one in
species but numerically many because of his matter, e.g. Socrates, Callias).
But the heavenly bodies are in a sense immaterial (Met. H 4. 1044%7) and
yet they form a plurality and have a plurality of immaterial moving prin-
ciples (the heavenly bodies and their movers are not always well distin-
guished). This plurality is explained by the Neoplatonic commentators as
being not a plurality of individuals which would need matter, but as a
plurality of universals. Every divine being, although it is unique (wdvra
povadika Ta odpdna {@a, Simplic., Comment. de caelo 276. 32), forms a species
in itself and is a universal (vonrdv). These beings are called angels by the
theologians, both Muslim and Christian, and Thomas Aquinas affirms that
there are as many species of angels as there are individual angftls.

p- 28. 4. According to Aristotle heaven possesses 76 dvw xal kdrw, T6
8efiov kal dpiorepdy, 16 Eumpostev rai dmobfev (cf. De caelo B 2 and B 5). The
diurnal revolution from East to West moves in the better direction (éni 76
Tyuarepov) and is a forward movement. Aristotle regards the south pole
as the more divine and the superior. If you imagine yourself standing with
your feet to the north pole and your head to the south pole, you will see
heaven turn in front of you in its diurnal movement from your left to your
right (see De caelo B 2 ad fin., and B 5 ad fin.).

p- 29. 1. Koran x. 65.
p- 29. 2. Koran xxx. 29.
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P- 29. 3. According to Aristotle the organ derives from its function (not
the reverse), and he censures Anaxagoras for saying that man is the most
intelligent being, because he has hands ; whereas, according to Aristotle, he
has hands because he is the most intelligent being. Nature, like an intelligent
man, provides everything with the instrument it can use (De part. an. 4 10.
687°75qq.).

On the movement of the crab (kapxivos) see Aristotle, De an. incess. 14
71213,

P- 29. 4. According to Aristotle nature (or God) acts like the craftsman
(see e.g. Phys. B8 ad fin. and g ad fin.). That in every work of art, one must
inquire for its intention (réos, &;1&) is a doctrine found, for example, in
Aristotle, Phys. B 9, where as an example we find the saw, ¢ mpiwy, ylasdl
(200%10), as also below in the text, p. 54. See also note 31. 1.

p- 29. 5. Koran xviii, 103—4.

p- 30. 1. Koran vi. 75.

P- 30. 2. Heavenly bodies are in trine or sextile or conjunction, when, as
. viewed from the earth, they are respectively distant from each other a third
of the zodiac (i.e. 120°) or a sixth or in close proximity.

P- 30. 3. Aristotle has an answer to this: the highest sphere has-the
greatest dignity and must therefore have the superior movement (repedi-
epov), which is the diurnal movement from East to West, whereas the other
spheres move from West to East (see note 28. 4).

P- 31. 1. The whole of this passage is rather confused, but it is a conse-
quence of Aristotle’s dualistic conception of nature, i.e. of a necessary and a
teleological element in nature. Aristotle introduced the conception of
immanent teleology ; nature itself strives towards an end (but in different
places—see De caclo A 4, De gen. et corr. B 10, Eth. Nic. K 11, Polit. H 4—
Aristotle identifies nature and God, which of course destroys the opposition of
immanence and transcendence; the Muslim commentators often put the
emphasis on God rather than on nature). But just as a craftsman cannot
make asaw without iron, so nature is bound by the necessities of its material ;
in order to create, nature needs materials with specific qualities and in-
herent necessities. This conception would imply that certain materials
having their own laws are presupposed by nature, and so are not nature
itself; nowhere, however, does Aristotle indicate what these materials are,
and indeed this whole conception is in opposition to his fundamental thesis
that matter in itself, i.e. without having as yet received any form—and form
and end are fundamentally identical for Aristotle—is absolutely undeter-
mined. It may be added that the basic relation of matter and form is
extremely obscure; both primary matter and form are ungenerated, non-
spatial, non-individual, but yet it is said that the form enters into matter
and that out of the combination of these ungenerated, non-individual
entities the transitory individual comes into being. Besides, man as a univer-
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sal form is eternal ; as an individual man he is transitory. For Aristotle, only
individuals exist; what then can it mean to say that the universal form is
ungenerated ? The Neoplatonic commentators explained this by saying that
universals exist in the mind of God (a theory found already in the Middle
Platonist Albinus), and the Muslim Aristotelians followed this tradition. It
is God who is the source from which everything emanates, it is He who
provides matter with its forms, (either directly, or indirectly as in Plotinus
and Avicenna through the wois,  ic, 6 xopnyds 7év Adywv Enn. V. 9. 3,
Jaall Caly, the dator formarum) and this is Averroés’s conception also.
Nevertheless we frequently find in Averroés the more naturalistic concep-
tion of matter as having its own qualities, its own potencies and necessities ;
and such a passage we have here. It may be—he says—that the exis-
tence of man cannot be explained by the potencies of his substratum alone,
and that we must look for a final cause; but other actualities can be
wholly explained by the potencies which are found in their substrata, and
he gives as an example the seeing of the eye—probably referring to Aristotle,
Meteor. 4 12. 390*10, where it is said that the eye is an eye in full actuality
when it sees. See also notes 31. 7 and 62. 6.

p- 31. 2. The word I translate by ‘substratum’ is  },)l, which is a
translation of 76 wdoyov, 76 wdfos. Like many Aristotelian terms this word is
ambiguous; it is often synonymous with dmoxeinevoy, substratum, and as
this is the sense it has a few lines farther on I take it so here ; but #dfy, &ya,
and wpdfers are sometimes synonymous and one might perhaps translate
‘the effect of both is equivalent’, which would seem more logical.

P- 31. 3. For example, a period of 5,000 years ago is not equivalent or
similar to that of 6,000 yearsago ; these two times are equivalent only in so far
as there is nothing in them which would determine God to choose the one
rather than the other as the moment of creation,

p- 31. 4. Since a desirable result cannot be accomplished through any
and every material, but needs materials that have the required nature.
See note 31. 1.

p- 31. 5. However, possibility implies always two opposites. Averroés
means the time of its production is different from the time of its corruption.
For the underlying problem see below note 52. 6.

p- 31. 6. Time, says Aristotle (Phys. 4 14. 222P30), is the condition for
every change and for everything that moves: ¢avepdv 61 ndoa perafors) xal
dmav 76 - Kwvovpevor év xpdvw.

p. 31. 7. The proximate matter of things which have the principle of
becoming in themselves—a grain, for example—develops by itself when
there is no exterior obstacle; whereas out of wood a carpenter can make
either a chair or a table ; see Met. 0 7. 1049°13.
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P. 32. 1. This is not very clear. The source of the proof for God, based on
contingency, i.e. that the possible must be actualized by a necessary
existent, is certainly in Aristotle; it is only the term ‘determining principle’,
= which is taken from the theologians (see note 1. 3). The argument is
found in Farabi, e.g. The Book of the Gems ad init., and Avicenna, The
Recovery iv. 1. 6. For Aristotle, Farabi, and Avicenna God is the prime,
indirect cause of all acts; for the Ash‘arites God is the direct, indeed the
only, agent.

P. 32.2. 70 mpdrepov kal Jorepov wds éorar xpdvov p3y Svros; Phys.
6 1.251b10.

P- 32. 3. The prior in the past is that which is farther away from the
present moment (+8 viv), the prior in the future that which is nearer to it;
Met. 4 11. 1018b15 (see note 41. 2).

P. 32. 4. For why should the world be generated just at this particular
moment, when for an infinite time it had not existed ? De caelo A4 12. 283°13.

P- 32. 5. i.e. there is no analogy between the difference in moments of
time and the difference in directions.

p- 32.6. ‘The second objection’, compare p. 3.

P- 33. 1. For this argument compare note 11. 1. According to Aristotle,
although movement is eternal, God is the first mover; according to the
Muslim Aristotelians, although the world is eternal, God is its creator
(Ghazali, as we shall see, rightly rejects the idea of eternal creation, as did
John Philoponus, who asks, op. cit., p. 14, L. 14: 76 ydp dei 8v nds dv €ls 6
elvar mapdyorro ; how could what always is be brought into being?).
Aristotle himself tried to prove at Met. a 2 that there cannot be an infinite
series of causes and that there must be a first cause. But if the world and
time are eternal, and a cause precedes its effect both in nature and in art,
says Philoponus (op. cit., p. 14, 1. 19), there will be an infinite series of causes
and effects, e.g. an infinite series of fathers and sons. If one denies such an
infinite series, time must be finite and there must be a first cause for this
finite temporal series. However, Aristotle does not deny, but admits, an
infinite series of individuals in a sequence of causes and effects; what he
denies (Met. « 2) is an infinite series of genera—that flesh may come from
carth, earth from fire, fire from something else, and so on ad infinitum.

P- 33- 2. This whole passage seems to be a commentary on such passages
as Aristotle, Met. a 2. 994230 sqq., where it is said that coming to be out of
another thing, as water comes from air, implies the destruction of that
other thing: the generation of the one is the destruction of the other, for
there is no absolute becoming of substances, cf. De gen. et corr. A 3. 319°20:
xai éow ) Garépov yévears dei émi v odordy dMov Pplopa Kai % dov lopd
dAov yéveos.
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P- 33- 3. See p. 11.

P- 33. 4. Of a circular nature (in Greek, dvaxdunrew). This is clearer in
the case in which water comes into existence out of air, and the process is
reversible, than it is in the example of a man coming into existence from a
man. However, the meaning is that there is no ascending series, either
infinite or finite, to a first cause. And here is the difficulty of the whole
conception, for if man can come into existence out of man eternally, in an
eternal causal series, where is the need to posit a first cause at all? And if it
is claimed that God is the condicio sine qua non of the existence and indeed of
the possibility of this process, the relation between two eternally constant
terms is not a causal one, since causation presupposes change.

P- 33. 5. Phys. I' 5. 204b22.

P- 34. 1. This is a Neoplatonic rather than an Aristotelian conception ;
it is not the individual man, but man generically that proceeds from God,
i.e. man generically emanates from the idea of man in God. Nothing, how-
ever, is more obscure than the Neoplatonic conception of emanation, which
is not a flowing from a source, not a causal relation in time : the idea of man
in God, and man generically, are simultaneous eternally; and even this,
perhaps, is not true, since the idea in God exists in timeless eternity (see
text below).

P- 34. 2. This means probably that if there were no eternal agent there
could not be an infinite series.

P. 34. 3. p7) xat’ odolav, Aristotle, Met. A 7. 1072b7.

P- 34- 4. As concerns its parts: The sphere of heaven, in its uniform and
circular movement, always follows the same course and therefore does not
change as a whole; it is simply that its parts change their place. However,
the term ¢ ja , ‘part’ (like the original Greek term pépos—and pepixds—in
late Greek use) is ambiguous and can mean also “particular’, and on the
ambiguity of this term the plausibility of the argument depends in part:
the movement of the heavenly sphere, since it does not change as a whole or
generically is the cause of the eternal and generical, but in so far as it changes
in its parts or particulars it is the cause of the particular and temporal
(cf. note 35. 1). (The word d.r , ‘whole’, is also ambiguous, and can mean
‘universal’.)

P- 34. 5. Through the inclination of the ecliptic the sun is the cause of all
generation and corruption ; see Aristotle, De gen. et corr. B 10.

p- 34. 6. The four kinds of change: in substance, quality, quantity,
locality. See note 2. 4.

P. 34. 7. $opa yap 7 mpry Tdv perafoldv, Aristotle, Met. A 7. 1072%8.
The whole passage is a comment, with a slight Neoplatonic bias, on Aristotle,
Met. A 7. 1072410,
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P- 34. 8. Essentially and accidentally. As Averroés explains in the fol-
lowing passage, moving essentially means moving by a mover existing
simultaneously with the thing moved, moving accidentally means moving
by a mover preceding the thing moved ; this distinction is not found in
Aristotle and as a matter of fact annuls the proof, for it cannot be seen why
an infinite series of accidentally moving movers should not suffice.

P- 34.9. Plys. 6 5. 256017: dSvvarov yap els dmepov dévar 78 xwoiv xal
Kwovpevor ¥’ dov adrd- rdv yip dmeipwy odk Eorv oddey mpdTov.

P- 34. 10. Preservation Lia, cwmpia. For God as preserver, swrip, of the
world, see Ps.-Arist. De mundo 6. 397%20.

P- 34- 11. ‘Heaven and earth and all that is between them’ is a Koranic
expression, Sur. xx. 5.

P- 35. 1. See note 34. 4; J 525 pepucds, means ‘particular’ or ‘of the
parts’; |57, luds, ‘universal’ or ‘of the whole’.

P- 35. 2. i.e. God. This is not very well expressed ; no alternative should
have been put forward. It is the movement of heaven, in which eternity and
temporality are combined, which forms the link (ev8eopos, (JLa51) between
the eternal and the temporal.

P- 35. 3. Surely this strange theory, which seems both to deny and to
imply a creation of the world in time, was not propounded by any philo-
sopher. Ghazali seems to advance it only for the pleasure of refuting it.

P- 35. 4. i.e. how can new things arise in the world?
p- 36. 1. i.e. qua temporal.

p- 36. 2. i.e. Socrates as an individual depends on the transience in the
movement of heaven ; Socrates as a universal, as a human being, depends on
the eternity of the First Mover (or—Averroés’ position here shifts—on what
is eternal in the movement of heaven). This conception is not Aristotelian.

P- 36. 3. Ghazali’s argument is perfectly sound. The unchanging infinite
eternal and the transient finite individual are incommensurable. No change
can depend on the unchangeable, and to posit as a link an entity partici-
pating in both natures does not solve the difficulty but doubles it, for the
relation of the primary terms to the intermediate term remains as obscure as
the relation between the primary terms, The idea of the link, of mediation,
goes back to Plato’s conception, in Tim. 35, of the World-Soul which
possesses the opposite qualities of the radrév and the 8drepov, of uniformity
and change; it became in later Greek philosophy one of the chief devices to
safeguard God’s transcendence. And all transition is gradual: natura non
Jacit saltum (Arist. Hist. an. © 1. 588b4), 9 li5 G Ml it 8 65 L, “you
do not find any discontinuity in God’s creation’, as the Arabs have it. Cf.
also Leibniz’s principium continui.

NOTES 29

p- 37- 1. The following argument, the substance of which is found in
Avicenna (e.g. Salvation, p. 419), is based on Aristotle, Phys. 6 1. 251 b10 (cf.
Met. A 6. 107128) : How could there be any ‘before’ (mpérepor) or ‘after’
(Sorepov) if there were no time, or how could time itself exist if there were
no motion? Proclus in his fifth argument gives a variation not based on the
term ‘before’ but on the term ‘once’ (moré). He says in brief: When once
there was no time, there was time, for ‘once’ implies time (v ydp moré
xpovicdv) ; and since time is the measure of the movement of heaven, heaven
is coeternal with time. The same argument is found in Ps.-Philo, De incorr.
mundi 53, p. 89, 8 Cohn-Reiter (notwithstanding Cumont’s arguments I still
regard this work as spurious, as does, for instance, von Arnim). See also
Sextus Empiricus, Adv. phys. ii. 189.

P- 37- 2. Definitions of ‘prior’ (and ‘posterior’) are given by Aristotle,
e.g. Cat. 12 and Met. 4 11. ‘Essential’ and ‘natural priority’ are Aristotelian
terms: mpdrepov kar’ odaiav (Phys. @ 6. 260P19) and wpdrepov $vioer (9.
265°22). The example of one and two is given in Cat. 12 and found also in
Avicenna, loc. cit.

P- 37. 3. Aristotle gives it as an example of the simultaneity of cause and
effect, where cause and effect are not reversible, that the intervention of the
earth causes the eclipse of the moon (4ral. Post. B 16). This presupposes, of
course, that light does not travel.

P- 37. 4. Since the effect always follows the cause.

P- 37 5. The builder, however, is also prior to the wall in the order of
causation,

p- 38. 1. Just as Averroés’ objection to the first argument was inspired by
John Philoponus, so in this objection he is influenced by Philoponus’
objection to Proclus’ fifth argument. Philoponus says that when, for
example, it is said that God was before men knew God, ‘was’ cannot express
time (v is not a ypowxdv mpdopyua), since God is not in time, but in the
aidy, timeless eternity. Averroés also denies priority to God in the sense of
causation. This is a necessary consequence of the denial of the simultaneity
of God and of the world: since causation is in time, a time-relation is the
necessary condition of any causal relation (neither Plato nor Aristotle, who
also regard God as existing in timeless eternity, has seen this consequence).
Philoponus does not treat of that problem in this argument, but Plotinus
regards God as a causa sui generis (whatever this means) and declares, Enn. vi.
8. 8, that in one way God is an dpy}, in another way not; and this is also
Averroés’s theory here. But up to now the whole argument against the theo-
logians has been built upon the idea that God is a cause and the world His
effect, and Averroés’s way of hunting with the hounds and running with the
hare lands him, as we shall see, in the most flagrant contradiction.
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p- 38. 2. Ghazali’s originality lies in the example. In such sentences, says
Philoponus (op. cit., p. 116, 1. 10), ‘existed’ or ‘was’ (v) expresses a mere
existence, Yy} Smapéis (cf. Plato, Tim. 38 a). Philoponus also regards the
¢avracia, which can represent the timeless only in time, as the cause of the
error.

p- 39. 1. Here is the flagrant contradiction I mentioned, for here the
relation between God and the world is, notwithstanding the denial immedi-
ately preceding, regarded as a causal relation in which the cause does not
precede the effect, but is eternally simultaneous with it.

P- 39. 2. See Cat. 11. 14.‘1 5: 8fdov 8¢ St xal wepl TavTov 7 €ide 7 yéver
mépue yivealar 7d évavria.

P-39. 3. The difficulty exists only when the effect is axiomatically
regarded as following the cause immediately in time; if the effect can be
delayed, it must be in time; and if it is in time, the cause must be in time.

P- 39. 4. This proof is found in Aristotle, Phys. 8 1. 251*17—20.

P- 39: 5. That nothing can be i in movement or at rest at an instant (74
viv, Y1) is proved by Aristotle, Phys. Z 3. 234324~bg. According to Plato,
Parm. 156 d, e, the transition from rest to movement takes place
instantaneously (6 éfaiwms) and for the Megarians movement takes place
at an instant, discontinuously by jumps (see Arist. Phys. Z 1. 232%6-10;
ib. 9. 240Y30-241%6 ; and Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. ii. 85). The discontinuous
conception of movement is found also in Stoicism (éyer 76 mdAw xai wdAw
Simpl. In Arist. Cat., see Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 161. 21). In Islam the idea of a
jump (5,ak)l) in movement is connected with the name of an-Nazzam, but
as a matter of fact the conception of the discontinuity of reality, combined
with the Megarian and Stoic denial of potentiality, is one of the basic ideas
of Muslim theology.

P- 39. 6. That change (becoming or motion) is the actualization of what
exists potentially, in so far as it exists potentially (1} 708 Suvdper Svros évreré-
xeta, 3} Towdrov, kivnois éotw), is proved by Aristotle, Phys. I' 1. 200b25—
201%29.

P- 40. I. wdvra Td év xpdvy dvra mepiéxealar md xpdvov, Aristotle, Phys.
4 12, 221228,

P- 40. 2. I take this sentence to mean: God is not prior to Jesus in time,
provided that you do not regard God as creating the world (and Jesus) in
time and as preceding it. Jesus is only a posterior entity in so far as He is an
effect—what Averroés calls here an accidental posteriority—of an infinite
series of causes and effects. The duration of the world as a whole is not
preceded by anything, since time is infinite; it is only particular parts of
this duration that are preceded and followed by time.
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P- 40. 3. This question is discussed by Philoponus, p. 116, 1. 12, who
answers it in the same way as Averroés does: It is permissible to say of the
Timeless, He was when there was no time, and He will be when there will
be no time, v ére odx v xpdvos xal éoras Sre odk éorar. Philoponus adds
that we must not mind the weakness of our expressions, but give our atten-
tion to their meaning.

p-41. 1. ‘God was indulgent and compassionate.” One might translate
equally: ‘God is indulgent’. The so-called perfect in Arabic can indicate a
state either in the past or in the present. The example, however, given by
Philoponus, who himself quotes Plato, Tim. 29 ¢, is: dyalds #v, dyafd 8¢
0ddels mepi 0b8evos ov8émore éyylyveras $86vos, God was good and the good can
never have the slightest envy of anything (therefore God created the world).

P-41.2. In the following interesting, but slightly confused, passage
Ghazali is no longer dependent on Philoponus. He begins by saying that
future and past are relative to us (he ought to have said to the ‘now’ in
which we are at present). The subjectivity of time, as I have remarked already
(see note 13.1.), is often asserted in Hellenistic philosophy. In de Ei apud
Delphos, Plutarch, in a passage quoted by Eusebius Prapar. Evang. xi. 11. 5292
in which he expounds a Heraclitean view of nature which comes very near to
the conceptions of the Muslim theologians, says: ‘the terms of time, “‘after-
wards”, ‘‘before”, ‘‘will be”’, ‘‘has been”, are already by themselves a con-
fession (éfopoAdymais) of the unreality of time’. Proclus in a passage of his
commentary on Plato Tim. (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 166. 4) says that the Stoics and
many Peripatetics assert that time is xar’ émivoiav yuhfv, a mere product of
thought. (Stobaeus, Eclog. Phys. 252, mentions by name the Peripatetics
Antiphanes and Critolaus, as saying that time is a vénua % pérpov, od’y
smdoraais, a concept or measure, not an existent.) Ghazali, however, does
not develop this idea, but goes on arguing quite rightly that, if an extreme
limit in time-extension is illusory, an extreme limit in spatial extension is
illusory also. But, whereas we moderns regard such a limit as logically
impossible, i.e. contradictory, Ghazali regards it as well founded and its
denial an illusion of the imagination; for although denying the eternity of
movement he seems to accept the Aristotelian conception of time and space
as dependent on motion and body.

p. 41. 3. This argument would have been more convincing if Ghazali
could have shown that the past may also become the future.

P- 41. 4. All this, i.e. the belief in the infinity of time.

P- 42. 1. This definition agrees with the conception of dudorqua, Ax,
‘extension’ or ‘interval’, as quoted by Simplicius (Comm in Arist. phys. 571.
22): 76 Sudornua 76 perald Tdv oxdrwy Tod mepiéyovros Tov Témov. This is,
however, a conception of space which Aristotle himself rejects (Phys. 4 4.
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211%7), but which seems to have been adopted later by the Stoics, according
to Simplicius (loc. cit.) and Themistius (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 165. 11).

P- 42. 2. Sudompa, Jay, ‘extension’, can mean also ‘dimension’, for which
Aristotle has also the term 8idoraots ; as space has three dimensions—pj«os,
wAdros, Bdfos (Phys. 4 1. 209*4)—high and low are only one of the three
relations into which extension can be divided.

P- 42. 3. By counting; the relation of the soul to time is treated by
Aristotle, Phys. 4 14. 223*16—29.

P- 42. 4. The necessary is eternal and unmovable ; nothing compulsory or
against its nature attaches to it (Arist. Met. 4 5 ad fin.).

P- 43. 1. & ydp 7 kivnois Omdpyes, TovTov %) drumaia rpepla, Aristotle,
Phys. I 2, 202%4.

P- 43. 2. Absolute becoming cannot be a movement, for, if it were, the
non-existent in its becoming would have to move: Aristotle, Phys. E 1.
225%25. Absolute becoming would imply that the non-existent existed
already, ibid. 28. .

P- 43. 3. The Arabic text has only one word, s orépnois; both the
Arabic word and the Greek can mean, according to the context, either
absolute non-existence, 76 u7) év, or privation; here, of course, relative
non-existence, privation, is meant; becoming develops from contrary to
contrary, the privation of health, for example, is sickness, of warmth, cold-
ness, the sick man becomes healthy, the warm thing cold, but coldness and
health, being forms, do not become or perish; they ‘are eternal (see e.g.
Phys. B 5. 205%6 and Met. B 4. g99bs5).

P- 43- 4. A vacuum, emptiness, which according to Aristotle does not
exist, would have the potentiality of extension, because a body could occupy
it: kevdv 8 elvai daow &v S pa) dvumdpyer o@pa, Suvardv 8’ éarl yevéolar, De
caelo A 9. 279°13 (this is a definition accepted later by the Stoics, see Sext.
Emp. Hyp. Pyrrh, iii. 124). In using the expression ‘for instance’ Averroés
thinks probably of a matter, JAy, without extension which might be erron-
eously assumed to exist.

P- 43. 5. The paralogism Ghazali commits, according to Averroés, is that
wapd. Ty ENeufw Tob Adyov, 1.e. based on an insufficiency in the definition
(De soph. elench. 5. 167%22).

P- 43. 6. Since time does not abide, says Aristotle, it cannot have position
(Péots), and one should rather say of it that it has order (rdé:s), through its
relations of prior and posterior (Cat. 6. 5%27-30).

P- 44- 1. 76 viv Tedevm) xal dpy) xpdvov. . . . Tob pdv mapijrovres TeAevrd,
dpy7) 8¢ 706 pélovros, Phys. 4 13. 222*33-°6.

P- 44. 2. Since it is impossible that time could exist or be conceived
without the present, and since the present is a kind of middle combining

NOTES 33

beginning and end (dpy#v xai TeAevriy Exov dua) . . ., time must be eternal
and stretch away from it in two directions, Phys. € 1. 251b19-26.

P- 44- 3. 1) oTwyps) wépas ypappds e.g. Top. Z 4. 141b20-21.

P- 44. 4. 7 oriyus) dpxy) ypapuuds e.g. Top. A 18. 108b30.

P- 44. 5. ‘That its becoming is a vanishing’—this is one of the paradoxes
of continuity. The past ‘now’ must have vanished before the present ‘now’,
but it could not have vanished when it was itself the ‘now’, because then it.
would not have been, nor could it have vanished in another ‘now’ than
itself (see Arist. Phys. 4 9. 218%15-18).

P- 44. 6. Itis clear, says Aristotle, that the ‘now’ is not a part of time any
more than points are part of a line, Phys. 4 11. 220218,

P- 44. 7. Spatial quantity has position (6éois); number and time have
order, rdéis, Cat. 6. 5°15 (see note 43. 6).

P- 44. 8. i.e. of being a present and preceded by a past, for this is its
definition.

P- 45. 1. So far as the infinite void is infinite, says Aristotle, it could not
have a high (dvw) or low (xdrw), and so far as it is emptiness, no high nor low
could be distinguished in it, any more than any distinctions can be made in
the nothing; and emptiness is nothing positive, but a mere arépnos, Phys.
4 8. 215%8.

P- 45. 2. For how can there be any natural movement in the undifferent-
iated infinite vacuum? loc. cit. #6.

P- 45- 3. See note 27. 2.

P- 45- 4. On the whole Aristotle regards the accident as a universal (only
in Cat. 2 does he draw an explicit distinction between the universal and the
individual accident), in agreement with our common language, for when we
say, “This table is yellow’, ‘yellow’ is a universal, and when we speak of ‘this
yellow’® we mean this shade of yellow, a universal and not an individual
yellow. The commentators, however, often regard the yellow of the table
and the yellow of the chair as individually different, and as individualized
and localized through their substratum, and this is what Averroés means
here. He makes the true observation that the point is localized in the
individual line and can be pointed at, it is a this, a 7d8e 7, it is here or there;
but the ‘now’ is everywhere, for it is everywhere now, or, as Aristotle ex-
presses it, Phys. 4 12, 220%5: ‘everywhere the identical time is simultaneous’.

p- 45- 5. Time is not movement, says Aristotle, but that by which move-
ment can be numerically expressed, odi dpa xivnois & xpdvos dAN’ J dpbuov
&ew 1) xbmais, Phys. 4 11. 21gb2.

p- 45- 6. The relation between movement, the ‘now’, time, and number
in Aristotle’s physics seems very obscure, 6 xpdvos éori 16 dpfpotpevor kal ovy
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¢ dpibpodpev, time is the thing numbered and not the numbers by which
we count (2197) and it is the ‘now’ which counts according to Phys.
220°22. Plotinus in his attack on Aristotle’s definition of time, Enn. iii. 7. 8,
says that there is no explanation given whether $h€ time is the measure or
the thing measured. Still, what Averroés says expresses at -least one of the
things Aristotle intended. The number ‘ten’ can be attributed to ten horses
or any other group of ten, says Aristotle, 220°23; and a hundred men and a
hundred horses have the same number, but the horses numbered are
different from the men numbered, 220b10.

P. 45. 7. Aristotle does notspeak of a cave in connexion with time (he has
the simile of the cave, inspired by Plato, in De philosophia fr. 12 Rose—Cic.
De nat. deor. 2. 37. 95), but he says, Phys. 4 11. 219%4, that even in the dark,
and even if we had no perceptions through the body, we should know time
through a movement in the soul.

P- 45. 8. That movements exist in time is clear, but how the things
numbered can exist in number cannot be understood ; it is rather number
which exists in the things numbéred. This shows the fallaciousness of the
analogy.

P- 46. 1. 6 xpdvos dpifuds éamu kurjoews xard 16 mpdrepov kai Sarepov, €.g.
Phys. 4 11. 21gP1-2.

P- 46. 2. For it would be the individual accident of that individual
movement.

P- 46. 3. i.c. the comparison of the temporal with the spatial limit.

P- 47. 1. The answer Ghazali here gives in the name of the philosophers
is not one that can have been given by a philosopher of the school of
Aristotle, for whom ‘above’ and ‘bélow’ not only have a real physical
significance, but who distinguishes explicitly between an objective sense, by
nature, ¢voet, and a relative sense of the terms up, down, right, and left
according to the position we take up (kara ™y 8éow Snws dv orpaddper,
Phys. 4 1. 208b16). As a matter of fact the argument is based on a passage
in Tim. 62 d-63 a, in which Plato says, to put it briefly, that, since the
universe is in the form of a sphere and its circumference is everywhere at the
same distance from the centre, the earth, which cannot be called anything
else but centre, it would be irrational to call any part above or below. A
man walking round the earth in a circle would often stand at the antipodes
(dvrimouvs) of his former position and would then call the same direction
above which formerly he had called below. This passage is summarized by
Avristotle, De caelo 4 1. 308218, in one sentence: some say that there is no
above and below in the world, because all directions are equivalent and
anyone walking round from anywhere will come to stand at his antipode.
Aristotle then refutes this theory by saying that ‘above’ has a real physical
sense and means ‘nearest to the extreme, 76 éoxarov, the circumference’, and
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‘below’, ‘nearest to the centre, the earth’. Ghazali seemson the wholeto agree

with the argument given in the name of the philosophers. He does not scem
to be aware that it is in contradiction with two of the principles enunciated
by himself: that time is relative to us (see p. 41), for time is regarded here as
objective and irreversible; and that spatial extension is apprehended as
divided through the relation of high and low (see p. 42).

P- 47. 2. For the answer is irrelevant, since the problem is: Why is there
a final term to the objective spatial dimension?

P- 47- 3. $voe.

P- 47. 4. See p. 27.

P- 47. 5. Ghazali will not really object that ‘above’ and ‘below’ form an
infinite series because of experience based on imagination, since according
to him ‘above’ and ‘below’ have no definite sense ; he will now use the terms

‘outside’ and ‘inside’, which for Averroés, however, have the same meaning
as ‘above’ and ‘below’.

P- 47. 6. Aristotle does not distinguish space from place, i.e. the space
actually occupied by a body. The consequence of this is his negation of the
void. The space of the world is contained as in a vessel by its extreme sur-
face. A body is in a place when it is surrounded by another body outside it;
but if not, not (Arist. Phys. 4 5. 212%31).

p-48. 1. To be consistent Ghazali ought to have said ‘cannot be
imagined’. _

P- 48. 2. Imperceptible, _J &, dvalabyrov. Those who believe in the
void, says Aristotle, believe it to be an extension not occupied by any
perceptible body (Phys. 46. 213%27) ; and he says, Phys. I'5. ad init., that it
is impossible that there should exist an infinite void separated from the
perceptible.

P- 48 .3. Amongst the five reasons which Aristotle, Phys. I 4. 203b15,
gives for the belief in something infinite, he reckons the imagination as the
most important. Through imagination that which is outside heaven, 76 &w
Toi odpavoi, seems to be unlimited, and this would imply also the infinitude
of body.

P- 49. 1. The word I translate by ‘measure’, ,, 4% , is ambiguous and can
mean also ‘possibility’ ; either meaning would be appropriate here.

P- 49. 2. The whole of this passage is a variation on the argument given
by Averroés, pp. 17-18, see also note 17. I.

P- 49. 3. oV pdvov 8¢ T kivmow 7§ Xpdvew perpodper, dAAG kai TH kuroet
Tév xpdvov 8id 76 dpileabar S’ dAMjAwr: not only do we measure movement
through time, but reciprocally time through movement, since they mutually
determine each other, Aristotle, Phys. 4 12. 220b14,
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P- 50. 1. i.c. we can find that one movement is longer than another by
measuring them with units they both have in common. Aristotle says, loc.
cit. 1. 18: ‘when we call time much or little we measure it through units of
motion, as we measure numbered things through the units of number—the
number of horses, for example, by taking one horse as a unit’.

P. 50. 2. Every actuality is the actualization of a potentiality, and since
movement is the actualization of the mobile as such (gaudv &) mjv xivnow
elvas évredéxeiav Tod kumrol § kwmrdy Phys. © 1. 251%), it presupposes the
existence of a mobile. And since movement is measured by time, time also
must be eternal,

p- 50. 3. This argument is found, for example, in Avicenna’s Salvation,
p- 189 and p. 4e21.

P- 50. 4. i.e. every potentiality will realize its.actuality and every actuality
is the consequence of its own potentiality ; e.g. if God had created the world
a thousand years ago, this would have been the actualization of the potential-
ity of creating the world a thousand years ago, and the world could not have
been created eleven hundred years ago, because this was never realized and
therefore was not possible. Averroés refers here to one of the problems most
discussed in Islam, whether there can be possibles that are never realized.
According to Aristotle, Met. € 4 ad init., you cannot say that a certain
thing may possibly be but will never be, for this would destroy the definition
of the impossible, since ‘impossible’ means what will never be (it is this
conception of the possible which is meant by Aristotle when he declares that
there cannot be an infinite possible time, since a possible cannot be infinitely
unrealized ; see note 17. 1 and below). Averroés himself often accepts this
definition, but it is contrary to the basic idea of Aristotelian philosophy, the
reality of a potentiality which may or may not happen; and by declaring’
that the possible must happen he reduces it to necessity. This conception of
the possible—which is also maintained by Simplicius, In Phys. 1225. 32
Swar@ ddvvarov ody émerar—forms the basis of the argument given by the
Megarian Diodorus Cronus, see my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 20g.

P- 50. 5. i.e.singe every possible movement in the world is in time, it may
well be that any ‘possible’ is connected with time (the question, however, is:
Are there any ‘possibles’ outside the world?).

P- 51. 1. There is certainly no difference.

P- 51. 2. Thereasoning is: it is impossible to imagine the world smaller or
biggerthan it actually is (this is a petitio principii, for it needs to be proved that
actually it is not infinite), but before the world existed and its possibility
was actualized, the world might possibly have any size, since it was then
not yet necessary that the world should have its actual size. This implies that
the future is not yet determined, but that when a thing has once occurred it
must necessarily be what it is. This conception is found in Aristotle, De
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interpr. 9. 19°23: that a thing is in the time in which it is, is indeed necessary
(76 pév odv elvas 78 Sv Srav §f . . . dvdyxm), but it is not necessary that a naval
battle will take place tomorrow, it is only necessary that either it will take
place or not. In reference to the future there are therefore three natures: the
possible, the impossible, and the necessary.

p. 52. 1. See note 27. 3.

P- 52. 2. Le. it is based on reason, not on mere imagination.

p. 52. 3. That the generation of the world would imply a o¥oracts, some
formation out of which the change could take place, is laid down by
Aristotle, Decaelo A 10. 280%23, and he proves, ibid. I' 2. 301°30-302%g, the
impossibility of a generation ex nikilo, since it demands an empty space to
hold previously non-existent bodies. Compare the Stoic argument (Ps.-
Philo, De incorrupt. mundi 102, Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 188, 24) that there has to be
empty space in which the world can dissolve itself at its conflagration.

P- 52. 4. This sentence expresses of course a certain contempt for the
theologians. Maimonides in his Guide of the Perplexed, i, ch. 73, where he gives
a summary of the system of the Muslim theologians, says only of the older
Mutakallimun that they believed in the theory of the Void. Empty space is
refuted by Ibn Hazm, op. cit. v. 70, 71 and i. 25 sqq.

P 52. 5. By the Ash‘arites. Ghazali here gives in Ash‘arite terminology
a theory of the Ash‘arites which he criticizes, although he accepts it ulti-
mately. He pretends, however, that it is given by the philosophers, and
indeed it may have been given by a philosopher for the reason stated in
note 50. 4 (cf. also next note), but there is here some confusion in Ghazali's
mind.

P- 52. 6. i.e. the world, having the size it has, could not have been created
otherwise, for the possible is what will be some day realized ; a difference in
size was never realized, and it was therefore not possible and could not have
been realized, i.e. it is impossible that reality should have been different
from what it actually is (cf. Spinoza, Eth. i, prop. xxxiii: ‘res nullo alio
modo neque alio ordine a Deo produci potuerunt, quam productae sunt’).
The theory of the Ash‘arites comes to the same as Aristotle’s doctrine that
the possible must always be realized, but neither Aristotle nor Averroés is
aware of the implication of this doctrine, i.e. that it destroys their own theory
of objective possibility—the possibility of opposite acts. The Ash‘arites in
their doctrine of the possible are dependent on the Megarian and Stoic
conception of the possible, just as in their whole conception of fate and will
they depend on the Stoics. The Ash‘arite doctrine that there is no possible
before the real, actual fact, that the possible is coexistent and coextensive
with the actual, is the Megarian theory ‘that a thing can act only when it is
acting, and when it is not acting cannot act’, criticized by Aristotle at Met.
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6 3. 1046P29. The word , 944, which I translate by ‘can be done’, corre-
sponds in its original meaning to the Stoical term efuappévor, that which is
decreed ; but since for the Ash‘arites what is decreed is the real, and the real
is the possible, and the possible is what can be done, the term takes the
meaning which it has here, that of anything that can be done by a will, be it
the eternal Will or the will of a transitory being (the same development had
taken place in Stoic doctrine, where the eluapuém became identified with
the émdexrikdy 100 yevéoba, i.e. fate is what is capable of becoming, see
Plutarch, De stoic. rep. 46 and note 53. 1). We find in Shahrastani, Religious
and Philosophical Sects, p. 69, 1, the following definition ¢ (uzSCJ!
Bl 5yudll oo Juoldly B3 5@l 5 gzl which I would translate:
‘acts in our power (=) corresponds to the Stoic term 76 ¢’ Huiv) are
those which have been decreed to be done, and therefore can be done, by
the power of a transitory being, and can be realized by it’. This is the Stoic
conception of the will of the creature as an instrument through which the
predestined will of God can be realized. It seems to me embodied in such
definitions as in Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato 13, Stoic. Vet. Fr.ii. 285. 33
Tds 8id T@v {Ywv $nd Tijs elpappéims ywopévas émi rois Ldois elvar: what is
in the power of animals is what is realized by fate through them as its
instrument; or in its Latin form in Chalcidius, Commentary on the Timaeus,
Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 272. 4: ‘quae in nostra potestate posita, omnia certe ex
initio disposita atque decreta’.

The Ash‘arite denial of potentiality, i.e. the denial of the possible in rerum
natura, taken from the Megarians, is founded on the law of thought, later
formulated and violated by Aristotle—see note 12. 3—that -a thing either
is or is not, tertium non datur, whereas the potential, as what may be, is not
yet, still seems to have some reality. From this law of thought, too, the
Megarians and the Ash‘arites, as before them the Eleatics, had deduced that
there can be no becoming (since what becomes neither is nor is not) nor
transition in time, nor movement in space, for what passes in time #s not in
time, since it passes, and what moves would b¢ nowhere, since it moves.
Therefore the Megarians and the Muslim theologians conclude that what
we call movement is the being (or illogically xorjuara, timeless jumps—
illogically, for there is no identity in the atoms) of a material atom (duepés)
at the next time-atom in the next space-atom (that this is the theory of the
Megarians can be seen from Arist., Phys. Z 10. 24031, and Sext. Emp. Adv.
bhys. ii. 85). This implies the atomic structure of nature (see Pyrrh. Hyp. iii.
32; for the atomic view in Islam see, e.g., the extensive discussion in Ibn
Hazm, op. cit. v. g2). This atomic structure of nature is not admitted by the
Stoics, who believe in the infinite divisibility of matter, time, and space (the
Mu‘tazilite an-Nazzam, who is the Islamic thinker most influenced by
Stoicism, also accepts this infinite divisibility) ; but from them the Muslim
theologians take the idea of a passive material universe and the one active

NOTES 39

principle, God. In Islam, however, the immanent Stoic God, the agent of a
unified universe, becomes the transcendent Allah, who discontinuously
creates and re-creates His atomic world,

The problem of the existence of potentiality, i.e. objective possibility—
capacities, faculties, tendencies, dispositions, powers, all the entities that
imply the term ‘can’ (and every individual is a centre of such possibilities)—
in which we all seem to believe when we are not philosophizing, was much
discussed in later Greek and Roman philosophy (see e.g. Ps.-Plutarch
De fato, Cicero De fato, and especially Alexander of Aphrodisias De fato,
an important book which has never been properly translated) and even
became a subject of polite banter (see Cicero, Ad familiares ix. 4, Stoic. Vet.
Fr.ii. 93). The problem is very difficult, and I do not see how the Eleatic—
Megarian argument can be refuted.

Aristotle argues against the Megarians (Met. @ 3) that potentiality must
necessarily precede actuality ; before a man builds, he says—and it seems
almost a truism, for it seems evident that it is through the knowledge which
he has acquired and which lies dormant in his soul that the builder will
practise his art—he must possess the art of building, i.e. he must be a potential
builder; before a man actually sees or walks he must have the capacity to
see or walk. However, there is here a difficulty—which the Megarian |
Diodorus Cronus saw in his xvpiedwr Adyos, his ‘master-proof” (for the prob-
lem compare Cicero, De fato 7.13 where the question is discussed whether
a signet-ring, gemma, which never will be broken can be regarded as
breakable) : it is not possible for a man to see, i.e. he cannot see, before all
the conditions of his seeing are fulfilled, e.g. when it is light and his eyes are
uncovered ; it is impossible that he should walk if he does not will to walk.
But ifall the conditions of his seeing and walking are fulfilled, so that he can
see and walk, he will see and walk actually and his seeing and walking will
be necessary, not possible. Indeed, we seem to hold the contrary propositions
that we act because we have the power to act (because we can act), and that
we act because we have to act. The difficulty is felt by Aristotle, where he
says (Met. © 7.104928) that a house is potentially a house when there are no
obstacles and when nothing has to be added or subtracted or altered. But in
such a case the potential house is already the actual house, and there is no
process, no becoming.

The idea of potentiality (and potentiality in Aristotle does not only mean
‘capacity’, ‘power’, i.e. ‘can do’, but also ‘can be’, ‘can exist’, ‘can undergo’)
seems to express our belief in the fundamental identity of things, our belief
that ex nihilo nihil, que rien ne se crée, rien ne se perd, that all change, all becom-
ing is but a transformation of what existed previously under another form,
is but a coming-to-be out of something, a development, an evolution (i.e.
an unrolling; cf. Cicero, De div. i. 56. 127: the series of events in time is
like the uncoiling of a rope, quasi rudentis explicatio), that tomorrow is
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contained in today, that ciascuna cosa, qual ella ¢, diventa (Dante, Parad. xx. 78).
But the idea of potentiality leaves two things unexplained: (1) the status of
potentiality, this mysterious state of dormancy between being and non-
being; (2) the very process of actualization, of development, of evolution,
for in the actualizing process either something is added to.the potentiality
and then we have a becoming out of nothing, or nothing is added and then
there is no change. Aristotle tries to have it both ways. In the example of the
house given above the potential house is already the actual house, there is
no process, no becoming; in the example of wine turning sour (cf. note
61. 6), the actual sourness is the actualization of a potential sourness, but
how this actualization takes place cannot be understood, as Aristotle him-
self admits, and the actual sourness, since it was not there before, arises out
of nothing.

P- 52. 7. They have compromised themselves by accusing their opponents
of charging God with impotence, since they themselves hold that it is
impossible that the world should be bigger or smaller than it actually is.

p. 53- 1. The implication of this argument is that for God only the
contradictory is impossible. Ghazali here makes the important distinction
between logical impossibility or necessity and factual or hypothetical impos-
sibility or necessity, 76 dvayxaiov dmAds and 16 dvaykaiov & Smobéoews, found
confusedly in Aristotle, De part. an. A 1. 639P24 (cf. Met. 4 5. 10159 and
Met. A 7. 1072%12; see also note 23, 3). This distinction is known in modern
philosophy through Leibniz’s distinction of vérités de fait and vérités de raison
(Monad. 33, Nouv. Essais, i. 1. 26). A vérité de raison is that 4 is not not-4; a
vérité de fait, that fire burns. The distinction is, however, complicated by the
fact that we believe that there are reasons why fire burns, as Leibniz acknow-
ledges, Monad. 3132, that in the apparent changing events there are under-
lying identities, and the aim of science is to find, in the vérités de fait, vérités de
raison. The problem of possibility in relation to God was much discussed both
in Eastern and Western scholasticism. Some, like Ibn Hazm, hold that God
can do the impossible, whereas the Ash‘arites exclude the logically impossible
or what they hold to be the logically impossible (see Ibn Hazm’s criticism
of them, op. cit. iv. 214, L. 1). Both Ghazali and the Ash‘arites hold the
contradictory propositions that nothing is possible but what exists, and that
for God everything is possible but the logically impossible. Plutarch, De
stotc. repugn. c. 46, Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 64. 30, reproaches the Stoics with the
same contradiction. In modern philosophy Descartes believed in God’s
omnipotence ; Leibniz excluded the logically impossible.

P- 53- 2. i.c. the possibility that the world might be larger or smaller than
it actually is.

P- 53- 3. Averroés does not express himself well, but what is implied is
sound. He should have said : All logical inference is necessary; no inference
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about fact, however, is based solely on logical necessity, but needs as an
initial premiss a fact, self-evident (cogito, e.g.) but not logically necessary ; if,
however, by false reasoning you assume a fact, contradictions will follow
from this assumption whose exposition is called by Aristotle éx (or &d) rod
dSuvdrov Seuxvivar (or dmodeifas), e.g. Anal. Pr. A 17. 37%, a reductio ad
absurdum.

P- 53. 4. Sare odre viv elol mAelovs odpavol o’ eyévovro obr’ &déyeran
yevéolaw mhelovs: 4N els Kai pdvos kai Télewos oSros obpavds éatw, De caelo
4 9. 279%.

P- 53. 5. i.e. after the study of logic.

P- 53. 6. From the thesis that it is impossible that something which has
not happened (or will not happen) might have happened, Ghazali concludes
rightly that everything that happens is necessary (of course this implies a
belief in natural law; if you deny natural law with the Asharites, things are
neither necessary nor possible, they simply are). This necessity is admitted
by Averroés. Ghazali, using the double sense of ‘necessity’ in Aristotle,
proceeds to conclude, from the fact that everything happens by necessity,
that it will have no cause. Aristotle, as we saw, distinguishes logical necessity
and factual necessity—a fact is necessary when it has happened through a
cause ; primary logical necessity is not conditioned, but is necessary by itself
and eternal, i.e. it is eternally true or valid. Aristotle, who constantly
confuses the individual and the universal, facts and propositions, regards
God’s existence as such an eternal truth and therefore unconditioned and
necessary by itself (see especially the passage at Met. 4 5. 1015Pg indicated
above in note 53. 1).

P- 54- 1. Thisdoctrine is not proper to Avicenna, but, as we have shown,
isfundamentally Aristotelian. It is the correct answer, according to Aristotle,
that God’s existence is necessary through His own essence, whereas the
existence of transitory beings needs an extraneous cause.

P- 54. 2. This example (see note 29. 4) is highly confused. He has to
show that transitory existents which are necessary have a cause; what he
shows is that there are necessities which cannot be attributed to existents
because they express a relation between universals. The necessity he
mentions here concerns the conditions for a saw being a saw, but does
not refer to the existence of any particular saw.

P- 54. 3. There is no necessary connexion between the atoms of the
Ash'‘arite atomic universe, nor does God stand under any law or any con-
straint; on the contrary, He is the law, the Adyos, the Nduos (the Arabs
have the word (ys,Ui, ndmis). The latter idea is Heraclitean and Stoic.

P- 54. 4. i.e. according to Ghazali: the opponent of the philosopher, i.e.
the Ash‘arite.
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P- 54- 5. The argument is not similar, but identical. The thesis is: the
world is only possible during its existence. Convert this statement and you
have: the world is impossible before its existence. This is the objection which
Aristotle makes against the Megarians, Met. @ 2. 1047%10: &r. €l dSvvarov 76
éatepnpévov Suvdpews, T8 i) yevpevov ddtvarov éoras yevéobau ; again, if that
which has no possibility is impossible, that which is not happening cannot
possibly happen, i.e. if the possible is what happens, that which does not
happen (‘that which has no possibility’) is impossible; therefore, Aristotle
concludes, before the possible thing happened it was impossible. Aristotle’s
argument rests on a quaternio terminorum: he takes ‘possible’ in its Megarian
sense of ‘happening’ and ‘impossible’ in the usual sense of ‘what cannot
happen’. If he had given to the word ‘impossible’ the sense the Megarians
intended, his argument would only have amounted to this: ‘If that which
is not, is not, that which is not happening is not happening.’ Ghazali turns
here completely round; he now makes the philosophers, using Aristotle’s
argument, attack the Ash‘arite thesis, which he pretended they held, and he
defends the Ash‘arite thesis which he previously attacked himself,

P- 54. 6. If you take ‘impossible’ to mean, as it does for the Ash‘arites,
‘non-existent’ and ‘possible’ ‘existent’, this is certainly quite obvious.
P- 54. 7. Ghazali now reverts to his former argument based on the

analogy of time and space; this sentence has no connexion with what im-
mediately precedes.

P- 54- 8. i.e. the suppositions of different possibilities in time for the
creation of the world as given in Avicenna’s argument, pp. 48-49.

P- 54. 9. i.e. because all things are in time, imagination represents God
as in time.

P- 55 1. i.e. the possible implies the impossible, but the impossible is what
necessarily cannot happen and therefore implies necessity.

P- 55. 2. This-refers to Aristotle, Mez. 4 12. 1019°23 and De caelo A 12.
281b27: to assume that what is impossible may exist, e.g. the fact that the
diagonal of a square is commensurate with the side, is an impossible false-
hood, because, according to Aristotle, its contrary is not only false, but also
false of necessity ; to assume that the possible may exist is a possible false-
hood, because the contrary is not necessarily false; that a man should be
seated is possible, says Aristotle, since it is not necessarily false that he is
seated.

P- 55. 3. This is quite true. The Megarians and the Ash‘arites should
not have said that the possible is coextensive with the actual ; they should
have said that ‘possible’ has no meaning at all.

P- 55. 4. If it is impossible before its existence, it cannot be true, as he
has just said, that a thing should be possible before its existence.
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P. 55. 5. Nothing absolutely incorruptible—says Aristotle, Met. 6
1050P16—is absolutely potential: oddév dpa 7@v dgbdprav dmAds Svvdpea
éoriv dnAds.

P- 55. 6. See notes 50. 4, 17. 1, and below.

p- 56. 1. This is one of the fundamental ideas of the Aristotelian philo-
sophy and also one of its fundamental contradictions: in action (évépyeia)
=, lies the perfection (évredéyea) JLSCul, of every being, and indeed
these two terms are often used synonymously ; on the other hand, the idea of
action presupposes the idea of perfection, of an end; action is not an end in
itself (this is denied by Arist. Met. 6. 1048b18, at least for certain actions),
but tends towards an end. We have here the old difficulty of change
and becoming, concealed through the ambiguous use of the term évépyeia.
&vépyea is the act, the actualizing, it is also the end of the process of actualiz-
ing, the being in actuality, the reality attained, and in fact it is synonymous
with reality. Without realizing it Aristotle identifies becoming and being,
the act, évépyeia, towards the end becomes the end, évredéyeia, and inversely
the end, évreAéyeia, becomes the act, évépyea. There is a similar confusion in
Aristotle’s theory of movement which he defines Phys. 8 5. 2578 as an
incomplete action, évreAéxeia dredijs. Now every activity is the actualization
of a potency, i.e. a change, and every change for Aristotle is movement.
However, in this definition Aristotle seems to mean by action not the pro-
cess, the attaining of the end, but the end attained, whereas in the definition
of movement as 7 708 Svvdper évredéyesa by entelechy the process is meant.

P- 57- 1. This proof is the same as that of Avicenna (pp. 48-49) and
Averroés (p. 17), only here it is applied to the existence of the world. It is
based on the idea that what is possible must at some time be realized, and
that therefore nothing can be eternally possible; and it is a petitio principis,
L.e. it assumes that the world is ungenerated (if you substitute the words
‘existence of Socrates’ for ‘existence of the world’ the argument will not
prove the eternal existence of Socrates). The world is not eternal, because

it could not not have been, but, because the world is eternal, it could not

not be. The same petitio principii is found in Aristotle, De caelo A 10-12,
which is the source of this argument, where, besides, Aristotle proves in
extenso the two truisms (1) that what exists during an infinite time—and
he implies by ‘infinite’, infinite ¢ parte ante and a parte post—can neither
become nor perish, since if it did, it would only be at some time ; and (2) that
what is both ungenerated and incorruptible cannot be of the nature of the
possible (i.e. the changing), i.e. can neither be generated nor be destroyed.

P- 57. 2. ‘Possible’ in the sense of what ‘has to be’.
p- 57. 8. 1.e. is logically necessary; absurd, (Jl»x., dromos.

P- 57- 4. Cf. Decaelo A 12. 281b20: if anything that exists for an infinite
time is destructible (¢faprdv), it must have the possibility of not being.
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P- 57- 5. Or more exactly, Aristotle says, Phys. I 4. 20330 év8éyeofas 3
elvas 0bdév Siadéper év Tols didlots, in eternal beings possibility (i.e. realiza-
tion) and existence coincide.

P- 57. 6. This is in opposition to the Ash‘arite doctrine that possibility
conforms to reality, i.e. is coextensive with it.

p- 58. 1. This sentence agrees with the Ash‘arite doctrine that the pos-
sible is what has become (i.e. that possibility is coextensive with reality) ; i.c.
Ghazali first affirms in this passage, in opposition to the argument of the
philosophers which implies that what becomes had necessarily to become,
that there is objective possibility: the world could become at any time
whatever, i.e. God could create at any moment, but did not do so; and then
he denies this in the last sentence by saying that only what has been realized
is possible. What he wants to say is this: the world might have been created
at any time, but it has been in fact created (its creation was possible, in the
Ash‘arite sense) at a definite specified time. This is, of course, a petitio
principii, since.the problem is whether the world was created or is eternal,

p. 58. 2. The problem of an alternative generation and corruption, as
asserted by Empedocles, the Atomists, and Heraclitus (the Stoics later renew
the Heraclitean doctrine of the world as dmrdpevos pérpa, dmooBevvipevos
pérpa, inflamed and extinguished according to measures), is discussed by
Aristotle, De caelo A 10. 280*11. He compares this to the evolution of a child
into a man, and the production of a child out of a man, and says it must be
an ordered, not a fortuitous process, and must be not an absolute generation
and destruction of the world, but only a change in' its dispositions (Sia-
Oésers).

P- 58. 3. The theologians believe in the corruptibility of the world, for
which, as we will see in the next chapter, they give the main Stoic argument.

p- 58. 4. See, for example, Aristotle, Met. Z 7. 1032%20: Swvardv ydp xai
elvas kal pi) elvas Ecacrov abTdv, Tobro 8’ éoTiv 1) év éxdare Ay, for what in every
thing has the potency to be or not to be, that is the matter in every thing.

p- 58. 5. This is not absolutely true; the forms do not become either—
form is eternal like matter, and becoming is a change of form in matter.
Aristotle, however, has also (Phys. 4 9. 192P1) the term $uvowd xal $fapra
€&, natural and perishable forms. See note 31. 1.

P- 59. 1. e.g. Met. © 8. 1050°16: 0d0¢v dpa Tdv dffdpraw dmrds Suvdue
éoriv v dmls, nothing which is essentially incorruptible is essentially in
potency (i.e. can be or not be).

P- 59- 2. This is not absolutely true; it isin contradiction to what Ghazali
has just said, namely that matter itself is the essentially potential. It is,
however, true that in Aristotelian philosophy potentiality is at the same time
the substrate, the potentiality in the substrate, and the potentiality of the
agent. See the text below and note 62. 6.
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P- 59. 3- See note 11. 5.

P- 59. 4. i.e. that a man can do something is a consequence of his
possessing the power to do it.

P- 59. 5. i.e. an objective reality, not something subjective.

P- 59. 6. i.e. matter.
p- 60. 1. For the circularity of this process see page 33 and note 33. 4.

p- 60. 2. Aristotle admits both an objective necessity and an objective
possibility. The Stoics, who regard the world as a closed unique system in
which everything that happens is the necessary consequence of an eternally
determined concatenation of causes and effects, deny objective possibility
(not quite consistently, as we have seen) and define possibility and chance in
terms of our human ignorance of the laws of nature, airia ddnlos dvlpwmive
Aoywopd (Alex. Aphr. De fato c. 8, p. 174. 2, Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 281. 35). It
would seem that only the Eleatics and Megarians, who absolutely deny all
becoming, could deny both objective necessity and objective possibility.
However, the Stoics divide ‘things’ (see note 3. 6) into the corporeal and the
incorporeal, relations belonging to the incorporeal. Necessity and possibility,
being both relations and incorporeal, would have to be regarded by them
as subjective. The Stoics seem to have committed the same inconsistency as
many moderns who appear to believe in the objective necessity of cause and
in the necessary character of objective laws of nature, but regard both
possibility and necessity as expressing not the characteristics of things,
but the conditions of our knowledge of them. That Ghazali may have taken
his argument from some late Stoic source is indicated by the expression
‘provided no obstacle presents itself’. Sextus Empiricus tells us in fact
(Adbv. log. i. 253) that the later Stoics regarded the appreherisive presentation
iy xaradyrruay davragiav as a criterion of truth, provided that it has no
obstacle, 76 pndév éxovoav évornua. The term xaradymds, ¢ 94895 the appre-
hended, comprehended (comprehendibile in Cicero’s translation, see Stoic.
Vet. Fr. . 18. 18), is frequently used in Muslim theology (see e.g. Massignon,
op. cit., p. 56), and is often regarded by the theologians as synonymous with
‘possible’ UK"“ . For the intermediate position of the apprehensive presenta-
tion see Cicero, loc. cit.: ‘sed inter scientiam et inscientiam comprehen-
sionem . . . collocabat (scilicet: Zeno), eamque neque in rectis neque in
pravis numerabat, sed soli credendum esse dicebat’. Chrysippus’ definition
of the possible (Alex. Aphr. De fato c. 10, Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii, p. 279. 15) as that
which is.not prevented from happening by anything, although it may not
happen (Svvarév elvas yevéabar ToiTo & i’ 008evds kwAderar yevéobar, xdv py
yewjras) implies of course objective possibility (see also note 241. 1).

p- 60. 3. This, the most obvious definition of truth, is based on Aristotle,
De interpr. 9. 19°33 Spoiws of Adyor ddbeis domep Ta mpdypara. The definition
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becomes somewhat problematic when one asks what in the mind conforms
to reality; but when rightly interpreted it is undoubtedly true, since it
expresses in the form of an image the tautology that a true judgement is
a judgement which expresses a truth (‘truth’ which is assumed in all thought
is indefinable and irreducible like all primary concepts). Aristotle has also in
this form the definition Met. I 6. 101126 : 6 pév yap Aéyew 76 v i) elvas
7 70 p1) Ov elvas Yeiios, 76 8¢ v elvar kal 76 17} v p7) elvas dAnbés. Aristotle
holds three views on truth: (1) the conformity of thought with reality;
(2) a connexion between concepts (cupmAors) vonudrwy) inside the judge-
ment, De an. I 8. 432°11; (3) reality itself, Met. © 10. 1051b1.

p. 60. 4. It is an Aristotelian assumption that every logical concept has its
counterpart in reality; thus the absence of a quality (privation, aréamous)
takes for Aristotle a positive meaning, and even of absolute privation, the
non-existent, he says (Met. I 2. 1003b10) that it is something, namely the
non-existent (see note 61. 7). The ‘something’ (+i, see note 3. 6) plays an
important role in Stoicism, which distinguishes between meaning and exist-
ence: ‘nothing’ means something, but the ‘something’ it means does not
exist. Averroés in his answer might have said that the impossible, like the
non-existent, expresses a negation; neither the impossible nor the non-
existent exists, and therefore they need no substratum, but the non-existence
of the impossible does not imply the non-existence of the possible, and the
problem Ghazali has touched upon does not concern the impossible only,
the negation of the possible, but negation generally ; however, he follows a
more Aristotelian train of thought, and regards the privation of the possible
as a reality,

p- 61. 1. Ghazali seems to hold that every concept has to be either
necessary, impossible, or possible; modality, however, refers only to
judgements. Ghazali’s argument would have seemed more plausible, if
he had given as an example that four can be divided by two, which is
a purely rational judgement and does not refer to any definite time.
Ghazali’s argument may be an interpretation of the Stoic theory as, for
example, expounded by Cicero (loc. cit.): ‘visis non omnibus adiungebat
[scilicet: Zeno] fidem, sed iis solum quae propriam quandam haberent declara-
tionem earum rerum quae viderentur’. The apprehending presentation
carries with itself its own evidence.

p- 61. 2. By the ‘possible’ as predicated of the recipient he means the
at present existing and actualized matter which is changing, losing one
attribute and taking the contrary; e.g. wine turning into vinegar. The
opposite of this possible is the impossible, for the matter of the wine can
never become non-existent. The opposite of the sweetness of the wine is the
acidity of the vinegar, and this acidity is necessary because the wine,
turning into vinegar, will necessarily become acid.
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p- 61. 3. The sweetness (i.e. the potentiality to become acidity) loses its
potentiality when the wine has become acid, i.e. the sweetness is not there
any more (odic évvmdpyes, see Phys. A 8. 191°16). :

P. 61. 4. It is the wine which is potentially vinegar, and which changes
from potential vinegar into actual vinegar ; in other words, becoming is not
the change of a quality into another quality, of the sweetness into acidity;
the substance, the substratum (the wine ; the term ‘substratum’ is ambiguous,
and I shall explain the difficulty below) becomes another substance through
a change of quality. Something persists, says Aristotle, Met. 4 2 ad init., but
the opposite does not persist; there is, therefore, a third entity besides the
opposites, namely matter, cf. Phys. 4 7. 1go*17.

p- 61. 5. So far as I know, this definition is not found in Aristotle in
exactly this form, but it expresses his conception perfectly. Cf. such passages
as Met. N 2. 1089°28 : 76 xard Svvapw (viz. ui) 8v) e Todrou ) yéveols éorw, out
of the possible (which is said not to be) generation follows, and Met. 8 8.
1050P11: 76 dpa Swvardy elvar évdéyerar Kal elvar kal pn elvas, that, then,
which can possibly be can either be or not be.

p- 61. 6. The possible non-existent lies in the orépmois of what may
become; in our example, the sweetness is the orépnous (i.e. it is the non-
acidity) of the acidity. In this evépyaus, in this sweetness (the non-acidity),
the acidity lies potentially hidden; this potency is a kind of intermediate
between pure nothingness and full reality. It seems an astonishing and
unbelievable paradox, Aristotle himself says (Phys. 4 8. 191®16), that any-
thing can become in this way out of the non-existent.

p. 61. 7. Indeed, the Mu'tazilite doctrine of the non-existent as a
reality is based on Aristotle’s doctrine of orépnots as something positive (see
also note 3. 6). There is an interesting parallel in early medieval Western
philosophy: Fredegisus of Tours (an Englishman who was a pupil of
Alcuin and who died in 819) says in his Epistola de nihilo et tenebris (ed.
Migne, Patr. L. cv. 751): ‘Omnis significatio est quod est. “Nihil” autem

aliquid significat. Igitur “nihil” eius significatio est quid est, id est rei

existentis.’

p- 62. 1. The actualized matter, wine gua wine, is in actuality; in the
wine, however, there is an underlying substratum, matter, vAn, which is in
potency. The last section of this passage is redundant and only repeats what
I have tried to explain in notes 61. 2 to 61. 6.

p- 62. 2. The acidity of the vinegar is the outcome of the process of
becoming ; i.e. it belongs to the becoming in so far as it is actual, it exists in
the product, whereas the non-acidity, the sweetness changing into it, has
disappeared.

p- 62. 3. i.e. matter cannot be already actual, for becoming implies
something that is not actual.
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p. 62. 4. i.e. both Mu‘tazilites and philosophers regard non-existence as
something positive. The philosophers, however, believe that non-existence,
which they call matter, never exists in reality without being connected with
a form. The transition from blocd to sperma and from sperma to the mem-
bers of the embryo refers to Aristotle’s theory, De gen. an. A 19. 7265, that
sperma is concocted blood coming from all parts udpia, cLac!, of the animal
and possessing potentially all the parts of the new animal,

p- 62. 5. i.e. it would be an independent reality, fully existent and
actual in itself.

p. 62. 6. The whole of this passage is a faithful, although somewhat
redundant, summary of Aristotle’s theory of becoming, discussed in Phys. 4
6-10. This theory is contradictory, for it is said that becoming is the transi-
tion of a erépnos into a positive quality (e.g. non-acidity into acidity) and
that in the orépyaus its opposite potentially lies, but it is also said, as I have
explained in note 61. 4, that the sweetness, the orépmars of acidity does not
become acidity ; it leaves the wine and is replaced by its opposite, the acidity,
and therefore it is the substratum, the substance, the wine, which becomes
acid, i.e. the potentiality lies in the wine, not in the sweetness. But even this
latter thesis can only be maintained through an ambiguity in the term
‘substratum’ or ‘substance’. For although the wine may be called a substance
or substratum, according to Aristotle’s definition (Cat. 5) that the substance
is the individual, the real substratum of the whole process is not the wine
but matter. For the wine is nothing but the combination of matter and form ;
when wine turns into vinegar some forms leave the substratum, matter, to be
replaced by other forms; there is here no becoming, only a change of forms ;
the real substratum, unqualified matter, remains, and remains eternally.
For matter is eternal, although according to Aristotle it is pure potentiality,
and nothing potential, according to him, can be eternal, and in this eternal
matter eternal forms alternatively appear and vanish eternally, for forms
too are eternal. Eternal forms and eternal matter, indeed, are the basic
principles of the whole system, and through the combination of these
principles the transient world is said to arise. But how can such hetero-
geneous elements as matter and form combine; how can the transient
individual arise out of the combination of these two eternal elements?
Whence do these eternal forms come, and whither do they go? Concerning
this last problem there are two attempts at solution: (1) the transcendent
Middle Platonic and Neoplatonic solution that they lie eternally in the
mind of a transcendent God; (2) the immanent Stoic solution that the
individual forms (Adyo:) lie in germ (omepparixds) hidden in the immanent
divine logos which unfolds itself in the world fatally and inexorably. The
theory of a germinal development, 0_94-5/ , was known in Islam and is
ascribed to an-Nazzam (cf. note 31. 1 and compare my Epitome der Meta-
physik des Averroes, pp. 190-1).
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p- 62. 7. Although this is in verbal agreement with Avicenna it is scarcely
true in fact, for according to the Muslim philosophers, who combine the
Plotinian concept of the soul as a substance with the Aristotelian concept of
the soul as a form, the human soul never subsists by itself; during life it is
in need of the human body, and after death it is, in one way or another, part
of the universal soul ; see notes 15. 1 and 14. 4.

p. 62. 8. xL:,, ‘impressed’, is a translation of the Stoic term TUodpevoy

or évodpayi[duevor used of the presentation, gavracia, as stamped on the
material soul (see e.g. Sext. Emp. Hyp. Pyrrh. ii. 70; Adv. log. i. 228). The
expressions réros and adpay{duevor are used earlier by Aristotle, De memoria
1. 450°31-32; see also note 67. 1. That the soul is not impressed on the body
is often maintained by Avicenna, e.g. Book of Theorems and Notices, ed. Forget,
p. 219.

P. 63. 1. According to Aristotle the soul has its seat in warmth (Bepudv)
or in spirit (wvedpa) ; see De gen. an. B 3. 736b2g, cf. note 64. 4.

p- 63. 2. i.e. becoming implies a relation to a pre-existent matter and to
an agent, but the individual souls do not become out of anything, nor are
they created (ex nikilo) by God. The mystery of the human personality, the
uniqueness of my Ego, cannot be explained by science, which tries to
rationalize events by seeking to find the underlying identities in the apparent
changes. However much I may resemble my parents, however much the
same universals may describe my physical and moral constitution, it is I, my
unique Ego, individuum ineffabile, who becomes, lives, thinks, suffers, enjoys,
and dies. Neither the traducianism of the rationalists, nor the creationism of
the faithful, can explain the primary fact of my individual, personal
existence.

p- 63. 3. i.e. God.
p- 63. 4. See note 14. 6.

p- 63. 5. Light, according to Plotinus (Enn. iv. 5. 7), is incorporeal ; the
image in the mirror is the act of the object reflected, and when the object
disappears, the image vanishes ; in the same way the individual soul reflects
the light of the world-soul (cf. Leibniz’s conception of the monad as ‘un
miroir vivant, représentatif de I'Univers selon son point de vue’, Guvres,
Erdmann, p. 714). According to Aristotle, Meteor. I" 2. 372333, there are in
mirrors different possibilities of reflection, in some of which only shape is
reflected, in others colour also.

P- 63. 6. ‘Sound understanding’, 3pfids Adyos, see note 8. 3. Islam has
no faith in the self-taught man (autodidactus) : ales Olla. i) & [,L,,,, Y o
‘Satan is the master of him who has no master’, says an Arabic proverb.

p. 63. 7. This is an Arabic proverb. Maidani has it in this form:
A &8 3lgdl O (Freytag, Meid. Prov. i, p. 11).
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p. 64. 1. The distinction between knowing and the object known pro-
vides the conclusive argument against all subjectivism. If perception and
thought had no object beyond themselves, we should dwell in timeless
monads without windows or communication—timeless, for time would
be subjective too. All knowledge is relational, related to an-object of know-
ledge; if percipere and cognoscere were identical with their objects, there
could be neither illusion nor falsehood, but everything would merely be.
The Platonic Socrates in the Theaeteius realized this when he drew the
consequence from Protagoras’ doctrine (167 a) : ofire yip 7d p3) dvra 8vva:r6v
8o¢doas oire d\a map’ & dv wdoyy, Tavra 8¢ dei Ay, for no one can t}.unk
anything but what he thinks, nor perceive anything but what he perceives,
and this is always true. For all our thinking the existence of a unique,
common, objective world is an unavoidable primary assumption. Cf.
note 65. 3.

p- 64. 2. i.e. the Platonists and Neoplatonists.

P- 64. 3. Galen says, e.g. Quod anim. mor. corp. temp. seq. c. 3. 775 K., that if
the soul is mortal (which seems problematic to Galen), all the forms and
parts of the soul will have potentialities which foliow (Sudxer, C:._;) the
temperament (kpdois, C| 5) of its matter.

P- 64. 4. “The possibility prior to the becoming is relative to matter’:
this refers probably to Aristotle’s theory that the seat of the soul is in warmth
and spirit, by which he wishes to explain how the soul can be transferrcf:l
through procreation from one being to another. The problem, however, is
how and whence the new individual soul arises. This problem was not seen
by Aristotle, for whom soul is a form, a universal, whereas Callias and
Socrates are individuals only through their bodies; see notes 14. 4 and
67. 3.

p- 64. 5. According to Aristotle the soul is éredéyea 7 mpdimy au’)pa:rog
dvoucoi dpyannod, the first entelechy of a natural, organic body (‘organic’,
i.e. used as an instrument), De an. B i. 41255 ; the body is merely there to
serve as an instrument for the soul, De part. an. A 1. 641729.

p- 64. 6. That they have objects seems in contradiction to Ghazali’s
theory, which appears to assert that concepts simply are. If they have objects,
what, according to Ghazali, are these objects, and in what, according to
Ghazali, does science consist ?

p- 65. 1. Blackness and whiteness, black and white, however, are just as
much universals as receptivity of colour.

p. 65. 2. i.e. if it is not impossible for other concepts to exist only in
minds, not in the external world.

p. 65. 3. We have entered here upon the perennial problem of univer-
sals, Ghazali is justified in saying that one cannot assert the objectivity of
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necessity and possibility and deny the objectivity of universals. If we believe
with the Aristotelians in the ‘natures’ of things, we have to admit the
objectivity of universals, although we may be at a loss to explain the mode
of their being and how these universals and ‘natures’ are related to the
individuals. Ghazali’s own nominalistic view is untenable; it is based on the
common illusion of representing the spiritual, of regarding as representable
what cannot be represented, and on the consequent representation,
materialization, and localization of thought as imprints in the soul, as
individual spiritual atoms in the mind, Material things, however, are sub-
sistent by themselves—they merely are; but every perception, every thought,
expresses a relation, and points beyond itself. We perceive things, we think
about things, and every object of thought can become the object of thought
for innumerable thinkers: the basic, unrepresentable fact of thought, in-
explicable and indefinable—since it is assumed in all definition and explana-
tion—, is that we can mean something objective, and that our meaning can
be communicated to others and understood by them.

p- 65. 4. That knowledge is not knowledge of the universal concept is
a view contrary to that of Aristotle, who says that knowledge is always of the
universal, e.g. Met. B 6 ad fin. kafdlov 7 émamijun wdvrwv. This is the great
and insoluble difficulty of his system, that for it all reality is individual, all
knowledge universal. The second assertion, that the individuals are known
in a universal way, yvwpllovras 7& kafddov Adyw, agrees with Aristotle, Met.
Z 10. 1036%8.

p- 65. 5. i.e. although potentially things are universals, namely when
they are known. This is, of course, a petitio principiz, for the question is:
How can, and why should, the mind think as a universal, what in reality
is an individual ?

p- 65. 6. The conception of the real as accidentally individual, essent-
ially universal, is not found in Aristotle; it is not very clear what it means,
and it seems rather a Platonizing conception of Aristotle. (It is true, of
course, that according to Aristotle the individual consists of a universal form
plus matter, but this rather adds to the difficulty, for how, out of these two
heterogeneous and non-individual elements, can the individual arise ?)

p. 66. 1. According to the Neoplatonic conception of the Muslim
Aristotelians, universals, i.e. the ideas, exist permanently in the Mind of God.

p. 66. 2. e.g. blackness is impossible for a thing which eternally possesses
the opposite of blackness, i.e. whiteness.

p- 67. 1. This sophistical argument seems to imply that words can mean
only existents; now the impossible does not exist, and therefore the term
‘impossible’ cannot be applied to anything. The whole argument is a
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reductio ad absurdum of a materialistic and nominalistic conception of thought,
of the conception that every thought is an individual imprint (rérwos) in
the soul. This Stoic conception was definitely refuted by anticipation in
Plato Theaet. 191 ¢ sqq.. (Plato already uses the terms dmorvmodofar,
receive an impression, and SaxTvMiwv onueia, seals of signet-rings). The Mu‘tazi-
lites (and Aristotelians) affirm that, since “non-existence’ means something,
the non-existent exists (in a way); Ghazali asserts that, since the non-
existent does not exist, ‘non-existence’ does not mean anything. The diffi-
culty was seen by Plato, who makes Socrates ask at Theaet. 189 a: ‘Will not
he who thinks of the non-existent (u7 6v) think of nothing (038év) ? And does
he who thinks of nothing think at all?’

p- 67. 2. This seems in contradiction to Ghazali’s own theory that there
is no objective possibility.

p- 6/. 3. Seenote 63. 2. For Aristotle the soul of the child is transmitted
by the parents (both Aristotle and the Stoics are traducianists), or rather
there is one soul, a universal in all human beings. The real crux of Platon-
ism, Aristotelianism, and Neo-platonism is the relation of the universal to
the individual.

p. 67. 4. A remote or secondary relation, since the soul in its essence or
existence, at least according to the Neoplatonic commentators, is not
dependent on the body, but is essentially a part of the World-Soul and
comes from the outside into the body. It is not impressed on the body,
but merely directs the body.

p. 67. 5. i.e. God, who can produce them ex nikilo by His will. Ghazali
means that you might just as well say that the soul is potentially in God as
that it is potentially in matter, since the soul is not extracted by God out of
matter. The statue is not more potentially in the marble than in the sculptor,
since the sculptor brings the form of the statue out of himself into the matter
of the marble. And the relation of the soul to the body is still more ‘remote’
for the commentators than the relation of form to matter. For, says Plotinus
(Enn. iv. 3. 20), the soul, which is not in the body as in a place, év vémw, or in
a container, év dyyeiw, is not its form either, for the form which is involved
in matter is not self-subsistent ; if it is said that the soul is not engendered
but self-subsistent, how can the self-subsistent soul be in the body?

p- 67. 6. See the Aristotelian definition of the soul quoted in note 64. 3.

p. 67. 7. The metaphor of the soul as a steersman or pilot is found in
Plato, Phaedr. 247 ¢, where the rational part of the soul is called Yuyis
xvfepvijrys (cf. Arist. De an. B 1. 413%g). At Tim. 41 e the demiurge is said
to have placed the souls ds és 8ynpua, as in a ship.

p- 68. 1. This refers to the Aristotelian doctrine of the triad which exists
where there is motion, Phys. © 5. 256P13: the mover, the instrument of
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motion, 76 ¢ «wei, and the object moved. The living being is a cause of
motion, it moves itself: kweiras ydp 76 {@ov adrd 5’ asrod, Phys. 6 4.254b16,
it is 2 mover and a thing moved. To set it in motion it needs an eternal
mover which is not itself moved, for if everything in motion were moved, it
would follow that whatever was capable of causing a change would be
capable of suffering a change, Phys. € 5. 257°15. I do not see how this
theory settles the difficulty.

p- 68. 2. Averroés substitutes the word ‘identical’ for the word ‘similar’,
which he used previously.

p- 68. 3. How could it be otherwise? Besides, according to Averroés,
all judgements refer to something outside the soul.

P. 68. 4. This seems rather like the aporetic (dmopnrucn) or dubitative
method of the Sceptics, see Sext. Emp. Hyp. Pyrrh. i. 3. 7.

p- 68. 5. The title given in the text is The Foundation of Dogmatics. There
is no such work, although the second book of Ghazali’s Vivification of Theology
bears this name. Its third chapter contains a very-short and popular sum-
mary of his Golden Mean in Dogmatics (written immediately after the present
work) to which he himself refers the serious student. Probably through an
error of the copyist the title of this book is given wrongly in the text, but
Ghazali refers without doubt to his The Golden Mean in Dogmatics (which
has been translated into Spanish by M. Asin Palacios, Madrid, 1924), in
which he sets out to prove by reason the dogmas of religion according to the
Ash‘arites. In his introduction Ghazali says, for example, that theology,
i.e. religion based on rational proof, is not incumbent on the faithful (and
may even be dangerous for certain types of men), since Islam does not
distinguish between faith based on (1) an act of faith and mere acceptance,
on (2) tradition or authority@ (3) rational proof. The book has four parts:
(i) God’s existence and essence; (ii) the divine attributes and the properties
of these attributes; (iii) the divine operations; (iv) demonstration of pro-
phetic revelation. There is no full discussion in it of the problem of the
temporal creation of the world, but he repeats in it some of the arguments
given in the present book, e.g. the argument based on the revolutions of the
different spheres.

p- 69. 1. Probably the correct title was not given in Averroés’ copy of
Ghazali’s Incokerence of the Philosophers.

p- 69. 2. The same remark concerning the same book is made by
Averroés in his Theology and Philosophy, ed. Mueller, p. 21. The Nicke Jor
Lights is a commentary, following the Neoplatonic mysticism of the Sufis,
(1) on the verses of the Koran (Sur. xxiv. 35), which cry out for a mystical
interpretation: ‘Allah is the light of the heavens and of the earth. His light
is like a niche wherein is a lamp, the lamp within a glass, the glass as if it
were a glittering star. From a blessed tree it is lit, an olive-tree neither of
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the East, nor of the West, the oil whereof were well-nigh luminous, though
no fire touched it. Light upon Light’; and (2) on the Tradition: ‘Allah has
seventy thousand veils of light and darkness; were He to withdraw this
curtain, the splendour of His countenance would surely consume anyone
who apprehended Him with his sight.” In this treatise Ghazali expresses his
belief in God’s absolute transcendence and utter ineffability, in a mediating
principle between God and the world (see note 36. 3), and in mystical

ecstasy.

p- 69. 3. i.e. as an ordered universe, xéopos.

p. 70. 1. One would expect ‘must conform to the possibility’; that it
‘may or may not conform’ is the theological view (see below, note 70. 4).

p. 70. 2. AbuHudhailibn al-Allafof Basra, one of the earlier Mu'tazilites
of the beginning of the ninth century, and a contemporary and adversary
of an-Nazzam. He applied the theory that what has a first term must
have a last term even to God’s knowledge and power and, according to
Ibn Hazm, op. cit. iv, pp. 1923, he said that God, having arrived at the
final term of His power, would not be any more able to create even an atom
or to move a leaf or to resuscitate a dead mosquito.

p. 70. 3. Simultaneously, GaMz,, dpa xardé xpdvov; successively
B oLy épebis; i.e. at any moment all the parts of the past are there in their
totality.

p- 70. 4. According to the Koran, Sura xxxix. 67, on the Day of Judge-
ment ‘the whole earth shall be His handful and the heavens will be rolled
up in His right hand’. That we can know only through the Divine Law that
the world will end was held by certain Mu'tazilites. According to, for
example, ‘Abu Zaid al-Balkhi’ (cf. above, note 10. 5), The Book of Creation and
History, i, p. 125 (see also ii, p. 133), there is no'rational proof of the anni-
hilation of the world ; the series of numbers needs a first term, but no final
term, and a man may have eternal remorse, although his remorse must have
a beginning. It became the orthodox view that the annihilation of the whole
world (including the destruction of heaven and hell, which, however, will
not happen, as is known by revelation) is possible, JS L, considered as some-
thing in God’s power, see Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 319. Thomas Aquinas held
that similarly the problem of the eternity of the world a parte ante cannot be
solved by mere reason.

p. 70. 5. We have seen, however, p. 37, that Averroés himself regards
God as not existing in eternal time, i.e. in an eternal sequence of past,
present, and future, but in timeless eternity, i.e. aldv, ,a 5. The conception
of God as existing in timeless eternity severs all relation between God and
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.the w?rld; the conception of God as in eternal time implies in God an
instability, a change, a passing, a past.

.p.’7-0. 6. Averroés takes ‘first term’ in a chronological sense and ‘the
First’ in the sense of the highest principle (in Arabic the expression ‘the
first’ is used here in both cases).

P- 70. 7. Here ‘first term’ means God and ‘its act’ is the world, which
according to the theologians has a beginning.

p. 71. 1. This is rather a difficult theory, for even if God and movement
are eternal, the past states or acts of God and the past movements would
seem to have ended.

p- 71. 2. It is not clear whether any definite philosopher is meant; of
course many philosophers must have admitted that the past acts of the
Eternal are past and ended. He may perhaps mean Plato, for whom the
world has a beginning.

p- 71. 3. Incomprehensible (i = e = ¢  les &, deardinmros.
P 71. 4. Compare Aristotle, Phys. 4 12. 221°3: the eternal, 7¢ del dvra,
is not in time.

p- 71. 5. This, I believe, does not signify anything but the tautology that
only the present or the present movement exists or takes place at present.

p- 72. 1. i.e. finite existence, since the infinite cannot be represented.

P. 72. 2. When the existence of a thing is perfect, i.e. when all the
conditions of its existence are fulfilled, its action cannot be delayed.

. p; 72. 3. petitio principii, g_;_}lb_.” J.r. 5y3Lan, drrecfar s {pmjoews é¢
dpyiis.

P- 73- 1. Averroés wants to suggest that the philosophical view of an
eternal creation is not in contradiction to the Koranic view and that the
verb ‘to produce’, ‘to cause to happen’, which occurs in the Koran, Sura
Ixv. 1, does not necessarily imply a time-factor, and that therefore the
Ash‘arites gave a wrong interpretation of the true conception of the Koran.
(The verb ‘to produce’, &ual in Arabic is a causative form of the verb ‘to
become’ which corresponds to the Greek yiyvesfa.)

p- 73- 2. Here he wants to suggest that the philosophical view is in fact
the common view of Muslims, and that when they say that the world is not
eternal, they really mean that the world has a cause, so that the difference is
only verbal, uh_a) » not factual, (g4ins.

P. 73. 3. He is possibly alluding here to the Maturidites who—in opposi-
tion to the rival school of the Ash‘arites—see, for example, Muhammad al-
Murtada, Commentary on Ghazali’s Vivification of Theology, ii, p. 8—regard
God’s attributes of action, J=dJl wlap, and His creative production,
o _,K;’ , as coeternal with the attributes of His nature. Ibn Hazm, op.
cit. iv, p. 212, speaks of even the Ash‘arites as holding the heretical view
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that the world is eternal. For, according to him, the Asharites affirm that
God says eternally ‘Or * ‘let it be’ to all things, whether they have been
created or will be created, and this, according to Ibn Hazm, implies the
eternity of the world. The theological distinctions are in any case very
subtle,

P- 74. 1. This is an Aristotelian principle (T0p. A 3) which Aristotle
himself puts into practice.

P- 74- 2. This argument, as far as I know, is not found in those works of
Galen which have come down to us, although there is a reference to our
problem in De plac. Hippocr. et Plat., Mueller, p. 783 (K. v, p. 760), where
Galen says: It is not astonishing that more questions have not been settled
in philosophy, since in philosophy one cannot base one’s judgement on
evident experience (meipa); and so some declare that the world has not
come into being, others that it has. Most probably the argument was found
in the fourth book of the lost work De demonstratione, Ilepi dmoSeitews,
O ,JI 4, a work of which, among other parts, the first half of Book IV
was known to the Arabs. In this book Galen discussed those arguments
which, since they are based on an imperfect experience, can only reach a
certain degree of probability. Averroés in his commentary on De caelo (see
I. Mueller, Uber Galens Werk vom wissenschafilichen Beweis, Abh. philos.-
philolog. Kl. d. K. Bayr. Ak. d. W., Bd. xx) refers to. Galen’s arguments in
De demonstratione about the eternity of the world and says: ‘Galenus aestimat
quod nullus potest scire mundum esse aeternum nisi per has propositiones
quarum origo est a sensu et testimonio ; dicit in suo libro quem composuit
de eis quae credit, quod nihil certum habebat de mundo utrum esset novus
aut antiquus, et manifestum est quod ipse non utitur in antiquitate mundi
nisi talibus propositionibus ex verbis suis et in libro suo quem appellavit
Demonstrationem.” Philoponus, De aet. mundi xviii, p. 599. 23 gives a long
quotation out of Galen’s De demonstratione in which Galen comes to the
conclusion that ‘ungenerated’ implies ‘indissoluble’, but not the reverse, for
what is indissoluble may be indissoluble not essentially but extrinsically,
‘since it may have been provided with immortality’, and Galen himself
quotes Tim. 41 b, where the demiurge says to the gods he has created:
‘since you are created, you are notaltogether immortal and indissoluble, but
you shall not be dissolved nor experience the fate of death’.

Galen’s argument is directed against the Stoic syllogism to prove the cor-
ruptibility of the world (see Diog. Laert. Vitae vii. 141 and Ps.-Philo De aetern.
mundi 124 (p. 110. 11 Reiter) ; the argument is found also in Philoponus, De
aet. mundi, p. 502): “That whose parts are corruptible is corruptible as a
whole. Now the parts of the world are corruptible, and therefore the world
is corruptible. Moreover, everything is corruptible, if it is capable of decay
(émBerTucdy s émi 76 xeipov peraPoris).’ The premiss of the Stoic argument
seems to be assumed by Ghazali. The Ash‘arites accepted this Stoic argument,
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and say (see e.g. the Arabic text of our book, 466. 5) : s lsd| alas L 55
Gidoes g4d ‘everything in which transient entities inhere is itself transient’.
(This argument is refuted at length by Averroés, Philosophy and Theology,
ed. Mueller, pp. 31 5qq.)

Galen’s argument is based on De caclo A 3. 270b11, where Aristotle says:
the truth of the eternity of Heaven is clear from the evidence of the senses,
at least so far as to warrant the assent of human faith, for we find in what
has been handed down from generations no trace of a change in either the
whole or the parts of the outermost heaven. According to Plato, Tim. 33 a,
the world is dyjpwv kal dvogos, ‘undecaying and free from sickness’.

That, if the heaven were destroyed, the sun, which according to the
Stoics is a visible God, alofnros feds, would be destroyed, is argued by
Ps.-Philo, op. cit. 46 (p. 87. 1 Reiter).

P- 74- 3. ie. the ordinary hypothetical syllogism  j.ats  b,& L3,
ournuuévov dfiwpa, in opposition to the hypothetical disjunctive syllogism
2 > 55 b3 , Selevypévov dflwpa (for these terms and the ambiguity

of the term Suelevypévov dfiwpa see Galen, Intr. dial. 3, Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 71. 15).

P- 75. 1. That the transitory things of our sublunary world are of no
significance in relation to the size of the universe is stated by Aristotle,
Met. I' 5. 1010228 6 ydp mepi Jjuds Tob alofyrod Témos & $lopd kai yevéoer
Siarerel pdvos div, dAX' ofitos obBev s elmeiv pdpiov Tob wavrds éorw. Cf.

Meteor. A 3. 339°13-340°18.

P- 75. 2. This all agrees with Aristotle, De caelo 4 3. 270°13-35; 4 g.
278bar.

P- 75- 3- In the Posterior Analytics Aristotle says (A 3) that everything
cannot be proved, but there are immediately evident- principles, dpyai
dpecoi. These principles are of two classes, those common to all the sciences,
and those proper to specific sciences, e.g. number and magnitude, Anal.
Post. A 7 ad fin,

P- 75- 4. ‘Abu Zaid al-Balkhi’, op. cit. ii. 18, tells us that the generality
of astronomers affirm that the sun is 1664 times the size of the earth.
Actually the surface of the sun exceeds that of the earth 11,goo times, while
its volume is 1,306,000 times greater than that of the earth.

p- 77. 1. The difficulty mentioned in this section did not exist for the
Greek philosophers, who admit neither a creation ex nikilo nor a destruction
in nihil. Nobody is so naive (edrjfns)—says Ps.-Philo, op. cit. 5 (p. 74. 3.
Reiter) as to ask whether the world can be absolutely annihilated, since
absolute annihilation, % éx 708 dvros dvaipeats, is a non-entity, dvimaprrov;
the question is, rather, whether its order can be corrupted and dissolved ;
however, says Ps.-Philo 83 (p. 98. 16 Reiter) if there were, as the Stoics
believe, a conflagration, ékmipwois, of the world, in what would God’s
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activity, God’s life, then consist, and would not His inactivity be in fact
His death, since life is activity?
p- 77- 2. For temporal production implies annihilation.

p. 77. 3. For the performance of nothingness is doing nothing. The
problem is a consequence of the failure to distinguish between the act and
the end or intention of the act. It is another example of the identification of
the process of the act and its end, mentioned in note 56. 1, which language
itself does not always distinguish sharply: *annihilation’ can mean the act
of annihilating or the result of this act. Non-existence, even my own non-
existence, can be my intention, but my act of annihilating is something
positive.

p. 78. 1. ie. the theologlans deny potential existence, they deny that
there is a tertium quid between existence and non-existence, that there is a
passage from the one to the other, i.e. becoming ; they transfer the mystery
of change to the agency of God, or rather, through the miraculous idea of
creation they eliminate the idea of becoming: God said ‘let it be’ and the
thing was, immediately, without any process.

p- 78. 2. ie. either there is no agent or cause at all, or God’s act must
attach itself to the non-existent.

p.- 78. 3. Contrary opposites (évavria) that have middle terms can,
according to Aristotle, only pass into each other through the middle terms;
e.g. before arriving from white at black one has to pass grey (Met. 1. 7 and
Cat. 10). The difficulty, however, of the problem of becoming lies precisely
in the fact that there is no middle term between being and not-being; a
thing either is or is not.

p- 78. 4. The simile is taken from Plato, Rep. vii. 514 sqq. : beings living
in a cave and brought into light will, owing to the weakness of their eyes,
believe that the shadows they formerly saw are truer than the objects which
are now shown to them.

P- 78. 5. In this defence of the doctrine rien ne se crée, rien ne se perd there
still is, besides the general problem of becoming, this difficulty : it may be
said that I existed potentially before my actual existence, in so far as my
existence was possible, but once gone I am gone for ever and have no
potential existence any more, since ‘potential’ refers always to the future.
Uptorn trees are not rooted again.

p- 78. 6. This is not quite correct; according to Aristotle neither matter
nor form, both of which are eternal, is subsistent by itself. The only thing
subsistent by itself is the combination of both, the individual, and this is
transitory.

p- 79. 1. Since the theologians regard the act of God not as a process but
as a static fact in which the intention, the result, and the act all coincide,
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they do not make the result of the annihilating act, namely the annihilation
of the world, i.e. nothingness, directly dependent on Him, for this would mean
thatGod intended anddid nothing. Thefollowing rather naive theories, which
seem indeed to have been inspired by the criticism of the philosophers, have
therefore the tendency to interpolate between God and the annihilation of
the world a tertium quid, a quasi-positive entity which causes the annihila-
tion. By doing this they of course introduce a process between this tertium
quid and the annihilation.

P- 79. 2. This theory is ascribed by Baghdadi, op. cit., pp. 168 and 183,
to Jubbai and his son Abu Hashim. Abu Hashim is regarded as the most
important Mu‘tazilite of his generation. According to this theory God can-
not destroy an atom without involving the destruction of Heaven and
Earth.

P- 79- 3. i.e. if extinction existed in a substratum, it could not be the
opposite of existence, i.e. non-existence, since a non-existent existent is
absurd.-

P- 79- 4. According to Bagdhadi, op. cit., p. 319, most of the Karramites,
however, regarded it as impossible for God to destroy the bodies in the
Universe.

p- 80. 1. Condition, (Jla : for the theological sense see note 3. 6.

p- 80. 2. This is rather a strange conception. The Karramites assert that
the act of God is an external relation and does not change the essence of the
substratum, i.e. His essence, but inheres in the substratum. (A favourite
example for both the philosophers and the theologians of an external rela-
tion is that of right and left ; there is no difference in the objects themselves,
whether I am at their right or their left, Aristotle argues, De caclo B 2. 28521.)
This is a contradiction, for if it inheres in the substrate, it is not merely an
external relation. The obvious objection is that an act is not an external
relation, since it assumes in the agent a change, a newness, like the change
from whiteness to blackness. Averroés, however, moved perhaps by an
esprit de contradiction against the Ash‘arites, takes just the opposite view,
denying that an act does inhere and admitting that it is a purely external
relation.

p- 80. 3. He evidently means temporal reality in the world, for there is
a temporal reality in God, or in relation to God, produced by Him,

p- 80. 4. Since the temporal reality in God, or in relation to God, does
not affect His essence.

p- 80. 5. This amounts to saying that an act is not an external relation,
since it assumes in the agent a change, a newness.

P- 80. 6. 1.y G O jla Wy 3gagall &l 131, If the existent ex-
ists one instant, it is permissible that it should exist two instants, says Ibn
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Hazm, op. cit. iv. 85, who also admits the logical possibility of an eternity
a parte post.

p- 81. 1. We do not perceive identity, which is a rational concept.
There is no place for identity (nor for similarity) in a nominalistic and
sensationalistic system. Our judgement that we have an identical individual
assumes (1) that there is an exterior world, (2) that every change is based
on causation. Ghazali, who accepts the Ash‘arite principle that there is no
natural causation, but that God is the only agent, has no right to assert the
identity of individuals, since everything is continually changing and every
change depends on a new creative act of God (besides, since hair grows, it is
not unconditionally true that the hair on a man’s head today is identical
with the hair there was yesterday). In addition, we must distinguish between
“This white is the same as that white’, which asserts an identity of universals,
and “This is the identical hair’, which asserts the identity of an individual.
Ibn Hazm, criticizing the Ash‘arites (v. 107), says there is no more extra-
ordinary foolishness,  goa o Bl 2 Y, than to say that the white-
ness of snow, the blackness of tar, the greenness of grass are different now
from what they were before.

p- 81. 2. Compare Aristotle’s argument, Met. K 2. 1060°34 : If there are
perishable principles for perishable things, we need other perishable prin-
ciples for them, and so shall have an infinite regress. The difficulty in an
infinite regress exists for all relations. All duality implies infinity, since
between any two ‘terms there is a middle term, as the Eleatics saw. This had
become a well-known argument with the Greek Sceptics and Neoplatonists
and the Muslim theologians and Mystics for proving the subjectivity
and unreality of relations. The question whether the creating act was
different from, or identical with, the thing created was discussed in Islam.
The opponents of their duality based themselves on the infinite regress this
duality would involve (see. Ibn Hazm, op. cit. v. 40). The Mu‘tazilite
Mu'ammar was widely known in Islam for his acceptance of the infinity of
relations (J|4a!). He regarded them, however, in the Stoic fashion as
el 7d Aerd, something intermediate between being and not-being (see
note 3. 6).

p- 81. 3. Flux, O, 70 peiv, cf. Aristotle, De caelo I' 1. 2g8b2g, ndvra
ylyveoBar kal peiv . . . Smep éolrcaoe BovAeolar Aéyeww dow T¢ moMol xai
*HpdkAevros 6 "Eéowos. It is a curious fact that the two schools, the Hera-
cliteans and the Megarians, who start from opposite premisses, the former
that there is no being but only becoming, the latter that there is only being
but no becoming, arrive at the same conclusion : that nothing is permanent.
Both theories may be spoken of as theories of flux.

p- 81. 4. This is the theory of the famous Ash‘arite theologian Bagillani
(end of the tenth century). Ibn Hazm, op. cit. iv. 222, gives a quotation
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from Bagillani’s Book about the Doctrines of the Qarmates, where Bagillani says:
‘Accidents cannot endure, and their annihilation is necessary in the second
instant after their becoming, without an annihilating cause. The accidents
annihilate the substances, since they annul the spatial relations and condi-
tions without which the substances cannot exist.” Ibn Hazm adds that this
implies the heretical doctrine that God is not the cause of their annihilation.

p. 82. 1. ‘does not inhere in a substratum’: i.e. the individual sub-
stance, e.g. this stone, according to the definition at the beginning of Cat. 5:
odola 8¢ éorew . . . 7 pijre kab® Smoxepdvov Twis Aéyerar pifr’ ey Smoker
péve Tvi éoTv.

p. 82. 2. This is not quite correct ; the individual substance is transient;
what he means is that it does not become absolutely non-existent, since its
matter and form are eternal.

P- 82. 3. This argument is based on Aristotle’s argument against the
Megarians, Phys. Z 10. 240P17-30: a thing which is changing must be
partially this and partially that, but in the indivisible instant there cannot
be a change: it must be wholly this or that, wholly existent or wholly
non-existent.

p- 82. 4. i.e. that the accidents should be made a condition for the
persistence of the substance.

P- 83. 1. éyd 8¢ ¢, €l & Fv S dvBpwmos oldémore dv fAyeev- 088¢ yap v
v, 6¢’ Srov dAyrjoeier & édiv, Isay : if man consisted of a unique substance, he
would not suffer, for what would be for this simple existent the cause of his
suffering ? This sentence is a quotation from the second chapter of Ps.-Hippo-
crates Ilepi ¢oios dvfpdimov. In this little treatise, which starts by discussing
the view that the human body consists of one unique substance, there is
expounded the theory of the four bodily humours : the sanguine, the choleric,
the phlegmatic, and the melancholic. Aristotle (Hist. an. I' 3. 512b12) gives
a quotation from the second part of this work, which, however, he ascribes
to Polybus. Galen, who regarded the book, or at least the first part of it, as
genuine, wrote on it a still extant commentary which was in part translated
and abbreviated by Hunain ibn Ishaq (see G. Bergstrasser, H. ibn Ishaq und
die Syr. und Arab. Galen-Ubersetz., No. 102). The Arabic translation of
De natura hominis, with Galen’s commentary, is still extant in three copies,
cf. H. Diels, Handschriften der antiken Arzte, i, p. 101 and Aya Sofya 3632.
This same quotation is found in Nemesius, De natura hominis, Migne, x1. 62g.

p. 83. 2. See note 14. 6.

p- 83.'3. Ghazali’s theory might be explained by saying that God wills
the annihilation, and then the annihilation occurs. Of course the problem
is: What is the relation between the object of His will and His will, in what
does His act consist? But this relation is not more obscure for His annihila-
tive than for His creative act, for when God wills ‘let it be’ and ‘it is’, why
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is it, why is its being the act of God? And since by God’s power is meant the

fact that He can do it, what does He do, besides willing it?

p. 84. 1. The same idea is very well expressed by ‘Abu Zaid al-Balkhi’,
op. cit. ii. 135: ‘If it is said that we cannot understand production out of
nothing, for, for example, a ring must be made out of silver, it must be
answered that the shape of the ring is something new which did not exist
and its maker created it out of nothing. If the coming into existence of a new
accident is possible, why not the coming into existence of a body out of
nothing? The whole question is, do new things appear? well, we see them
appear.’

p- 85. 1. The so-called answer of the philosophers is in fact a conse-
quence of the Megarian theory, and Ghazali ought to agree with it. The
Megarians -are true to the principle that something either is or is not,
tertium non datur; there is no becoming, since becoming is illogical, and
there is no disappearing, which is just as irrational. At one time-atom there
was black, at another time-atom there is white ; nothing else can be affirmed.
Reality is positive, but in becoming and disappearing a non-positive reality
seems implied. :

p- 85. 2. This answer comes dangerously near the Mu'tazilite proposi-
tion that the non-existent exists. It is true that the existence of white implies
the non-existence of black ; but the truth that the existence of white implies
the non-existence of black does not imply the existence or reality of the
non-existent black. What we consider as real is the event, the passage, the
passing from black into white, the becoming of white, the disappearing of
black, but this very passage is denied by the Megarians and Asharites.
Becoming and disappearance imply time, whereas the laws of identity and
contradiction do not imply time. For the laws of thought, as for the prin-
ciples of mathematics, there is no such process as change; they are valid
timelessly.

p- 85. 3. For even God cannot do the impossible; for another instamfe
see, for example, my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 106, Aristotle himself at Eth. Nic.
Z 2. 1139°10 quotes Agathon’s lines:

For even God lacks this one thing alone,
To make a deed that has been done, undone,

p- 86. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. A 8. 191113 about o7répnous : nothing comes
absolutely from not-being, od8év dwAds ék p7) dvros, but only from what is
not-being per accidens, éx pi) Gvros xare ovuBefnrds.

p- 86. 2. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. E 6. 229b25: dwdds évavriov kivos kunjoer,
dvrikerrac 8¢ kal Mpepla, orépnors ydp. Movements are contrary, when the
one passes from this opposite to that, and the other from that to this.

p- 86. 3. i.e. not the opposition of two positives.
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p- 86. 4. For the contradiction in Aristotle’s theory of becoming and
orépmais see note 62. 6. The Aristotelians would answer that the movable
potentially possesses movement and has therefore a positive orépyois (of
course when one speaks of a positive orépyos the opposition of s and
orépnous, of possession and non-possession, is annulled).

p. 86. 5. The vitreous humour of the eye o ERRIR PRRES ] B P N R
70 aloedls Typov Toi Spfaluos. According to the Aristotelian theory
of perception the sense-organ receives the form of the object perceived
without its matter. According to De sensu 2. 43812 sqq. sight has its seat in
the pupil, xdpy, which consists of water (cf. Hist. an. 4 g. 491%21: 76 Sypov
700 épbadpot & BAémer, 7 xdpy).

p- 86. 6. See note 58. 2.

p- 87. 1. There may be here an allusion to the title of one of Ghazali’s
books, The Distinction between Faith and Heresy.

p- 87. 2. 'Here, indeed, we have the fundamental difficulty of the Neo-
platonic philosophy of emanation and of the theology of the Muslim
philosophers. If we admit with the Eleatics that ‘becoming’ cannot mean
anything but ‘coming from’, and that ultimate Reality is nothing but the
absolute, simple monad, how then, from this highest principle, this abso-
lutely simple monad, can the infinite variation of this world of multiple
things derive, how can the One provide the plurality it does not possess
itself (as Plotinus himself asks, Enn v. 3. 15: & p &e s mapéayev ;e
Plurality, if it exists, must consist of units, says Zeno the Eleatic (Diels, Fr. d.
Vors.* i, p. 252. 235qq.), and since there cannot be a plurality of units, there
is only the One (cf. Arist. Met. B 4. 1001%27). The Sceptics reaffirm this
Eleatic doctrine, and Aenesidemus says (Sext. Emp. Adv. Phys. i. 220) : olre
yap 76 & yevéobar 8o Suvardy éori odire 76 8vo Tpirov dmorele, two cannot arise
out of the one, nor can the two produce a third (Democritus too had said that
one cannot come into existence from two nor two from one, a dictum which
Aristotle approves, restricting it, however, to actual existence, see Met. Z 1 3.
1039%9). The Muslim Aristotelians accept the principle that from the one
only one can proceed, but use it illogically to explain the emanation of the
many from the one according to the Neoplatonic principle of a gradual
pluralization, laid down, for example, in Porphyry, Sententiae xi : af dodparot
vmoordaes Smofalvovoar pév pepilovrar kai mAnfvvovras . . . vmepPaivovaar 8¢
évifovras (cf. Plotinus, Enn. v. 8. 16). Ghazali’s criticism in the following
chapter consists in showing the inconsistency of the philosophers in their
surreptitiously introducing a plurality both into the One itself and into its
emanation,

p- 88. 1. The conception of will as a passivity seems rather strange: one
would imagine that it is the activity ka7 éfoxjv. However, according to
Aristotle, the will is ultimately based on pleasure and pain (De an. B 2.
413%23) and will is the sign (onpueiov) of pains and pleasures (Arist. Rbhet.
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B 4. 1381%7). Sextus Empiricus says (Ady. phys. i. 146): ‘Sensation is a kind
of alteration. . . . If God, then, has a sensation, He is altered, if He is
altered, He is capable of alteration and change . . . and if so, He is also
perishable.’

p. 88. 2. i.e. will brings to perfection the qualities of the willer.

P- 89. 1. i.e. man is an agent and therefore a cause; the sun is a cause;
therefore we may metaphorically (but not properly) call the sun an agent,
the tertium comparationis between man and sun being that they are both
causes.

p- 89. 2. In the proper sense.

p. 89. 3. There is some confusion in this paragraph. Ghazali reproaches
the philosophers who, according to him, admit only a natural causal
relation between God and the objects of His acts, with calling God an
agent; only a voluntary agent is an agent according to him. At the same
time he reproaches them with calling all natural causes agents. The conse-
quence would seem to be that the philosophers do not distinguish between
agent and cause. To ascribe an act to a non-living being would seem to
Ghazali, to use a modern expression, a kind of animism or fetishism. Non-
living beings do not act, according to him ; between fire and burning there
is only a constant time-sequence. This is also the theory of modern empiri-
cists. However, for the modern empiricist, as well as for the Ash*arite Ghazali,
all causal relations (inclusive of voluntary acts) in the empirical world are
reducible to a time-sequence. According to Hume, between my will and
the movement of my arm there is no other relation:than an empirically
perceptible sequence in time, and the same is said by the Ash‘arites,
who, as I shall show later, are dependent on Greek empiricism, (The
Ash‘arites acknowledge one voluntary essential agent, God, who, how-
ever, is not of this world.) But why then speak of animism or fet:ishisn'l,
as the empiricist E. Mach does—e.g. Die Mechanik, p. 455—, or why this
distinction between agent and cause which Ghazali establishes? Averroés
is aware of the contradiction in Ghazali, and in the following passages he

puts forward some forceful criticisms.

. p- 89. 4. i.e. a voluntary act, like any potential act, is not insc-parably
conjoined with its agent, but heat cannot be separated from fire. This wou'ld
imply, in contradiction to Aristotle’s theory, a superiority of the potential
to the actual; and besides, according to Aristotle, God’s act is inseparable
from Him—God is eternally in activity.

P- 90. 1. ‘Separated’ seems to be used equivocally; as used here of God
it seems to have the meaning of transcendent.

P- 90. 2. Cf. below, notes go. 4 and go. 5.
P. 90. 3. For God’s bounty as the motive of creation cf. Plato, Tim.
29 d, e and Plotinus, Enn. v. 4. 1.
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P- 90. 4. This astonishing quotation—which as far as I know has never
been discussed—is not found in any of the genuine or spurious works of
Aristotle that have come to us. It seems a quotation from a Muslim religious
writer rather than from a Greek philosopher. However, by creation ex nikilo
is not meant here the orthodox conception of a ternporal creation ex nikilo,
butan eternal creation. An eternal creation, as I have tried to show, is a con-
tradictory conception, and of course to regard such a creation as ex nihilo
emphasizes the contradiction, since logically this can only mean that the
creation was preceded by nothingness, although this is explicitly denied.
This contradiction does not seem to have been felt by Averroés, but I do
not think Aristotle can have expressed this contradiction so manifestly. On
the other hand, it does not seem improbable to me that this quotation is in
some way connected with Aristotle’s dialogue De philosgphia, the theology
of which seems to have been, according to the Epicurean in Cicero’s De nat.
deor. 1. 13. 33 (fr. 26 Rose), somewhat confused. In the dialogues Aristotle ex-
presses himself in a more popular way and takes on the exposition of his own
ideas (cf. Cicero, Ad Att. xiii. 19. 4). The passages of De philosophia quoted by
Cicero (frr. 12, 22) show that Aristotle regarded the world as an eternal,
divine work (opus) ; we find in De philosophia the proof for the existence of God,
based on the degrees of being (fr. 16, from Simplicius, De caelo i. g, p. 288. 28
Heiberg ; this proof is developed by Cleanthes—see Sext. Emp. Ady. phys. i.
88-93—and isone of the proofs of Thomas Aquinas) ; the stars are regarded in
this dialogue as having voluntary movements (fr. 24 from Cicero, De nat. deor.
il 16. 44) and, according to a passage in Ps.-Philo, De aetern. mund; (fr. 18),
Aristotle accused in it those who did not recognize the eternity of the world
as guilty of a terrible atheism, 8eus) dfesrys, since they compared the
transitory works of man, yewpdxunra, with such great visible gods, like the
sun, the moon, and all the other divine stars.

P- 90. 5. Cf. Ps.-Aristotle, De mundo c. 6. 3g7b9: God is the cause which
holds the Universe together: 7 r@v Awv ovvexrucy airla. No nature is suffi-
cient by itself, so that it can be deprived of God’s conserving power (od8¢uia
8¢ priors adry) kel éavmiy dorw adrdpicns pmpwbeioa Tijs éx rovrov owmyplas
397°15). Compare also Aristotle, Met. A 10 ad init. : order exists in the world
as in an army, for the order of the army depends on the leader, whereas
the leader does not depend on the army.. See also Plotinus, Ean. iii. 2. 2
about the dppovia and odvrafis in the world. The ideal of dppovia is
originally Pythagorean. The term owvexrucy airla is of Stoic origin.
According to Clement of Alexandria (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 121. 25) a synectic
cause is one in whose presence the effect remains, while on its being
removed the effect is removed. See also note 137. 3 in my Ep.d. Met. d. Av.

P- 90. 6. i.c. the composition of matter and form is the condicio sine qua
non of all individual existence.
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p- 91. 1. In the expression ‘living being-man’ there is a redunaancy,
because in the definition of man ‘living being’ is included. For Aristotle
there is a difficulty in such expressions as ‘ snubness (oiyudéms) of the nose’
which seem redundant, ‘for snubness is only found in a nose, so that we
must include in its definition the nose, since what is snub is a concave nose’
(Met. K 7. 1064723, cf. Z 5.1030b17).

p- 91. 2. In Avicenna’s system there is a tripartite division of reality:
the absolute necessary (or necessary by itself), i.e. God; the hypothetical
necessary (or necessary through another), i.e. heaven, the absolute possible,
i.e. matter. This division conforms to Aristotle’s of the unmoved mover,
i.e. the first, immaterial, mover; the moved and also moving, i.e. heaven;
the moved but non-moving, i.e. matter (Met. A 7. 1072*24, Phys. € 5. 2565203
De an. T 10. 433°13). For Aristotle all reality is in the end based on the
actuality of an eternal prime mover, existing of necessity: éf dvdyiys dpa
éoriv 8y (Met. A 7. 1072P10). Cf. notes 164 .4 and 164. 5.

p- 91. 3. I suspect that the meaning of this somewhat obscure sentence is:
if you mean by ‘agent’ a creator who gives existence, perhaps the world can
be explained without such an eternal creator ; only an eternal prime mover
is necessary which brings out, by its setting in motion, potency into act. If
this interpretation is correct, Averroés, in order to contradict Avicenna’s
theory of an eternal creation, which is, in fact, also his own, returns here to
a strictly Aristotelian point of view.

p- 92. 1. The natural faculties of the living body are treated by Galen in
a special work, De facultatibus naturalibus, in which he regards the three
biological faculties of genesis, growth, and nutrition through which the
animals are directed (Scowceiofar) as acts (épya) of nature, not of the soul.
The animal has the faculty of nutrition to maintain itself as long as possible,
Snws €ws mAelorov Siagvdayli (De fac. nat. i. g).

p- 93. 1. Koran xviii. 76.

P- 94- 1. i.e. fire always gives heat, but the voluntary agent has a choice
of opposites: e.g. Aristotle, Met. 6 2. 1046%4.

P- 94- 2. i.e. since, according to the Ash‘arites, God creates our acts in
us, the action of the human will must, according to them, be an illusion ; how
can we therefore know that there is such a thing as voluntary action in the
Divine World? (Compare note 8g. 3.)

P- 95. 1. The first mover in the example given above would be the man
who threw the other into the fire.

P 95. 2. For this type of fallacy, 76 dwdds 4 p dwAds, see Aristotle,
De soph. elench. 25.

p. 97. 1. For this argument, which is the logical outcome of the theory
that the world is eternally existent, i.e. eternally in act, although it has a
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cause, compare Avicenna, Salvation, p. 346, where he defends the thesis that
it is the existence, not the non-existence of the effect which is related to the

agent: Syagll 3 Jelil o ) Jamindl r.bdl (see also op. cit., p. 356
and Avicenna, The Recovery,Met. vi 1, p. 523, ed. Teheran, 1885). Itis a

significant fact, as showing that this argument destroys the idea of causation,

that it forms part of the sceptical refutation of the concept of cause in
general. Sextus Empiricus, having asserted (4dv. phys. i. 233) that the
simultaneous cannot be the cause of the simultaneous, since so far as their
existence is concerned both are equivalent, denies that the cause can be
prior to the effect, since the effect does not yet exist and the cause cannot
be related to something non-existent {cf. also Diog. Laert. ix. g8).

P- 97. 2. i.e. according to Averroés Avicenna neglects potential existence.

p- 98. 1. ‘Bringing into existence’; here, of course, the intrinsic contra-
diction lies in that it brings into existence what already exists from eternity.

P- 98. 2. Averroés fails to solve the difficulty. The philosophical proof
of the eternity of the world is, as we have seen, based on the argument that,
if the world were in a state of potentiality, a new cause would be necessary
to actualize it. Averroés’ solution would therefore imply a continual change
in the agent. Aristotle himself says, Met. @ 8. 1050b20, that there is no
potentiality in the eternally moved (i.e. heaven), except in the matter of
‘whence’ and ‘whither’. For the whole problem compare note 11. 1.

p. 98. 3. Aristotle himself distinguishes at Met. € 8. 105030 between
actuality in the product and in the agent. Where the product is something
different from the action, the actuality is in the product, e.g. the act of
building in the thing that is being built, but where there is no product
besides the action, the actuality exists in the agents themselves, e.g. the
act of seeing in the man who sees. This distinction rests on the ambiguity of
the term ‘actuality’ (évépyeie) which can mean both ‘reality’ and ‘action’.

P. 98. 4. ‘Cannot become an effect’; the Arabic is ambiguous and may
also be translated ‘can be an effect’. This ambiguity conceals the difficulty.
An existent can be an effect, when by ‘effect’ is understood the result, not
the process of becoming ; but an existent cannot become an effect, i.e. it can
no longer become what it is already.

P- 99. 1. This section refers to Avicenna’s theory in Tke Recovery,
Met. vi. 2, p. 525, where he defends the theory of the simultaneity of
cause and effect, lg) glns o S de J5~ O, against the argument of the
theologians that, for example, the building remains when the builder has
disappeared. Of course, according to this conception of causation God cannot
be regarded any longer as a creator, nor even as a cause of change, asa prime
mover. The relation between God and the world is here conceived as static:
God is merely 7} 7@v 6Awy cwverTicy) airia, the power which holds the universe
together, as it is expressed in Ps.-Aristotle, De mundo 6. 397bg (see note go. 5).
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P- 99- 2. For this section compare the distinction made by Aristotle in
the passage quoted in note 98. 3. Averroés means that there cannot be, for
example, a thought (or thinking, for the Aristotelian philosophy does not
usually distinguish between these two) without a thinker, for a thought as
an effect consists in its relation to a thinker and where there is no thinker
there cannot be a thought. But the building can exist when the builder
exists no more, since its relation as an effect is not essential to it and it has
an existence and a substance or matter of its own. Here we have one of
those naturalistic conceptions in Averroés to which I referred in note 31. 1.
It is directly opposite to the Neoplatonic idea of the world as an eternal
emanation from God, and even to the conception of God as the alria
ouvekruci), the binding element without which the world would disintegrate.
As regards the real problem, Averroés is not aware of the ambiguity of the
term ‘effect’. If by ‘effect’ is meant the process of change, it is true that
causa cessanle cessat effectus ; if by ‘effect’ is meant the result of the process, the
effect remains when the cause has ceased to act (we saw in note 56. 1 that
the Aristotelian philosophy does not distinguish consistently between the
process, évépyeia, and the result, évredéyeia).

P- 99. 3. The thoughts of the celestial bodies are, as pure ideas, reality
itself, and have no other existence than as ideas, whereas the thoughts of
human beings are, according to the Aristotelian psychology (De an. I' 4),
forms abstracted from the matters in which they exist in reality.

p- 100. 1. Aulus Gellius (Noct. Att. vii. 13) says that his master, the
Platonist Taurus, used to discuss the problem whether—since a man is
either dead or alive—he dies when he is alive or when he is dead. The same
question is posed by St. Augustine, De civ. dei xiii. 11 (see also Sext. Emp.
Hyp. pyrrh.iii. 111 and Adv. Math. i. 269 and ii. 346). There are three answers
given to this question: (1) The Platonic answer (Parmenides 156 d, €), given
by Taurus and St. Augustine, that time is discontinuous and that there is
an intermediary between life and death, a timeless passage in the instant,
in which a man is neither alive nor dead. (2) The Megarian answer, that
time is discontinuous and that there is no passage—a man is either alive or
dead, but does not die. (3) The Aristotelian answer, that time is continuous
and that there is a process in time during which a man is neither alive nor
dead, but dies. One would have expected Ghazali to give the Megarian
answer, since according to his Ash'arite conception there is no process in
nature, but every change is immediately the effect of God’s creative act.
But the fear of attaching God’s will to the non-existent makes him choose
the Aristotelian solution (according to this conception, however, dying is
not an existent, although neither is it a non-existent). Ghazali does not
realize that voluntary action is always related to the non-existent: in the
realm of physics only the actually existing exercises an influence, but in
the realm of the soul it is the hope and fear of a not yet existing future—
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hope and fear which may even be based on an illusion—that determine its
actions. Throughout this passage what is meant by ‘effect’ is not the result
of the process but the process, the passing itself which is caused by the agent ;
the result is regarded as the consequence of the process, while the initial
non-existence of the result is regarded as a necessary condition for causal
action.

P- 100. 2. According to the definition that wind is a movement of air,
S dvepos rivnaws dépos Aristotle, Meteor. A 13. 349°19. The comparison is, of
course, lame, for without movement the air remains, whereas, according to
this passage, the world, deprived of movement, becomes non-existent.

P- 100. 3. e.g. thunder (Bpovrj, see Meteor. I' 1) and lightning (dorpamy,
see Meteor. B g).

P- 100. 4. It is movement which is eternally ‘in becoming’; here, how-
ever, Averroés identifies the world with movement, and regards the world
as eternally becoming.

p- 101. 1. According to Cat. 8 there are four classes of quality: disposi-
tion, habitus, passive quality, and shape (figure and form).

p- 101. 2. The difference between Avicenna and Averroés, according to
his opinion in this section, is very slight, if indeed there is any difference at
all. Avicenna says, as does Averroés in many places, that without God’s
sustaining power the world would become non-existent. Averroés affirms
here that, without God as a moving cause and the form bestowed by Him
upon the world the world could no longer exist. Averroés seems here to
regard the world as having its matter by itself, but as matter cannot exist
without form the existence of the world depends entirely on God.

p- 1o1. 3. He seems to mean that if the water moved later than the hand,
the water, when the hand moved, would have first to move out of the hand
and then detach itself and start its own movement.

p. 101. 4. This is, of course, a petitio principii : the effect cannot be prior to
the cause, because in that case it could not be an effect.

p. 101. 5. “The stable existent’ and ‘that which exists without moving
or resting by nature’ i.e. the immaterial Intellects. They stand in another
relation to God than the moving world: a timeless relation.

. p- 101. 6. i.e. if something happens to it that impedes its action,
p- 102. 1. ie. action implies change.

p- 102. 2. Ghazali, as his example shows, is here expressing a correct idea
wrongly. What he really wants to say is that the causal relation implies
time and change, but that the logical relation of ground and consequent is
timeless ; however, through the ambiguity of language which uses the term
< for both ground and cause, he is only dimly aware of this fact, and tends
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—as his expression shows—to regard the logical relation as also an onto-
logical one (I might have translated, instead of ‘cause’, ‘ground’, but the
next sentence shows clearly that he confuses ground and cause; of course
what we call ‘cause’ is regarded in the Aristotelian philosophy as only one—
the agent or efficient cause—amongst several causes, and in-the Aristotelian
philosophy there is no consistent distinction between the logical and the
ontological).

p- 102. 3. He ought to have said: the consequence of a fact is not the
effect of this fact, except metaphorically (the ontological term ‘effect’ has
been substituted for the logical term ‘consequence’).

p. 102. 4. This sentence invalidates Ghazali’s whole argument, according
to which God is not only an agent but the sole agent, and stands in flagrant
contradiction to what follows. Here, however, it is not the Ash‘arite theo-
logian Ghazali who speaks, but Ghazali the mystic, for whom every
expression relating to God is but a symbol : ‘Alles Vergingliche ist nur ein
Gleichnis’.

p. 102. 5. i.e. it is a change ; this is in fact the Aristotelian conception of
God: an eternal mover.

p. 102. 6. This of course reduces all life to a puppet-show. But compare
Sebastian Franck, Paradoxon, 264-8: ‘Der Vogel singt und fliegt eigentlich
nicht, sondern wird gesungen und in den Liiften dahingetragen, Gott ist es,
der in ihm singt, lebt, webt und fliegt. Alle Kreaturen tun nur, was Gott
will. Diesen Unterschied hat es aber mit dem Menschen, diesem hat er
freien Willen gegeben und will ihn mit diesem fihren und zichen.’

p- 103. 1. i.e. that cause and effect are both existents of the same order,
and that the relation of cause and effect does not imply an act of God. .

p- 103. 2. This refers to Aristotle, Met. /4 3. 1070°21: 76 pév odv kwoivra
aiTia &s wpoyeyemuéva Svra, Ta 8’ ds S Adyos dpa, the moving cause precedes,
but the formal cause is simultaneous. The father, for example, precedes the
son as his efficient cause. Averroés means that God as an efficient cause acts
cternally, although this eternal action is not implied in the idea of an
efficient cause.

p- 103. 3. e.g. according to Simplicius, Aristotle and Plato agree about
the problem of creation : Aristotle only denies the coming into existence of
the world in time from not-being into being (Comm. in libr. De Caelo, p. 103.
4-6). Simplicius says—In Phys. libr. 1363. 8—12—that his master Ammonius
wrote a special book with many arguments, wiores, to show that according
to Aristotle God is also the efficient cause (wouricov aiTwov) of the Universe.
This book was known to the Arabs, and is mentioned in the Fihrist, p. 253,
under the title C'LAJI 3 gdblay! cali s Explanation of
Anistotle’s theories about the Creator.
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P. 103. 4. ‘Has come to be’, i.e. implies a change. All this is to some
extent sophistical. It is true, of course, that movement implies a change, but
the movement of the world is eternal and uniform and this uniformity does
not change (compare note 11. 1). Throughout this passage Averroés identi-
fies mover and creator.

p- 103. 5. According to Aristotle, however, matter and form, the con-
stituents of the world, are eternal.

P- 104. 1. For this principle, ex uno non fit nisi unum, as it is expressed by
the Schoolmen; see note 87. 2.

P- 104. 2. Here Averroés does not seem to acknowledge this principle. It
is, however, acknowledged by him, e.g. in his Epitome of Metaphysics (see my
translation, p. 135 and note 135. 1). The only criticism of this principle he
allows himself is that, following Avicenna—The Recovery, Met. v. 6—he
asserts that the principle cannot be reversed, i.e. it is true that from duality
only duality can proceed, but it is not true that duality can only proceed
from duality.

p- 104. 3. This comparison with the carpenter and his instruments, the
axe and the saw, is found in Farabi, The Ideal State (Dieterici, p. 16. 17).

P- 104. 4. There is a slight confusion in this paragraph. He wants to
reproduce the thesis of Farabi and Avicenna that from the One a plurality
can only proceed through mediation (see e.g. Avicenna, The Recovery, Met.

" v. 6, where he tries to prove that there cannot be any plurality or matter

in the First, and Farabi, loc. cit.), but in fact he reproduces the thesis
that no plurality whatever can proceed from the One, even through media-
tion. Sextus Empiricus (ddv. phys. 1. 244) says that it would be absurd to
say that the cause of the syllable 4i could be only the 4 without the ¢, and
he goes on to argue (247) that the plurality of the effect cannot be explained
by one unique power in the cause, since the sun dries mud but melts wax,
whitens clothes but blackens our faces, an example which Ghazali repro-
duces here (cf. also p. 321 text).
p- 105. 1. i.e. somewhere unity and plurality will have to meet.

P- 105. 2. i.e. ex uno unum is true, but referring to God it has only a sym-
bolic meaning, just as will, when ascribed to God, is attributed to Him only
by analogy with our human will. Of course this amounts in fact to a denial
of the principle.

p- 106. 1. That the series of final, formal, and efficient causes ends in a
supreme cause is proved by Aristotle, Met. o 2. For God as pure self-conscious
thought, see Met. A g.

p- 106. 2. See note 104. 2.

p. 106. 3. This refers to the passages in Aristotle, Met. A 4. 98532, where
Aristotle discusses the theory of Empedocles that love is the cause of good
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things and strife of bad, and Met. 4 10. 1075%25 sqq., where he shows the
impossible or paradoxical consequences (dddvara % droma) of those who
‘make all things out of opposites’, and where, 10751, Empedocles’ theory is
discussed.

p- 106. 4. Both these comparisons are based on Aristotle, Met. 4 10,
where the order of the world is compared to the order of an army through
its leader (see note go. 5) and to the order in a state through its own
ruler. This comparison of the world to a state—which is developed in
Ps.-Aristotle, De mundo—is very frequent in later Greek—-Roman philosophy
and is found, for example, in Philo, Epictetus, Sextus Empiricus, Plotinus,
Cicero, Seneca, Marcus Aurelius.

p. 106. 5. Koran xxi. 22. Even in the Koran a feeble echo is sometimes
heard of the all-pervading voice of Greek philosophy. Here we have a
vague reminiscence of the Greek (Heraclitean, Pythagorean, Aristotelian,
Stoic, Neoplatonic) conception that a unity is needed to prevent the dis-
integration of opposite principles. That there cannot be two hostile Gods is
stated by Plato, Pli. 269 e.

p. 106. 6. In an accidental way, xard mapaxorovfnow, as the Stoic term
is, i.e. as an accessory phenomenon, not intended but unavoidable. This is
one of the principles of the Platonic-Stoic theodicy. The most complete
exposition of these principles is found in Plotinus, Enn. iii. 2.

p. 106. 7. This is Stoic: the bad happens not uselessly (odx dymjorws) but
with respect to the administration (olxovouia) of the whole, as in states (cf.
Plutarch, De Stoic. repugn. 35).

p- 106. 8. According to the optimistic Aristotelian principle (De gen. et
corr. B 10. 336%28 : BéAriov 76 elvar 7} 76 p7) elvar) that existence is better than
non-existence.

p. 107. 1. Cf. Sext. Emp., Adv. phys. i. 6: Anaxagoras says, ‘All things
were together and Intellect came and ordered them’; he assumed that
Intellect, which according to him is God, is the efficient cause, dpy)
Spaomipios, and the mixture, modvpyla, of the homoeomeries, the material
principle.

p- 107. 2. Cf. note 36. 3. It is a pity that Averroés does not tell us whom
he intends by those who introduce plurality through instruments. I presume
that the difference here between mediators and instruments is that the
former are regarded as living beings—e.g. the created gods who are not
essentially immortal, Tim. 41 a-d, and the eternal movers which, accord-
ing to the Muhammadan commentators, emanate from the First—the
latter not. In that case the instrument is 76 ¢’ o5, that by which things come
to be, which is, according to Aristotle, Met. Z 7. 103224, their nature, their
form.
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P- 107. 3. About Averroés’ contemporaries little is known. However, at
the court of the Almohad Caliph Abu Ya®qub, the patron of Averroés, who
favoured the arts and philosophy, who collected books from all parts, and
who sought the company of the learned, there must have been a great
interest in philosophical speculation. One of his favourites, his chief physi-
cian Ibn Tufail, in his well-known work Hayy ibn Yagzan, although admitting
the eternity of the world and its eternal emanation from God, does not treat
the question which occupies us here, i.e. how this emanation takes place.

P- 107. 4. Averroés here denies explicitly a gradual emanation from God,
but by making the immaterial principles ascend to God and form a causal
series his theory is identical with the theory he wants to refute and which,
indeed, he himself holds in his Epitome of Metaphysics. As a matter of fact the
idea of a gradual emanation is the basic idea of Arabian Aristotelianism,
and cannot be eliminated without destroying the system.

p- 107. 5. The forms in the four elements are the first forms that enter
into, or are in, prime matter, matter not yet qualified.

p- 107. 6. This passage is contradictory. The problem is: Do the forms
and the matters all emanate from God, or have some, and especially primary
matter, an independent existence previously? Averroés affirms both at the
same time. The problem is a crucial point even for the Aristotelian philo-
sophy. How, in a monistic system in which everything derives from one
supreme principle, can the perishable, the temporal, the finite, derive from
the imperishable, the eternal, the infinite? Aristotle saw the difficulty

’ clearly, when he discussed at Met. I 4. 100025 the aporia (problem) whether

the principles for the eternal and the perishable can be the same or must be
different (cf. note 36. 3, and my Epitome, p. xx).

p- 108. 1. It is, however, Averroés’s own theory in his Epitome of Meta-
physics (see my translation, pp. 131-2).
P- 108. 2. Aws 8¢ & vods doriv 6 kar’ évépyerav Td mpdypara . . . (Aristotle,

" De an. I' 6. 431°16), Intellect therefore cannot be the cause of any duality

(for the problem of the unity in the vois according to Aristotle see my
Epitome, notes 47. 6 and 124. 1). According to Plotinus, however, Intellect
implies a duality, for self-consciousness, as the word ovw-alofnais indicates,
implies a duality and the First is beyond Intellect (Enn. v. 3. 13). For the
Arabic Aristotelians, who combine Aristotelian elements with others from
Neoplatonism, the First, God, is a self-conscious Unit from whom the First
Intellect, vofis, emanates.

p- 108. 3. i.e. for the agent in the empirical world ex uno unum is valid, i.e.
each agent has its specific act (fire cannot but burn), but the divine agent is
an agent sui generis. This, however, does not seem to be the opinion of
Aristotle, who affirms at Met. 4 8. 107328 that a single movement can be
performed only by a single, eternal mover (riy piav kimow 5¢° évés).
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p- 108. 4. i.e. the active Intellect; the connexion with the preceding
sentence is not very clear; it would almost seem that Averroés identifies
God here with the active Intellect; this is, as a matter of fact, Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ conception (De an. 80. 16-92. 11; Mantissa 106. 19-113. 24),
which is not accepted by Averroés.

p- 108, 5. This is not exact ; see note 2. 8. The passive Intellect is the same
as the potential or material Intellect.

p- 108. 6. Compare Plotinus, Enn. vi. 5. 1: 76 & «xal Tadrdv dplbud
mavrayod dua Sov elvar kows) pév Tis éword ¢dmow . . ., that the identical one
is wholly everywhere is a common human notion; instinctively we declare
that the God who lives in us all is one and identical.

p. 108. 7. The idea (which became one of the principles of Neoplatonism
—see e.g. Proclus, nst. Theol., prop. 7) that the cause possesses in the fullest
measure that which it communicates to others, is, with this example taken
from warmth, found in Aristotle’s Metaphysics (a 1. 993b24—ascribed in the
ancient world to Pasicles) : ékaoroy 8¢ pdhiora adrd ra@v dwv kad’ & kai Tois
&ois vmdpyet 16 ovvdvupov, olov 76 wip fepudraTov.

p- 109. 1. This sentence shows up the petitio principii in the whole argu-
ment: ‘since they are many’; but the problem is precisely, How can there
be a many-—how can the many proceed from the one?

P- 109. 2. i.e. the matter of the sublunary world.

p- 109. 3. The term ‘First Intellect’ is confusing. The ‘First Intellect’
corresponds to the voiis of the Neoplatonic system, according to which the
absolute First, the Monad, does not think. But according to the Arabic
philosophers God, the First, is Himself intellect—a theory found as early as
Simplicius, Comm. in Enchir. Epict. c. 38, who asserts that the highest prin-
ciple, the dpy7 dpydv, the God of Gods, possesses the highest yvdots.

P- 109. 4. i.e. the sphere surrounding the world assumed by Ptolemy to
explain the precession of the equinoxes (sce my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., note
112. 6).

p- 110. 1. ie. these intellects are of a gradually diminishing unification
and dignity. According to Proclus, Inst. Theol., prop. g5, the more unified a
power, the more capable it is of infinitude. wdoa Svvaps, évikwrépa odoa, Tis
mAnfuvopévys dmeporépa.

p- 110. 2. For the degree of nobility compare Proclus, Inst. Theol., prop.
129: All divine bodies are divine through the influence of a divine soul, all
divine souls through a divine intellect, and all divine intellects through
participation in a divine monad.

p- 110. 3. Or from a superior intellect, for this process repeats itself
eight times, since there are nine spheres.
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p. 110. 4. This sentence invalidates the whole theory; there is an admis-
sion here that there is something in the effect which is not found in the cause,
that although the Monad is the ultimate Source of everything, the effect
cannot be wholly deduced from the cause. The same contradiction is found
in Proclus, who, notwithstanding his theory of gradual emanation, admits
adfuméorara, self-subsistent entities (Inst. Theol., prop. 40). Further, Aris-
totle’s monism of a First Mover or a First Cause is contradicted by his
pluralism, by his acceptance (Met. 4 8. 1073*33) of a number of unmoved
movers for the planets.

p- 110. 5. This section contains a succinct exposition of the ingenious
theory of emanation, as it is found amongst the Arabic philosophers (e.g. in
Avicenna, Recovery of the Soul, Met. ix. 6 and Salvation, pp. 448 sqq., and
especially p. 455; Farabi, The Ideal State, p. 19; and also in Averroés in his
Ep. d. Met. d. Av.—see my translation, p. 131 —who seems there to accept
the general principles of the theory he denies here). This theory combines
Aristotle’s astronomical theory with the Neoplatonic theory of emanation,
and introduces into the Aristotelian framework Proclus’ conception of the
triadic process of emanation, pévew, mpowdvar, émorpéder (Inst. Theol.,
prop. 35).

Although this theory is by no means consonant with the general natural-
istic trend of Aristotle’s system, there are two aspects of his philosophy in
which it may be defended or from which it can be deduced. (1) In the
closing chapters of his theology (Met. A) God is much more than a mere
Prime Mover: the world hangs on God (#pryrac, 1072b14), it is God who
gives unity and order to the world, which without God would disintegrate
and become non-existent. (2) Aristotle’s idea of God as the Absolute First
Cause implies the gradual ascent of a single series of causes to God, and the
proposition mentioned in note 108. 7, that the cause contains the effect in a
superior way, implies a gradual descent from God—a degradation, i.e. an
emanation, from God.The thesis of, for example, Simplicius and Ammonius
that God, according to Aristotle, is not only a Prime Mover, but the
Eternal Creator of an eternal world, has therefore a certain plausibility (in
strict logic the theory of an eternal creation or, what amounts to the same
thing, the theory of emanation, implies the contradiction that the world
proceeds eternally, i.e. timelessly from God, i.e. is eternally both inside
and outside God).

I have not found the theory, described in the text, in any Greek philo-
sopher ; it seems to me, however, highly probable, both because of its plausi-
bility and because of the absence of originality in the Arabic commentators,
that it is not, as Averroés suggests, an invention of theirs, but must have
been found in the later Alexandrian School of Neoplatonic commentators,
ie. the School of Ammonius Hermiae, which combined the exegesis of
Aristotle’s treatises with a moderate Neoplatonism. It may be remembered
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that the idea of the fundamental identity of Aristotle’s system and Plato’s
was widely upheld among the Neoplatonists. We find amongst the works of
Porphyry mentioned by Suidas a treatise ITepi 705 plav elvar miv IMdrwvos
xai Apiororédovs alpeow, and there is a treatise, attributed to Farabi, and
edited and translated by Dieterici, bearing the same title @b o= C'J-'
oI bkl @YYI OsbM$l e KL (in which the epithet, blasphe-
mous in Muhammadan eyes, of Y|, feios, is given to Plato). In this
latter treatise Ammonius and Themistius are mentioned and the Theology of
Aristotle is referred to, to prove that Aristotle regarded God as the eternal
creator of this eternal world, GJLJI 1.g) C.\.Jl gladle

p- 111. 1. One would have expected Averroés to say: rational animals
. . . moving themselves at the command of these principles. As a matter of
fact the whole theory is confused : the principles of the heavenly bodies are
their intellects and souls; these intellects and souls are regarded as com-
manding them, but the heavenly bodies themselves are rational beings, i.e.
they include intellects and souls. The theory is based on the metaphors of
Aristotle, who regards the relation of God to the celestial bodies as that of
the beloved to the lover, xwei ds épduevor, 107223, and as the relation of the
leader of an army, orparyds, 1075%14, to the army ; but these metaphors are
not equivalent : according to the first, God is passive and only an object of
desire (the term ‘mover’ is ambiguous in Aristotle and can mean both the final
cause and the efficient cause of the movement), whereas according to the
second, God has a certain activity. According to both, however, the move-
ments of the celestial bodies have their source of movement, their moving
cause, in themselves, their souls. The comparison of the world as a State in
which the orders of the highest authority are transmitted by proxies is found
in Ps.-Aristotle, De mundo 6. 398%6. The conception of the world as a State is
general in the Stoics; cf. Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii, pp. 327sqq.: ‘mundum esse
urbem (vel domum) bene administratam’.

P- 111. 2. énl 7@ dvev IAys 70 adrd éore 70 voeiv kal 76 vooduevoy, Aristotle,

De an..T" 4. 430%4. For this theory compare my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., note 47. 6.

p. 111. 3. No fatigue or weariness; this is based on Aristotle, De caelo
B 1. 284°13, where the mover of the world is said to be dmovos: cf. also
Ps.-Aristotle, De mundo 6. 40010, where He is described as dAvmos, dmovos,
mdons xexwpiopévos owparucijs dobevelas, and Philo, De providentia ii. 74
(Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 201. 10): ‘item sine labore et defatigatione est earum
(scil. stellarum fixarum) circumactio’.

p- 111. 4. Koran xH. 11.

p. 112. 1. This is Stoic. Man as a reasonable being stands under the
obligation of the universal divine law (see e.g. Cicero, De leg. i. 12. 33). It is
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his first duty to know and acknowledge God’s power and majesty. Compare,
for example, Seneca, Epist. 95. 50: ‘primus est deorum cultus deos credere,
deinde reddere illis maiestatem suam, reddere bonitatem, sine qua nulla
maiestas est’, and Epictetus’ beautiful words (Disc. i. 16. 20) : ‘what else can
I, an old cripple, do but sing for all others my hymns to God. If I were a
nightingale, a swan, I would sing like the nightingale and the swan, but
since I am a reasonable being, it is in the manner of a reasonable being that
I have to sing my hymn to God.’

The term oIS, ‘divine command’, ‘imperative injunction’, ‘divine
law’, which corresponds to the Greek mpoorakrucdy and véuos, is a technical
term in Muslim theology (cf. Baghdadi, Tke Roots of Religion, Stambul, 1928,
PP- 149, 205, 207 5qq., and Dict. of Techn. Terms under 2455, p. 1255), and
the important problem it involves, i.e. the problem of the autonomy of
ethics, is much discussed in Islam under the influence of Greek philosophy.
What is the foundation of moral obligation ? What is the foundation of our
obligation to know God ? According to the Mu'tazilites it is reason ; accord-
ing to the Maturidites it is the command of God which, however, is known
by reason; according to the Ash‘arites it is the fact that it is written in the
Divine Book (see Goldziher, Vorlesungen diber den Islam, p. 110). The first two
conceptions are in accordance with the Stoic view. Right and wrong are
autonomous, and exist by nature, ¢voe, )|y , not by convention or tradi-
tion, Béoet, x54lly, and it is the law of Nature, which is identical with the
law of God, found by reason, which commands what is to be done and
forbids what is to be avoided. According to Marcianus (see Stoic, Vet. Fr.
iii. 77. 34) Chrysippus began his book ITepi véuov with the words: & véuos
mdvrwy éor Paokeds felwv Te kol dvbpwmivwy mpaypdrwve 8ei 8¢ adrov
npoordryy Te elvar T@v kaddv kai TGV aloyxpdv al dpyovra. xai Nyeudva, xai
kard Tobr0 Kavdva T€ elvar ukalwy kai d8ikwy kal 7@V $voe moiTicay {dwv
mpooTakTikdy pév dv movpréov, dmayopevrikdv 8¢ dv ob moupréov. A thing is
not good because God has ordained it, but God has ordained it because it is
good. The relativist Carneades, for whom morals exist only in relation to
society and who maintained that the terms ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ can there-
fore not be applied to God—see Cicero, De nat. deor. iii. 15. 38—had objected
that if God had virtue by nature, He would stand under the power of the
moral law—cf. Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. i. 176. The Mu'tazilites fully grant the
inference, and admit that just as in the logical domain God’s power is re-
stricted, since even He cannot perform what is logically contradictory, He is
also bound by the moral law, and it is of necessity that He has ordained what
He has ordained and forbidden what He has forbidden ; indeed, He stands
under the double bondage of reason : that of pure reason and that of practical.
The orthodox Muslim, however, denies that there is any necessity for God
in the moral domain. It was possible, Y s, for God to impose other laws
than those He has actually decreed.
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P- 112. 2. Positions, i.c. they keep a certain order, rdfis, in Latin ordo (cf.
Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 16. 43).

p- 112. 3. Koran xxxvii. 164.

p- 112. 4. Connexion, LLJ,!, i.e. their order and union, ovoraos, cf.
Ps.-Aristotle De mundo 5. 39623 : 7 r@v SAwv o¥oracs.

p- 112. 5. ie. the systematic study of their works, beginning with logic,
cf. Aristotle, Met. I" 3. 1005b2.

P- 112. 6. One may freely accept, says Aristotle, Top. 4 10. 104%11, that
on which the wise agree, when it does not stand in opposition to the opinion
of the many. This is contrary to Epicurus’ aristocratic view, see Seneca, Ep.
29. 10: ‘nunquam volui populo placere, nam quae ego scio, non probat
populus; quae probat populus, ego nescio’.

p- 113. 1. Cf. e.g. Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 16. 43 : ‘sensum autem astrorum
atque intellegentiam maxume declarat ordo eorum et constantia ; nihi lest
enim quod ratione et numero moveri possit sine consilio, in quo nihil est
temerarium, nihil varium, nihil fortuitum . . . .

P. 113. 2. Conservation, Li~, owmpla, cf. Ps.-Aristotle, De mundo 6.
400%¢.

p. 113. 3. It was Aristotle who first asserted—De gen. et corr. B 10.
336*31—that it was the sun’s movement on the ecliptic, % gopd xard 7év
Aofdv xvixhov, which influenced all earthly change, all earthly becoming and
decay. All that follows agrees with the traditional views of the Stoic theo-
dicy, cf. e.g. Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 19 and ii. 40.

P- 113. 4. Cf. Aristotle, Meteor. B 4. 36147.

p- 113. 5. Koran xiv. 37; xvi. 12,

P- 114. 1. The better being cannot fail to possess in the highest degree the
best qualities, i.c. life and reason. The basic idea of this argument is Stoic,
cf. Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 14. 38: How can the world, which embraces all
things, fail to possess that which is the best? But there is nothing better than
intelligence and reason: the world therefore cannot be without them.

p- 114. 2. Koran xl. 59.

p- 114. 3. Cf. e.g. Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 31. 79: if mankind possesses
intellect, faith, virtue, whence can these have flowed down to the earth, if
not from the gods?

P- 114. 4. For the gods—according to Plotinus (Enn. v. 8. §)—are not
concerned with human affairs, they contemplate only the Divine and the
Intelligible: «ai ioaot wdvra, xal pyvdorovar o rd dvbpdmea, dANG Td
éavrdv, 7d Oela xal Soa vods Jpg.

P- 114. 5. Koran xli. 10.

NOTES 9

P- 115. 1. Cf. e.g. Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 5. 13: when a man goes into a
house or a gymnasium or to the market place, and sees the method, the
order, the discipline in all things that happen there, he cannot possibly sup-
pose that all this comes about without a cause, but he understands that there
is someone who commands and whose orders are obeyed.

p- 115. 2. Koran vi. 75.

P- 115. 3. According to Averroés’ Ep. d. Met. (see my translation, p. 113)
there are forty-five of these movers, if each of the seven planets has its own
mover for its daily revolution. ‘Seven or eight’ seems rather strange; one
would have expected ‘eight or nine’, i.e. one for the daily movement of the
heaven of the fixed stars, seven for the daily movement of the planets, and a
problematic one to explain the precession of the equinoxes (perdmrwos).
Compare for all this my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., pp. 112-13 and notes.

P. 115. 4. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. v. 5. 3: & 8¢ éxel Pacideds odx dMorplewy
dpxwv, A’ Eywv Ty SuwcarordTy Kal dvoer dpxiv Kal Ty dAni Baciielay,
dre ijs dAnfeias Pacideds kal Gv xard Pvow xdpios Tob adrod dfpdov yenni-
paros . . . . In yonder world the king does not govern like a2 man governs
aliens, He exercises the most just and the most natural government, the true
kingdom, for He is the King of Truth and has by nature power over all those
He has engendered Himself.

p- 115. 5. Koran xix. 94.

p- 116. 1. Koran vi. 75.

p. 116. 2. Probably Averroés thinks here of r@v favpdrwv radrépara,
‘those marvellous things which move themselves’, mentioned by Aristotle,
Met. A 2. 983214, at which people wonder who have not yet ascertained
their causes.

p- 117. 1. The proof, of course, that it is necessary.

P- 117. 2. For then in the First also the necessity of existence would create
a duality. Ghazali’s argument is excellent and unassailable, and exposes
clearly the surreptitious introduction of duality. The basic idea was put
forward by Aenesidemus (Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. i. 219 sqq.) in his denial of
causation: a cause can only act by either remaining by itself or joining with
something else. In the first case, it cannot effect anything but its own nature,
in the latter case the two together cannot produce a third ; therefore nothing
can come into being which did not exist previously.

p. 118. 1. A condition, iJls , m&s éxov, something subjective, i.e. not some-
thing outside the soul, an external relation (for Averroés often regards all
relations as subjective, as is frequent in post-Aristotelian philosophy, or
even as negations).

p- 118. 2. i.e. the necessary is that which has no cause (or rather which
needs no cause) for its existence; all other entities have (or need) causes for
their existence. We shall discuss later this definition of the ‘necessary’.




8o TAHAFUT AL TAHAFUT

p- 118. 3. Averroés here raises incidentally the important problem of
those notions, like ‘one’ and ‘being’, which are predicated of everything and
are called by the schoolmen notiones transcendentales (the aporia of ‘one’ and
‘being’ is discussed by Aristotle, Met. B 3. gg8b14: they are not genera,
because they have no species), and which Averroés seems here to regard as
subjective (unity he regards, in fact, as negative, cf. Aristotle’s definition of
povds—Met. 4 6. 1016b24~25-—as 76 kard 76 woodv §f woodv dwiperov wdvry
xai dferov).

The whole discussion is irrelevant to Ghazali’s argument and does not
invalidate his dichotomy : if necessity and possibility do not add anything to
existence, then neither the necessary existent nor the possible existent con-
tains a plurality, and the emanation of a plurality out of the Monad
remains unexplained.

p- 118. 4. The real possible, matter, is transitory; the first effect is
eternal, i.e. necessary, although it is possible. The same contradiction
exists for Aristotle: the material world is eternal, i.e. necessary, although
matter is potential and nothing potential is eternal. The contradiction
rests finally on the confusion between logical and ontological necessity.
Cf. notes 53. 6 and 163. 4.

p- 118. 5. We are here involved in a circle : Averroés seems here to regard
both ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’ as mere negations, ‘necessary’ being the
negation of ‘possible’ and ‘possible’ the negation of ‘necessary’.

p. 118. 6. He seems to mean that if, through the necessity in it, there were
a duality in the necessary existent, the necessary existent would be necessary
by itself and at the same time its necessity would be caused by the necessity
in it; but then the necessary existent would not be necessary by itself.

p. 118. 7. Cf. Kant, Krit. d. rein. Vernunft, A 508, B 626: ‘Sein ist kein
reales Pridikat d. i. ein Begriff von irgend etwas, was zu dem Begriffe eines
Dinges hinzukommen kénne.’

p- 118. 8. When we say a thing exists, or a thing is one, ‘exists’ and ‘one’
are predicates arid therefore, according to Avicenna, accidents (for the dis-
cussion of this theory see my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., pp. 8 and 17 and notes).

p- 118. 9. This is not correct; the theory is originally Aristotelian, e.g.
Tdv pév &7 érepov airiov Tob dvaykaia elvai, 7Gv 8¢ oblév, da Sid Tadra
Erepd éarw éf dvdyxrs, some things have an extraneous cause of their neces-
sity, others not, but are themselves the cause of necessity in other things
(Met. 4 5. 1015P10; for the discussion of this theory see my Ep. d. Met. d.
Av., p. 150).

p- 119. 1. For Aristotle this composition exists in the generated only:
every individual is the synthesis of two things, matter and form, and it is its
matter to which possibility is attributed, e.g. De gen. et corr. B 9. 335°32:
s pév odv BA Tois yevrqrois éotiv alriov 76 Swvardy elvac kal py elvar. Cf,,
however, note 141. 2.
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P- 119. 2. This is rather a curious way of putting it, since ‘relation’ is one
of the ten categories. As we have seen, the Stoics, the Sceptics, and also the
Muslim theologians regarded relations as subjective.

p- 119. 3. This does not seem to me to follow from the sentence he quotes.

P- 119. 4. This seems in absolute opposition to the view held by Aristotle,
and by Averroés himself, that all becoming is but the transition of a pre-
existent potentiality to actuality.

p. 120, 1. This is the very point Ghazali makes.

P- 120. 2. I think he means that every body has actually a unity, i.e. it is
one, but is a synthesis of matter and form, and, since matter represents the
potential, is a plurality potentially.

p- 120. 3. For, since it is pure form, it lacks matter—i.e. potency, the
principle of plurality.

P- 120. 4. But a thing is either simple or composite—tertium non datur.

P- 120. 5. The theory seems something of a petitio principii. Ghazali asks:
‘How, from the absolutely simple One, can a plurality proceed ?’ Averroés
answers: “The One is absolutely simple, but contains potentially a plurality,
ie. a plurality proceeds from it.’

p- 121. 1. This form, i.e. this second principle.

P- 121. 2. In the soul of an individual man there are, according to the
Arabian Aristotelians, different intellects, e.g. the material and the active
intellect, i.e. different forms having different definitions. The second prin-
ciple would therefore be a composite intellect like the intellect of man.

p- 121. 3. Cf. Thomas Aquinas, In Met. lib. xii. 11: ‘nec tamen sequitur
quod omnia alia a se ei sunt ignota; nam intelligendo se intelligit omnia
alia’.

p. 121. 4. Of course this is no answer to Ghazali’s objection.

p- 122. 1. The thing known is the perfection of the knower : Svvdpe: mis
éoriTd vonTd  vois, AN’ dvrelexelq 0vdév, mpiv dv vof (Arist. Dean. I'4. 429P30;
however, God’s Intellect is eternally in act, eternally in perfection). Avicenna
affirms (Salvation, p. 404) that God, knowing Himself and knowing that He
is the principle of everything, knows everything that emanates from Him,
but knows individual things only in a universal way. But Avicenna denies
(op. cit., p. 403) that God knows things through the things themselves, for
in this case His essence would depend on these things (i.e. if through my
free will I perform an act and God knows this act, God’s knowledge will
depend on my action). The difference between Avicenna and Averroés here
consists, therefore, only in the fact that Averroés denies that it is through
God’s knowledge that He is their principle, that He knows all things. For
Averroés the essence of God consists in all things knowable in the noblest
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form of knowledge (according to the Aristotelian theory that the Intellect
in act is identical with the things known).

p- 122. 2. But compare p. 120 and note 130. 4, and below: ‘they need
not all have the same degree of simplicity’, and p. 123.

P- 123. I. i.e. the intellect would not know the things as they are.

p. 123. 2. Cf. Aristotle, Anal. Post. A i. 71°1: ndoa Sidaokalia xal méoa
pdbnois SiavonTicy) ék mpoiimapyodons yivera yvdoews.

P- 123. 3. Possibly he is here referring to Alexander of Aphrodisias, who
admits that the natural and necessary consequences of God’s causation are
known to Him (Quaest. nat. ii. 21), i.e. that there is in God a mpdvoia, a
providence for the sublunary world. At De fato xxx (see also the passage
in Freudenthal, Die durch Averroés erhaltenen Fragmente Alexanders, p. 112)
Alexander denies the Stoic theory that the gods know future events ;. for
future events are not yet determined, contain a potential element, and -are
infinite, and are therefore unknowable before they come into actuality. It is
unreasonable to attribute even to the gods knowledge of the unknowable ;
even for them the impossible keeps its character. Avicenna’s theory, which
I shall discuss later in more detail, seems an elaboration of Alexander’s.

P- 124. 1. Asimilar objection is made by Aristotle (De an. 4 5. 410b4 sqq.,
cf. Met. B 4. 10003) to Empedocles, whose theory, according to Aristotle,
would imply that God is the most unintelligent, d¢povéoraros, of beings,
since He alone cannot know what every mortal being knows.

P- 124. 2. Koran xviii. 49.
P-124. 3. ‘who think wicked thoughts about God’: words used at Koran
xlviii. 6.

P- 125. 1. Averroés is here referring probably to Met. A 8. 10749, where
Aristotle says that the arts and sciences in fact do perish, and that in the first
utterances of science there is something like a divine inspiration, felws
eipfjodac, according to the faulty Arabic rendering followed by Averroés
(Met., p. 1687 Bouyges):" a¥l Jydll 43 Ol ;biows. Human affairs turn
in a circle, gaol yép xbichov elvar 1a dvbpdsmva mpdypara, Phys. 4 14. 223b24.

p- 125. 2. Ibn Hazm, op. cit. i. 72. The superhuman origin of the sciences
and arts is current in Greek mythology. It is embodied, for example, in the
myth of Prometheus (the ‘Fore-Thinker’), Hephaestus, and Athena as told
by Plato, Pit. 274 c. Ibn Hazm says, loc. cit., line 1: ‘We know clearly that
man could never have acquired sciences and arts guided solely by his own
natural powers and without being taught.” He enumerates different sciences
(e.g. medicine and astronomy) and arts, which man could never have
acquired without divine assistance. One of the examples he gives is language
‘which man could never have fixed by convention without using another
language or by starting from another language’ (according to Aristotle,
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De interpr. c. 2. 16019, language, although not the psychological basis of
language, is fixed by convention, béoer, or xard ovvbiiiny; Epicurus asserts
that language exists by nature, $voes, cf. Diog. Laert. x. 75)-

P- 125. 3. The substance, M9, here synonymous with the essence
&I, ie. the substance or the essence xar’ oxiv: God.

p. 126. 1. God as the reckoner : Koran iv. 7 and xxxiii. g9.

p- 126. 2. According to Aristotle, however (De an. I' 3. 427b11 and
4282 11), perception, alofars, is always true; only through Jjudgement and
imagination are we liable to error. But Zeno affirmed (Cic. 4cad. post. i. 14.
41) that one should not have faith in all sense-impressions (visis, davracias),
but only in those that are trustworthy, i.e. davracia karahymrical; against
which Epicurus said (Cic. De nat. deor. i. 25. 70) that if one single sense-
impression were false, none would be true.

P- 126. 3. In normal cases, like the generation of man from man, the
father (the proximate agent, 74 éyyvrarov aiTiov, . LAl Jelwl) and the
son are identical in species (man), but in abnormal cases, like the generation
of the mule from a horse and a donkey, they participate only in the genus
next above them (cf. Arist. Met. Z 8. 1033%33).

p- 126. 4. He refers here possibly to Strato (see note 251. 1) or the natu-
ralistic theory ascribed to Avicenna, in his Oriental Philosophy ; see below,
note 254. 4.

p- 127. 1. I think he means, by ‘abstract principle, connected with the
heavenly bodies’, one or possibly more immaterial movers of heavenly
bodies. A principle inferior to God would be, for example, the World-Soul
or the First Intellect.

P. 127. 2. ‘clements’: the text has ib....J! ¢, 7d éma edpara, ie.
7d oToiyela, the elements. The mutual transition of the elements is caused

by the movement of the celestial bodies; see Aristotle, Meteor. A 2. 33g%21
and ibid. 4 1, ad init.

p- 127. 3. ‘the formative faculty’, S)3rand! 593!, 4 Stvapus 4 Samhaorucy
v &) xal rexvuciy elvas Aéyopev, through which everything has a purpose and
nothing is in vain (dpydv) or superfluous (wepirrdy), Galen, De natur. Jacult.
i. 6. 15.

p. 127. 4. By ‘abstract principle’ he probably means here Avicenna’s
dator formarum which is the last intellect emanating from God and which
is identified with Aristotle’s active intellect.

p. 127. 5. i.e. the World-Soul of the Platonists.

P- 127. 6. ¢ 708 odparos fpdv Snuiovpyds, whose substance (odaia) is
unknown to us and who is called by Hippocrates ‘nature’, ¢vais (Galen,
De plac. Hipp. et Plat., Mueller, p. 8o9. 6).
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p. 127. 7. Cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 44 and note 44. 2.

p- 127. 8. Cf. Aristotle, De caelo A 10, 280%24.

P- 127. 9. Description, (> Smoypag, a term of Stoic logic. Through the
Umoypadn] we describe by their proper qualities those highest concepts which
cannot be defined ; cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 75. 30.

p- 128. 1. This refers to Aristotle, De an. A 3. 407°9—20, where he criticizes
Plato’s theory of the World-Soul by saying that thought does not possess
unity through magnitude, i.e. cannot be divided through the division of the
body. For how will Mind think, if it be extended, and through which parts
of the extension? (Cf. also 430%15 ,where it is said that the Intellect thinks
through an indivisible mental act, and De sensu 7. 449*3.) The same criti-
cism of a materialistic conception of thought is found in Plotinus, Enn. iv.
7. 8. The whole problem will be treated later in extenso.

p. 128. 2. Cf. Aristotle, De gen. et corr. A 4. 320°2: éoni 8¢ 5An pdhora pév
Kxai kupiws 76 Omoxelpevov yevéoews rai ¢lopds Sextidv.
p- 128. 3. Cf. Aristotle, De caelo A 10. 280%24.

P- 128. 4. Perception is the reception in the soul of the form of the ex-
ternal thing perceived without the matter, Aristotle, De an. B 12. 424%17;
intellect is a form which knows or apprehends intelligible forms, Aristotle,
De an. I' 8. 431P20—432*3 (for this theory compare my Ep. d. Met. d. Av.,
note 47. 6).

p. 128. 5. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 7. 1072b18: % 8¢ vénous 1) xab® adriy Tod
xab’ adro dpioTov, kal 7 pdiiora Tod pdlora.

p. 128. 6. i.e. the relation of intellectual to sensible existence is like the
relation of craftsmanship to its material {olov %) vém mpds v VAnw, De an.
I 5. 430%12) ; the image (e/Swlov) of the craftsmanship, says Plotinus (Enn.
V. 9. 5), penetrates into the matter, but the craftsmanship itself remains in
its identity outside the matter.

P- 129. 1. This is the important Plotinian theory of creative knowledge.
If the First Intellect, says Plotinus (Enn. v. 9. 5), has to be the creative power
of the Universe, it cannot think it, in creating it, as existing in that which
does not yet exist. The intelligibles must therefore exist prior to the world,
and cannot be an image of the sensible things; on the contrary they are
their archetypes . . . . This theory was accepted by both Christian and
Muhammadan theologians. We know the things because they are; they are
because God knows them. St. Augustine says (De trin. xv. 22) : ‘with respect
to all His creatures, both spiritual and corporeal, He does not know them,
because they are, but they are because He knows them’ (‘non quia sunt, ideo
novit, sed ideo sunt, quia novit’). And John Scotus Eriugena, De div. nat.
Migne, cxxii. 596 B, says: ‘. .. divina siquidems cientiao mnium, quae sunt,
causa est. Non enim ideo Deus scit ea, quae sunt, quia subsistunt, sed ideo
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subsistunt, quia Deus ea scit.” Compare St. Thomas Aquinas, Summ. Theol.
i, qu. 14, art. 10. We shall see that this theory is accepted also by Ghazali
(cf. too his analogous doctrine that God differentiates things through His
choice, not that He chooses them because they are differentiated).

P- 129. 2. For this compare Ptolemaeus, Hypotheses (ex Arab. interpret.
est L. Nix, Lcipzig,‘xgo7), p- 119, and note 115. 1 of my Ep. d. Met. d. Av.

P- 130. 1. For it is a basic principle of Neoplatonism that emanation
implies a progressive degradation (éfirqiov), e.g. Enn. iii. 8. 4: duoyevés
ydp del 8el 70 yewdpevov elvas dofevéorepov pév 7 éfirpdov karafaivoy
ylyveala.

P- 130. 2. In this rather obscure sentence there is of course a contradic-
tion: if the First is the cause of everything, the inferior Intellects cannot
create anything. Averroés means evidently that the First is only the first or
supreme cause of everything and that the inferior Intellects are subordinate
causes. By ‘saying® each intellect is the cause of itsown essence, i.e. the human
intellect’, I think Averroés means that all these separate (ywpiords, cf.
De an. I' 5. 430°17) Intellects are (or are the cause of ) the Active Intellect
(8 mourueds voiis) which exists in each human being from birth to death,
whenever he thinks.

p- 130. 3. These are God’s seven attributes, about which the Muham-
madan theologians agree, although they disagree about their nature.

P- 130. 4. i.e. God is the unique efficient cause.

p- 130. 5. The Ash‘arites, like the Stoics, ascribe to God knowledge of
individual things. Against this the Peripatetics hold (see Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ argument in Die durch Averroés erhaltenen Frgm. Alexanders, p- 113
and my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 145) that the knowledge of individuals, since
there is in infinite time an infinite number of them, would imply an infinite
actual knowledge, and an actual infinite is impossible even for God.

p- 131. 1. i.e. they could not explain the relation.

P- 131. 2. Averroés refers here to the Stoic argument of the Ash‘arites,
that everything in the world is transitory and that which is transitory in its
parts is transitory as a whole.

P- I31. 3. i.e. there is no objective necessity in them, since the things of
this world have no ‘natures’, characters, dispositions, capacities.

p- 131. 4. This may mean either that there are no vénités de raison (the
Ash‘arites, however—but not orthodox theologians like Ibn Hazm—
admitted that the contradictory is not possible even for God) or that the
intellect cannot find any necessity in the world.

p- 131. 5. This is a true and profound remark : if there is no necessity in
things, there can be no wisdom, no reason, in their maker. For wisdom
implies necessity, since reason is the making of inferences, the finding of
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objective necessities. It may be added that to ascribe wisdom to God is to deny
His omniscience, as was seen by Carneades, who said (Sext. Emp. 4dv. phys.
i. 167-8) that God cannot possess reason (¢pdvqais) and cannot deliberate
(BovAeveabas), since one who reasons has not yet found. It is the prerogative
of man to reason and to act, because he partly knows, partly does not know.
All action implies a supposition and the knowledge of a necessary relation :
I can act voluntarily when I know that, if I do this, that will happen. All
reasoning implies an ignorance and the possible knowledge of a necessity:
I reason when I want to find that, if, when I do this, that will happen.

p. 131. 6. This is very true; cf. note 8g. 3.

p- 131. 7. i.e. we infer voluntary action in the Divine only by analogy
with voluntary action in ourselves.

p. 132. 1. Namely God who possesses attributes.

p- 132. 2. i.e. they proved that the heavens are produced by admitting
in them accidents, i.e. transitoriness, and by the argument that that which
is transitory in its part is transitory as a whole.

P- 132. 3. i.e. they supposed that this creation had taken place ex nikilo.
. 132. 4. 1.e. ex nihilo.
. 132.

p

P . Koran xxiii. 12-14.
p- 132.
P

p

. Koran xxi. g1.

. 132. 7. Koran xi. g.

O OO

. 132, 8. Koran xli. 10.

p- 132. 9. According to the Aristotelians the individuality of a thing is
based on its being composed of matter and form; but every atom is an
individual by itself, in its simplicity.

p- 133. 1. It is the non-cold (the warm, for omnis determinatio est negatio)
which takes the place of the cold, when a thing becomes warm. Every
negative is just as much an object of the mind as the positive, and possesses
therefore a certain reality, according to Aristotle. The non-existent world
was, according to the Mu‘tazilites, an object of God’s thought before the
creation of the world. God creates the world by conferring on this object
of His thought the attribute of existence (for existence is an attribute for the
Mu'tazilites and for Avicenna, though not for the Ash‘arites and Averroés).

p- 133. 2. Cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., note 63. 2, for the inherence of
corporeality in primary matter.

P- 133- 3. e.g. an individual man has individual transitory qualities, and
therefore the individual man is transitory; but man as a universal is a
rational being, this rationality which is one generically is eternal and has no
first term ; therefore, why should man in general be produced ?

NOTES 8y

P- 133. 4. ‘necessary’, i.e. it is a necessary, evident proposition for the
philosophers that infinitum actu non datur. But the philoscphers and Ash‘arites
did not agree about the infinitum actu.

P- 134. I. i.e. the father is the cause of the son, but the father is himself a
son, i.e. the effect of another father ; if therefore the power the father had to
generate a son had to come to him from a father who had generated him,
we should have an infinite regress. There must therefore be a power (an
all-pervading power, Stvaus 8id 9 UAns wedorrnruia, as the Stoics have it)
which moves the matter in itself motionless ($y xaf’ adrjv diimros) of the
Universe, and this power will be God.

This Stoic argument (see Sext. Emp. Ady. phys. i. 75~77) is a logical cor-
rection and consequence of Aristotle’s doctrine of the prime mover. Accord~
ing to Aristotle there is an infinite sequence of fathers and sons, of causes and
effects. But all change derives ultimately from a prime mover, itself unmoved,
not itself an effect. This prime mover, however, is not at the beginning of the
causal series father-son-father, since this series is infinite, but, moving
eternally, is so eternal with this series ; the prime mover is therefore, in fact,
the unique mover, the unique cause, and source of all change.

P- 134. 2. This is in agreement with Aristotle’s theory of movement, eg.
Phys. 6 4. 255°16: we must always distinguish the mover from the moved,
Just as we see this when a living agent moves a lifeless thing ; and Phys. 6 5.
257%9: the mover is already an actual existent, 76 8¢ kwoiv 187 évepyela
éoriv; but I do not see how this refutes the Asharite argument.

p- 134. 3. i.e. that there is no causation in the world.

P. 134. 4. ‘end’: this is just the point; the series father-son-father is
infinite, and does not end in an agent which itself is not an effect, i.e. the
prime mover, but the prime mover acts eternally and is coeternal with the
series, which would not exist at all without this prime mover.

P. 134. 5. This is both Aristotelian and Neoplatonic. For Aristotle every=
thing immaterial is indivisible, Met. A 9. 1075: d8iaiperov mév 76 17 Exov
UAgv. In God the thinker and the thought are identical, and the divine
thought is eternally indivisible. For Neoplatonism compare, for example,
Proclus, Instit. theol. v, prop. 47 : mdv 76 adfvmdorarov duepés orvral dmiody,
‘all that is self-subsistent is without parts and simple’, and its proof; and
especially Plotinus, Enn. v. 4. 1: 78 7 p3) dmdoiv r@v év adr@d dmAdv Sedpevov
&’ 1§ é éxeivwv, ‘that which is not simple needs simple entities for its
composition’. This doctrine has profoundly influenced monotheistic theo-
logy, Christian (see next note), Muhammadan, and Jewish. In Muham-
madan theology the word U 45, ‘God’s one-ness’, i.e. ‘the uniqueness of
God’, takes also the meaning of God’s simplicity. This problem will be
discussed later in extenso.
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P- 134. 6. 1.c. they are termini transcendentales. For this theory of the Mu‘ta-
zilites see, for example, Shahrastani, op. cit. ed. Cureton, i. 30, and Baghdadi,
The Different Sects, p. 93. That there is no composition in God is also affirmed
by the Alexandrian Fathers, e.g. St. Athanasius (Migne, xxvi. 1044 B) : o8 ydp
ovvferos & Beds & Td mdvra els 70 elvas ovvrefeindss . . .0 dwAf} pdp dorw odola év
) ok & moudrys, God who has compounded everything is not Himself
compounded . . . for a substance in which there is no attribute is simple.

P- 134. 7. The Ash’arites assert that God’s attributes are distinct from
His essence.
P- 135. 1. Cf. e.g. Aristotle, Met. B 1. 9952 and Top. 4 2. 101235.

P- 135. 2. ‘God’s essence exceeds even the understanding of the blessed
in their mystical union with God’ (‘excedit ipsam copulationem intellectus
beatorum, qui essentiam Dei vident per copulationem’), says Thomas
Aquinas following Dionysius Areopagita, De divin. nom. v. 1.

P- 135. 3. Averroés refers here to the theory originally held by the
Mu'tazilite Abu Hashim (cf. e.g. Fakhr ad-Din al-Razi, Compendium of the
Opinions of the Ancients, Cairo, H. 1323, p. 111), that God possesses a positive
quality which characterizes Him, i.c. His being God, His divinity (iaY!),
other theologians denied this (see Razi, loc. cit.) and applied to God the
method of negation, 4,55 (literally ‘removal’; the word is an exact trans-
lation of the term ddalpeots), i.e. they asserted that God had to be described
by negation, and that there are negative qualities in Him, and that the
positive qualities He possesses He does not possess in the way other beings
possess them, Negative theology is a characteristic of Neoplatonism (see
Enn. v. 3. 13, where the First is said to be ineffable, dppyrov) and, indeed,
of all mysticism, since in its ultimate consequence the elimination or syn-
thesis of opposites in the Absolute—as in the self-contradictory assertion of
Dionysius Areopagita that nothing positive or negative can be asserted
of that which is itself the cause of everything positive and negative, % wdvrwy
Oéas, % mdvrwy ddalpeos, 10 nép nwdoav xal Oéow Kai ddalpecs—it is the
total surrender of reason before the mystery of God. Negative theology is
emphasized especially by the later Neoplatonists; e.g. for Damascius, De
principiis (Kopp, pp. 5 5qq.), the First is neither a cause nor a non-cause,
neither a principle nor not a principle, neither at the beginning of the
Universe nor transcending it (énéxewa mdvrwy). Dionysius Areopagita, in
his Mpystical Theology, iv and v, enumeratés more than fifty negations about
God.

P- 135. 4. This is rather unusual, for according to the Arabic philosophers
(Averroés included) the Platonic ideas, i.e. the universals, exist eternally in
the mind of God (this synthesis of Plato and Aristotle is found already in
Middle-Platonism, Neo-Pythagoreanism, and Philo Judaeus). But by
‘universals’ Averroés here evidently means the universals that have a
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transitory existence in the minds of men and are abstracted from individual
things in the way described by Aristotle, Anal. Post. B 19. Averroés here
employs both the method of theology per negationem and that of theology
per analogiam or per eminentiam ($mwepoxj). God has a thought superior to our
thought, but none of the attributes of our thought is valid for God’s thought.
The obvious objection is to ask how God’s thought can be regarded as
thought at all. According to Dionysius Areopagita, there is a threefold way
to the knowledge of God: by absolute negation, by absolute superiority,
and by regarding Him as the absolute cause (év T wdvtrwv ddapéoer kal
vmepoxd) xai év 14 mdvrawv airia (De div. nom. viii. g).

P- 135. 5. Cf, however, the argument of Alexander of Aphrodisias
against God’s knowledge of individuals (note 130. 5), an argument which
Averroés copies in his Epitome (see my translation, p. 145).

p. 136. 1. The implication of this petitio principii would seem to be
that the order of the Universe proves definitely the existence of a creative
intellect.

p. 136. 2. That existence or being has different degrees is a basic idea of
Aristotelian thought: 76 8¢ 8 Ayerar pév moMayds says Aristotle, e.g. at the
beginning of I' 2 of his Metaphysics; and at Met. I' 2. 100356 he says:
some things are spoken of as being, because they are substances, others
because they are affections of substance (wdfy odolas), others because they
lead towards substance . . . and therefore we say that even non-being is

non-being.

p- 136. 3. A strange conception, but a consequence of a theory of per-
ception without an ‘ego’; cf. Aristotle, De an. I' 2. 425b22: érc 8¢ «kal 76
Spav o ds kexpwpdTioTar: 76 ydp alabyripiov Sexrucov Tobd alobyrod dvev
Ti)s UAys éxacrov, 1.e. that which sees is, in the act of seeing, in a way coloured,
for it receives without its matter the identical form which exists in the
coloured object perceived.

p- 136. 4. Imagination, which according to Aristotle differs from sense-
perception and is included in thought, is the faculty in virtue of which we
say that an image presents itself to us, 4 gavraoia ka8’ fv Aéyopev pdvraoud
71 uiv yiyveobar (De an. I' 3. 428%1).

p- 136. 5. Memory is imagination consciously referring to an earlier per-
ception of which the image is a copy, Aristotle, De mem. 1. 449%24 sqq.

p- 136. 6. That the universe is a unified body, Jvwpévor 7¢ oGpa, kept
together through its one cohesive power, éfs, is a Stoic doctrine, cf, Sext.
Emp. Adv. phys. i. 77-78.

p- 137. 1. That the first tendency of the animal is towards its own pre-
servation (7 mpdiry) 6pu) €mi 76 Typeiv éavrd Diog. Laert. vii. 85, cf. v. Arnim,
Stoic. Vet. Fr. iii. 43 sqq.) is a Stoic doctrine which is found, for example, in
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St. Augustine (De civ. dei xi. 28), Thomas Aquinas (Contr. gent. iii. 65),
Hobbes (English Works, Molesworth, iv. 83), and Spinoza (‘una quaeque
res, quantum in se est, in suo perseverare conatur’, Eth. iii, prop. 6). Accor-
ding to the Stoic doctrine as exposed by Cicero (De fin. iii. 20) there is no
conflict between self-love and the equally natural love of humanity: the
theatre of the world is open to all, although every spectator has a right to
his own seat. And Seneca says (Ep. 48. 2): ‘alteri vivas oportet, si vis tibi
vivere’, you cannot but live for others, if you want to live for yourself.

p- 137. 2. i.e. mvelpa, spiritus, the Stoic lifcvspirit.

P- 137. 3. The analogy between the world, the macrocosm (the term
‘macrocosm’ is not found in classical Greek; Aristotle—see below—has
péyas xdopos; it occurs for the first time in its Latin form in Higden, 14th
century, but it may well be older, cf. 0.E.D. s.v.), and the living being
(especially man), the microcosm, was maintained by various Greek philo-
sophers, e.g. Democritus (fr. 34 Diels), Plato, Aristotle (Phys. 6 2. 252ba4:
€l 8" év [ebp rodro Suvardy yevéalar, 7i kwver 76 adrd oupBivar Kai kard 6
wav; el ydp év puxpP xdopc yiverms, Kal év peyddw), and, especially in its
Stoic form of a universal ‘sympathy’, ovumdfews 7év SAwy, had a great in-
fluence, both in Orient and Occident, on mystical writings, on alchemy,
chiromancy, astrology, magic, and also medicine (al-Kindi, Cardano,
Paracelsus, R. Fludd) in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance. It finds its
deepest poetical expression in Goethe’s Faust.

P- 137. 4. That the universe is unified and connected by the all-permeat-
ing pneuma, 76 ndv fpdodal re xal awwéyealar nvedpards Twvos Sid mavrds
dujxovros adrod is a Stoic doctrine which, however, is denied by Alexander
of Aphrodisias, De mixt., p. 223. 25 (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 145. 16).

P- 137. 5. Koran xxxv. 39.

P- 137. 6. i.e. in the immaterial celestial world opposites coincide ; the
one can be many, the identical differentiated.

p- 138. 1. i.e. God.

p- 138. 2. Whether the daily movement of the heaven of the fixed stars
and of the spheres of the planets proceeds from one mover, and all the
spheres are connected (as would seem to be Aristotle’s theory at Met. A 8.
1073 b25), or whether every planet has its own mover for its daily movement
(as would seem to be his theory at 1074215), forms a point of discussion
among the commentators (see my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 113).

p- 138. 3. ‘On them’; but, indeed, those immaterial existents are them-
selves nothing but the forms.

P- 138. 4. According to Aristotle (Phys. B 7. 198%25) form and end are
identical generally: 16 uév yap 7{ éore xal 76 o8 &vexa & éorw.

NOTES 9t

P- 138. 5. I have already discussed Aristotle’s theory of God as the prime
mover and supreme end (note 22. 4) ; the theory here exposed shows that in
God the opposites coincide—He is the One who contains the Many, He is
the form and the end He bestows on others, He is the prime mover and the
supreme end—and substantiates Ghazali’s accusation of the irrationality of
this theology. ‘

p- 138. 6. Through the introduction of the idea of creation Aristotle’s
conception of God as the ultimate passive end of desire is vitiated. The
world tends towards God, but the ultimate motive lies in God’s desire to be
loved with a love—conscious and voluntary in man, unconscious in the
animated (cf. August. Sol. i. 2: ‘Deus quem amat omne quod potest amare,
sive sciens, sive nesciens’), expressed in motion; cf. Bernard of Clairvaux,
Liber de dilig. deo vii. 22: ‘causa diligendi deum deus est . . . nam et efficiens
et finalis: ipse dat occasionem, ipse creat affectionem, desiderium ipse
consummat’. Neoplatonism distinguishes three kinds of unifying and con-
Joining force, évwrucy xal guyxparucy Stvaws, three kinds of love in the
created (for the Neoplatonic theory of love cf. Plotinus Enn. iii. 5 and Proclus,
Comm. in Platonis primum Alcibiadem, ed. Cousin, vol. ii, pp. 78 sqq. and
PPp- 137 5qq. ; for the terminology see also Dionys. Areop. De div. nom. iv. 1 5):

(1) épws dvouxds, amor naturalis, love as the cosmic force of attraction and
movement in all natural things (this is based on Eryximachus’ speech
in Plato’s Symposium 186-g—cf. Empedocles fr. 17 Diels—and on the
passage of Aristotle, Phys. A 9. 192°16);

(2) &pws Yuxucds, amor sensitious, in man and the living, ‘earthly love’, i.c.
the principle of procreation, a desire for the eternity and duration of
the species (the distinction between earthly and heavenly love is
based on the distinction between an earthly and a heavenly Aphrodite
in Plato’s Symposium 180 c, d);

(3) épws voepds, amor (or caritas) intellectivus (or rationalis, or intellectualis)
in man, ‘heavenly love’, the love for God, the love for the divine,
immortal forms, which in its greatest intensity becomes &pws éxarare-
xds, in which the identity of the lover vanishes in the beloved (for the
definition of ecstatic love see Dionys. Areop. De div. nom. iv. 13,
ad init.).

This Neoplatonic conception of love is found in mystical theology both
in East and West; in Islam, for example, in Avicenna’s Treatise on Love
G4all (3 Jly, and there are ideas connected with it in Ghazali’s section
on Love in the sixth book, fourth section, of his Vivification of Theology (for
Ghazali primary natural love is self-love, i.c. the desire of everything for its
own preservation—see note 137. 1 ; for Ghazali as for medieval theologians,
like Bernard of Clairvaux and Thomas Aquinas, and Renaissance authors
like Telesio and Campanella, there is a continuous gradation from self-
love to love for God). In the fifteenth century, through the revival of
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Neoplatonism it finds a new expression in such works as the Commentary on the
Symposium of Marsiglio Ficino and the Dialoghi & Amore of Leo Hebraeus
(Judah Abravanel). R. Burton in his Anatomy of Melancholy (Part I11, sec. 1,
menm. i, subs. 2) mentions Leo’s division of Love in his second dialogue into
natural, sensible, and intellectual love. Spinoza took his idea of amor in-
tellectualis from Leo Hebraeus. For the poetical expression of this idea com-
pare Dante’s sublime words (Parad. xxx. 40):

‘Luce intellettual, piena d’amore;

Amor di vero ben, pien di letizia;

Letizia che trascende ogni dolzore.’

p- 138. 7. Koran xxxiii, 72.

P 139. 1. Cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., note 112. §; astronomical theories,
according to the Greeks, are only concerned with phenomena and do not
provide knowledge of the underlying reality.

P. 139. 2. The reasonswhy the action of the highest sphere seems superior
are mentioned by Averroés in his Epitome of the Metaphysics (see my transla-
tion, p. 132 and note 132. 2) ; the most important are that the highest sphere
gives motion to the greatest number of bodies (Arist. De caelo B 12. 292b25)
and that what is nearest to the mover must have the most rapid motion
(Arist. De caclo A 9. 279*16; Phys. 6 10. 267%6).

P- 139- 3. For this, compare my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., note 122. 2: Stoic
philosophy regarded the sun as the #yepovixdy.

P- 140. 1. i.e. if the knowledge of its cause—which is a second effect,
surreptitiously introduced—is possible.

P- 140. 2. It has no cause according to the latter alternative; Ghazali’s
argument is of course perfectly sound; from the One no plurality can be
logically deduced.

P- 140. 3. Since according to the theory of emanation the superior in-
cludes the inferior (but in this case Ghazali would seem to accept the theory
of emanation) ; or perhaps he only means that the Creator must know His
creation.

P- 140. 4. i.e. a proof of one who does not think that knowledge of the
effect in the knower implies a duality in the knower.

P- 140. 5. This is of course a petitio principii.

P- 141. 1. Cf e.g. Aristotle, Met. 4 5. 1015b12: 76 xvpiws dvayxaiov 76
dmAody (‘that which is absolutely necessary is the simple’), and Met. € 8.
1050%6, ‘“The eternal is essentially prior to the generated (¢faprd) and
nothing eternal is potential’.

P- 141. 2. The fault lies not with Avicenna, whose conception of the
necessary is in agreement with Aristotle’s, but with the contradiction that
there is here in Aristotle’s system. According to Aristotle there are several
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unmoved, immaterial, eternal movers (this in itself contradicts the theory
that matter is the principium individuationis). Since nothing eternal is potential,
there cannot be any potentiality in these movers, and they seem therefore
independent of the First Principle and in any case their relation to the First
Principle is nowhere explained. On the other hand, the First Principle is the
First Cause, and therefore everything must depend on it; and since these
immaterial movers thus receive their necessity from an external cause
(érepov alriov, Met. 4 5. 1015%10), there must be an element of potentiality
in them, and only their cause, the First Principle, can be xupiws dvayxaiov,
absolutely necessary. There is a similar contradiction in Aristotle over the
categories. He asserts (Met. Z 1. 1028229) that substance is the cause (8.4
ravryy) of the other categories, but also (Met. A 4. 1070b1) that the cate-
gories cannot be deduced from one another (napd ydp v ofolay xal 7dMa
Td KaTyyopodpeva obdéy domt xowdv). There are both monistic and pluralistic
tendeneies-in Aristotle; the later commentators emphasized the monistic.

p- 142. 1. This refers probably to Aristotle, De an . By ad init. : the ‘object
of sight is the visible . . . and that which is visible in itself (a8’ adrd) is not
visible by its essence (Adye) but because it contains in itself the cause of
visibility’. Averroés means that colour which exists by itself, i.e. which is
something real in a body, is the cause of sight; still the colour does not
change by being seen, but only enters into an external relation with the
percipient. A cat may look at a king, but the king does not change by being
the cause of the cat’s seeing him.

p. 142. 2. This would be true only on the assumption (one often made in
post-Aristotelian philosophy) that all relations are unreal, and indeed if all
relations are unreal, only the One remains.

P- 142. 3. According to Aristotle (De an. B 12) perception is the reception
of the sensible forms i_o 1| Jsall, 7@ alofnrd €8y, without their matter.

P- 142. 4. Ghazali here raises a delicate point in Aristotelian philosophy.
Heaven seems to be a body. Now body is something material, but it is not
simply matter, for matter is by definition the unqualified—Plotinus says
explicitly (e.g. Enn. iii. 6. 7) that matter is dodduaros—and body possesses
dimensions. Although Aristotle nowhere explains how matter can become
body (for he seems mostly to have regarded matter as something corporeal)
the commentators discuss the question of the form through which prime
matter can become body (cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., note 63. 2; the problem
has been posed by Plotinus, Enn. ii. 7. 3). Since matter and form always
exist conjointly and in mutual dependence, there must be two principles for
their existence, as Ghazali rightly remarks.

p. 142. 5. One would have expected, instead of ‘the second intellect’
‘the first intellect’, i.e. the first effect; here, however, Averroés seems to
regard God as the first intellect.
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P- 142. 6. i.e. matter and form are conditions for each other’s existence.

P- 142. 7. Here the process of emanation is described in a somewhat
different manner from that mentioned above, p. 109.

P- 142. 8. If one understands by ‘matter’, as Averroés does here, follow-
ing Aristotle’s definition De gen. et corr. A 4. 320%2, the substratum of pro-
duction and corruption, 8 Umokeipevor yevéoews xai plopas Sexrucdy, heaven
does not possess matter (but it can in that case hardly be called body); if,
however, by 9y is meant the substratum of locomotion (as, e.g., Met. A 2.
1069b25, where Aristotle says that what is eternal has matter, not a matter
which admits of generation, but a matter which only allows motion from
one place to another), then the heavenly substance (alfijp) possesses or is
matter.

P- 142. 9. Asamatter of fact, according to Aristotle (De caclo B 12. 292*18),

.and Averroés himself, the heavens (or spheres or stars)”are living beings.

P- 143. 1. ‘body in its entirety’, i.e. body as composed of matter and
form; matter as the substratum and receptacle of forms (Swoxeipevdy o xai
smodoys) eldav, Enn. ii. 4. 1), does not emanate from the First.

P- 143. 2. This is a very strange conception ; we have seen, however, that
Averroés ascribes a definite measure to the sun, a heavenly body ; but here
Averroés follows Themistius (see note 161. 2).

P- 143. 3. Averroés here avoids the difficulty by passing from a super-
natural agent to an agent in the empirical world.

P- 143. 4. For becoming is ‘coming from® (see note 8. 2).

P- 144. 1. For our world is one and unique and perfect, €ls xal pdvos kal
Téletos oSros odpavds éorw (Arist. De caelo A. 9. 279%10).

P- 144. 2. i.e. the order, the measure of the world, must have been a
cause, and this cause must have been determined or specified by an agent,
God.

P- 144. 3. Averroés does not, and cannot, explain how this is possible, for
how can the universal form of body contain the infinite variety of accidents
of the individual bodies?

P- 144. 4. i.e. the Ash’arites believe that God is the only agent, the only
cause of everything that happens; the philosophers believe that God is the
primary cause, but that there are intermediate causes; the Mu'tazilites
believe that at least human actions, since man acts spontaneously and his
will is free, are not directly dependent on God, and the Mu‘tazilite Muam-
mar believed even (cf. Shahrastani, op. cit., ed. Cureton, P- 46) that God
has created bodies alone and that accidents arise by natural necessity from
the body.

P- 145. 1. The four elements, groyeia, are called by Aristotle 7a dmAd
owpara OF 7d dmwAd, e.g. Mel. A 3. 98426.
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P- 145. 2. See above, note 142. 8.

P- 145. 3. For the simple as synonymous with the unmixed, 76 duiyds
(opp. 76 xexpapévov), i.c. the homogeneous, cf. e.g. Aristotle, De sensu 7
447%18.

P. 145. 4. For, according to both Aristotle (cf. Phys. B 8. 199b26) and
Plotinus (Enn. iii. 8. 2 ad fin.), Nature, although its acts tend towards an
end, does not choose or deliberate.

P- 146. 1. For the WNicke for lights compare note 69. 2. Ghazali’s
mediating principle is regarded by him as the mover of the ninth sphere,
like Avicenna’s First Intellect. The proposition ‘ex uno non fit nisi unum’
i5 not mentioned by Ghazali.

p- 146. 2. i.e. there are in the First Effect pluralities which cannot be
deduced from the fact that it is a first effect, since as a first effect it ought
to be simple, . ,

P- 146. 3. Cf. the analogous argument, p. 24.

P- 146. 4. This seems true enough, but is more closely in agreement with
the Stoic denial of possibility than with Aristotle (and with Averroés him-
self), for whom on the contrary the possible can become, or has to become,
necessary through an external agent, and who distinguishes what is abso-
lutely necessary from what is so hypothetically (cf. notes 141. 1 and 141. 2).

P- 147. 1. i.e. the outermost sphere. Ghazali wants to show in what
follows that God is the immediate cause of everything, and that He cannot
act through mediation, as is the Neoplatonic doctrine, and also his own in
the Nicke for Lights.

P- 147. 2. Thisamounts to saying that the First Cause and the First Effect
are absolutely similar; they both have the same plurality, and notwith-
standing their plurality they are both a unity ; the opposites of plurality and
unity coincide in them both. As Ghazali is going to remark, why then not
say that the cause and the effect are identical? For what is their Drincipium
individuationis?

P- 147.3. For these two principles are both eternal and immaterial, i.e.
not in place; they have no principium individuationis.

P- 147. 4. ‘things which do not differ from them in time and place’, i.e.
all heavenly and human souls and all earthly and heavenly bodies; but
souls differ from them in time, for they are not eternal, and bodies differ
from them in space, since qua bodies these bodies are in space. But perhaps
one must understand that in the Divine Mind human souls in some in-
comprehensible way are eternal, and bodies immaterial.

p- 148. 1. Cf. p. 108.

P- 148. 2. For in the absence of a rival he cannot be overtaken ; for this
proverb sce Maidani, ed. Freytag, i, p- 315, ch. xxi. 27.
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P- 148. 3. i.e. three; from the First Effect three things emanate.

p- 149. 1. That there is one primary reality: the prime, eternal, im=-
material, immovable mover.

p- 149. 2. Cf. Aristotle, Met. 4 8. 1073%*17: we must show that on the
number of principles other thinkers have made no clear statement whatever,
&7t wepl whijfous odbév elprjxaow & i kal cadés elmeiv.

P. 149. 3. In the Almagest (ed. Halma, t. ii, p. 831) the number of stars,
as established by Hipparchus, is given as 1,022, to which the three stars of
the mAdkapos, & ,siaal! (Coma), which he has omitted, must be added. The
number 1,025 was generally accepted by the Arabs, although Abd al-
Rahman al-Sufi, Description des étoiles fixes, transl. Schjellerup, p. 40, says
that there are many more stars which, however, are so faint that they
cannot be counted.

P. 149. 4. The Greek astronomers divided the stars according to their
apparent magnitude, i.c. their luminous intensity, into six classes, which
were again subdivided by al-Sufi.

p- 149. 5. In the Almagest (7. 5) six stars are called reddish, sndxippos
(subrufus), amongst which is Sirius, which to us today appears white; cf.
Schjellerup, op. cit., p. 25. For the statements of the Arabs concerning the
colour of some stars compare Nallino, al-Battant, Opus Astronomicum, ii. 283—-9.

P- 149. 6. As an example of stars in the shape of a man, OL.YI| 3185
al-Sufi gives, for example, Gemini, c|; 43 (op. cit., p. 40).

P- 149. 7. e.g- the pernicious influence of Sirius is mentioned as early as
Homer, lliad xxii. 30, and our expression ‘dog-days’ («xwvoxevpara, dies
caniculares) still testifies to the belief in the influence on the weather attri-
buted to this star (Canicula, the dog-star).

p- 149. 8. For the differences between Hipparchus (in the 4lmagest) and
al-Sufi over the luminous intensities of the stars compare the synoptic table
in Schjellerup, op. cit., p. 5.

p- 150. 1. For this dangerous theory (for what remains of the rd8e ¢, the
individual substance, when the accidents are eliminated?) compare
Aristotle, Met, E 2, where the accidental is said to be very near to the non-
existent, 76 ovpPePnids éyyds v Tod i) évros, and where it is affirmed that
there can be no speculation about the accidental, 7epi 76 kard gupSeBnros
ovdepla dori fewpia.

p- 150. 2. This too is a somewhat dangerous theory; they are not indi-
vidually different, because they have no matter, and for the same reason

(for the genus represents the matter in the definition, cf. Arist. Met. H 6.
1045°34) they are not specifically different ; how then can they differ at all?

p- 150. 3. Le. possibility is only a formal logical concept and does not
make a material change in what might possibly exist. As Kant has it

NOTES 97

‘Hundert wirkliche Taler enthalten nicht das Mindeste mehr als hundert
mégliche.’

P I51. 1. In this passage Averroés, although he affirms that Avicenna’s
theory is not true, seems to regard it as plausible, neglecting the objections
he himself has made; and, indeed, it is the theory of mediation which he
himself accepts, the theory of a supreme ruler who governs the world by
proxy.

P. 151. 2. The terms ‘living through life’, ‘willing through will’, &c., are
found in the Ash‘arite formulation of God’s attributes.

p- 151. 3. This is not the point Ghazali makes. Ghazali reproaches
Avicenna with making categorical and, as he believes, absurd assertions
about a purely hypothetical entity. Averroés ought to have shown that only
from such an hypothesis can the observed facts be reasonably deduced.

P. 152. 1. Celsus (Orig. Contra Cels. i. 68) does not regard miracles as a
justification of truth, they might equally well be the work of wicked men
under the influence of an evil spirit. It may be remarked that Muhammad
himself (see Koran xxix. 49, xiii. 27-30, xvii. g2-97) does not really claim
to have performed any miracles (the Koranic word is <1 signs; cf. the
Christian term onueia), although the Muhammadans ascribe to him a
number, the greatest of which is the Koran itself (as a proof of this Koran
cxix. 48 is quoted). My great compatriot Hugo Grotius uses Muhammad’s
concession to refute Islam. Jesus wrought miracles—he says—but Muham-
mad declared that he was sent with arms, not with miracles, ‘Mahumetis se
missum ait non cum miraculis, sed cum armis’ (De vera religione christiana,
Lib. vi).

P- 152. 2. i.e. let us not ask how it happened. _i5~ 5\, ‘without the
“how” ’, i.e. without inquiring how it happened, is the formula by which
the Ash‘arites express their ignorance of the right way to interpret the too
anthropomorphic religious conceptions of the Divine, which, however, they
refuse to abandon. Compare the dictum credo quia absurdum ascribed to
Tertullian.

P- 152. 3. This tendentious saying, ascribed to the Prophet, which, as far
as I know, is not found in the canonical Collections of Traditions, seems to
recommend the acquisition of worldly knowledge. According to the orthodox
conception, however, the religious Muslim ought to avoid all the worldly
sciences of the ancients (L2l ¢ . slc); and the equally tendentious tradi-

tion of the prayer of Muhammad is often quoted, that God might protect
him from useless science ( d"" Y Pl:.) (cf. Goldziher, Stellung der alten

islamischen Orthodoxie zu den antiken Wissenschaflen, Abh. d. K. Pr. Akad. d.
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Wiss., Jahrg. 1915, phil.-hist. K1., No. 8, p. 6; see also Goldziher, Buch vom
Wesen der Seele, Abh. d. K. Gesellsch. d. Wiss. zu Géttingen, 1go7, phil.-hist.
K1, No. g, p. 60).

P- 152 4. dea),the mércy of God, corresponds to the Hebrew conception
of o'pp) and the Christian conception of éeos. That revelation rests on
God’s mercy is found in Christian theologians also; cf. e.g. Lactantius, De
divin. inst. i. 1. 6: ‘quod quia fieri non potuit, ut homini per seipsum ratio
divina innotesceret, non est passus hominem Deus lumen sapientiae requiren-
tem diutius errare . . ., aperuit oculos eius aliquando et notionem veritatis
munus suum fecit.” Cf. Koran xxi. 107. It is the Stoics who base their proof
of the reality of divination on the love shown by the gods. If there are gods,
so it is said (Cic. De div. i. 38. 82), and they do not show to man in advance
what is going to happen, they do not love man (‘si sunt di neque ante de-
clarant hominibus quae futura sunt . . .non diligunt homines’).

This passage of Averroés is not in agreement with his usual purely
rationalistic attitude; it must, however, be remembered that even his
master Aristotle expresses, in De philosophia, fr. 10 Rose, his belief in divinely
inspired dreams (cf. also the Aristotelic passage from Ps.-Arist., Problems A 1,
in Cic. De div. i. 38. 81). It may be added here that the well-known Aver-
roistic conception of religion as threefold, the religion of the masses, of
the lawyers, and of the philosophers, is based on the theory of such Stoic
and eclectic philosophers as Panaetius, Mucius Scaevola, and Varro; cf,
St. Augustine, De civ. dei vi. 5: ‘tria genera theologiae dicit (i.e. Varro)
esse . . . eorumque unum mythicon, alterum physicon, tertium civile’. The
first is, according to Varro, the theology of the poets (i.e. for Averrogs, of the
masses), the second of the philosophers, the third of the State (i.e. for

Averroés of the lawyers). Compare also De civ. dei iv. 27: ‘pontificem -

Scaevolam disputasse tria genera tradita deorum : unum a poetis, alterum a
philosophis, tertium a principibus civitatis’. (There is an allusion to this
passage in Gibbon, Decline and Fall, ch. ii, where he says: ‘The various
modes of worship which prevailed in the Roman world were all considered
by the people as equally true, by the philosophers as equally false, and by
the magistrates as equally useful.’) This threefold division must have been
widely accepted, for we find it also in Plutarch, Amator. 18. 10, where he
says that we have received our religious views from three types of men:
movyral, vopoléras, piddoodor. For Origen just as there is a threefold nature
in man, body, soul, and spirit, so there is a threefold sense of Scripture, the
literal, the moral, and the mystical (Orig. De princ. iv. 11 : ‘sicut ergo homo
constare dicitur ex corpore et anima et spiritu, ita etiam sancta scriptura’).
Compare the gnostic division of mankind into $Awol, Juyucol, mevparixol,
(As early as Aristotle, Met. a 3. 99576, three kinds of people are distinguished :
those who accept only mathematical proof, those who accept proof by
example, and those who accept proof by poetical quotation.)
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P. 153. 1. This refers, I think, to the passage (4nal. Post. A 10. 76b18)
where Aristotle says that the certainty that number exists is not the same as
the certainty that cold and warmth exist: o ydp Spolws 85dov &7 dpibuds
ot kai &7 Yuxpdy xal Bepudv.

P 153. 2. i.e. everything has its own specific ‘nature’, its own specific
‘powers’, from which its own specific acts follow. If there were no cause,
we read in Sext. Emp. Ady. phys. i. 202, everything might come from any-
thing and at any place and time. Ghazali, as we shall see later, is well aware
of this objection against the denial of cause.

P 153. 3. The soul is the principle of the living, i.e. of that which has the
faculty of self-movement which, in its most simple form, in plants, is limited
to nutrition, growth, and decay, rpod, adfnois, ¢8iows (cf. Arist. De an. B
2. 413%20). ’

P- 153. 4. e.g. only man can beget man, only the physician can produce
health through the concept of health he possesses (see e.g. Arist. Met.
A 4 ad fin.). .

P- 154. 1. ie. if the One were regarded as a universal and if it were
regarded as acting qua universal. Here Averroés turns against Plato’s theory
of ideas ; however, the word he uses here in the text for universals, Jl., is
that used by the theologians (a translation of the term nds Zyov of the
Stoics) ; he seems therefore to have in mind here those theologians who
regard universals not like the ideas of Platonists, which are ultimate realities,
but more like the Stoic Aexrd, things intermediate between reality and
unreality (see note 3.6). Theargument he gives, however, is based on that of
Aristotle against the conception of Platonic ideas as causes (e.g. Met. 4 g.
991°19 5qq.) : How can the identical idea remain in itself and exist apart,
and at the same time transfer itself to innumerable things? How can it be
at the same time the model and the copy? But Aristotle’s conception
of becoming exhibits the same difficulty, and the relation of the universal to
the individual remains obscure. For when John begets Peter, what John
transfers to Peter is not his identity, but a universal form, i.e. humanity, the
identical form which every father transfers to his son. But how can the many.
possess what is identical and transfer it, and how can the individual proceed
from the universal ?

P. 154. 2. According to the Aristotelian doctrine that what exists pri-
marily and absolutely is the individual substance (cf. e.g. Arist. Met. Z 1.
1028230).

P- 154. 3. i.e. in a becoming through universals.

P- 154. 4. According to the Aristotelian conception of truth (Met. I' 6.
1011%26) as the correspondence between thought and reality.

P. 154. 5. See p. 107 and note 107. 2.
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p. 154. 6. Avicenna shows in his Theorems and Notices, p. 180, the same
lack of appreciation for Porphyry whose *Adopual he regards as utterly
worthless (_i%a). St. Augustine (De civ. dei xix. 22) shows a greater appre-
ciation of Porphyry, whom he calls ‘doctissimus philosophorum, quamvis
Christianorum acerrimus inimicus’. But Eusebius, Prasp. Ev. v. 14. 230a says
that Porphyry, whom he calls, ironically, ¢ yewaios ‘EMdvwr $iddoogos, &
Oavpaords Beordyos, & T@v dmoppijrwy pdorys, ‘this noble philosopher, this
marvellous theologian, this adept of the mysteries’, tries through his quotation
of oracular texts to give the impression that his philosophy—in fact inspired
by a demoniac power—contains the secrets of the gods. (For further
appreciations of Porphyry see Holstenius, De vita et scriptis Porphyrii, philo-
sophi, Rome, 1630, p. 11.)

Averroés refers here probably to the theory of gradual emanation in
Porphyry’s *Agoppal mpds vd voyrd (known to the Arabs under the title

Jyinally Jasdl &, cf. A. Mueller, Die grieckischen Philosophen in der arab.

Uberlieferung, p. 25).

p- 155- 1. Cf note 142. 8.

P. 155. 2. i.e. 5o far as these acts aim at the conservation of the sub-
lunary world; for the less noble cannot be what the more noble aims at
(see e.g. Porphyry, Sententiae 30).

P. 155. 3. i.e. their efficient causes, i.e. the third principle, 4 7piry dpxij,
(besides matter and form) of which Aristotle says (De gen. et corr. B g.
335b7) that none of his predecessors had been able to establish it, although
they had some slight inkling of it.

P- 155. 4. 8vo kunjoeis (De gen. et corr. B 10. 336%34), the two motions of
the sun along the ecliptic by which it approaches and recedes from any
given point on the earth.

P- 155. 5. See the parallel passage (p. 136 and notes). The question of
the common internal sense, sensus communis, aiofyois kowrj (see e.g. Dean. I’
1. 425%7) I shall treat later.

p- 156. 1. The world, in the state it exists in, i.e. our world, the world as a
cosmos, an ordered whole.

p. 156. 2. See note 33. 1; cf. also Ibn Hazm, op. cit. i. 24: becoming
implies a prior non-existence, O’ o8 o o bsa sl gxa. Tt may
be added here that Zacharias of Mytilene, a contemporary of Philoponus,
who in the same way as Philoponus tried to refute Proclus’ arguments for
the eternity of the world, attempted, in his dialogue Ammonius seu de munds
opificio, to rebut Ammonius Hermiae’s arguments for this eternity, also
asserts that an eternal creation is a contradiction in terms (op. cit., ed.
Migne, Ixxxv. 1093).

p- 156. 3. Because of the factual evidence, &’ éumeipiav.
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p- 156. 4. Aristotle distinguishes, Met. € 8. 1050°30, the actuality which
is in the product, e.g. the house which is being built, from the actuality
which is in the exercise of the action itself, e.g. the act of seeing which is
in the seeing subject.

p- 156. 5. Cf. pp. 98-99 and notes g8. g and gg. 2.

p. 157. 1. The Arabic word I translate by ‘has come into being’ is &3l .
I have translated the same term one line above by ‘temporal’; the
speciousness of the argument lies in the ambiguity of this term.

P- 157. 2. Aristotle lays down as a condition for the First Principle that it
must be itself unmoved, that it must be an unmoved mover, Phys. 6 5.
257°31-257°13.

p- 158. 1. By ‘materialistic theory’ is meant not only the mechanistic and
atomistic conception of nature held by Democritus and Epicurus (for the
arguments against Democritus cf. Arist. De gen. an. E 8), but also such a
system as that of Strato, who denies the need for an immaterial divine
principle for the explanation of the universe (cf. Cic. dcad. Pr. ii. 38. 121
‘Strato . . . negat opere deorum se uti ad fabricandum universum’).

p. 158. 2. Aristotle tries to prove (Met. a 2), for all four types of cause,
that they cannot form an infinite series.

p- 159. 1. See p. 33 and note 33. 2. For the two ways of coming from
another thing, the one in which the process is irreversible, the other in which
it is reversible, cf. Aristotle, Met. a 2. 994722 sqq. (see also Arist. De gen. et
corr. B 11. 33845 about rectilinear, eis €509, and circular, «dxAw, generation).
The difficulty of the whole problem lies in this, that when the cause is
regarded as prior in time to the effect and time is eternal, the causal series
also has to be eternal.

p. 159. 2. The soul, i.e. the soul as totality, the Platonic or Neoplatonic
World-Soul; the intellect, i.e. the vods as a supramundane entity.

p- 159. 3. e.g. Aristotle, Met. A 5. 1071%13: dvfpdmov alrwov . . . & warip,
Kkai . . . 8 fhwos, dvfpwmos dvlpwmov yewd xal fhwos, Phys. B 2. 194P13.
P- 159. 4. This sentence seems to be tautological.

P- 159. 5. First, i.e. nearest to the product of art, but, in fact, last in the
series of instruments.

p. 159. 6. This is completely arbitrary; all the instruments are conditions
for the existence of the product (cf. also note 11. 3).

P- 159. 7. i.e. from the matter of the dead man a plant comes into being,
which through nutrition becomes sperm or menstrual blood (cf. my Ep. d.
Met. d. Av., p. 73 and the note 73. 1).

p. 160. 1. See note 142. 8.




102 TAHAFUT AL TAHAFUT

p- 160. 2. Body in itself is what is extended in any direction (Arist. Phys.
T’ 5. 20420: odpa pév ydp éom 16 wdvry Exov Sidoraow) and is perceptible
in place (Arist. Phys. I' 5. 205231 : 7dv adpa alofyrov & réme.

p- 161. 1. Cf. the dictum of Zeno of Citium (Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. i.
104) : the rational is better than the non-rational and the animate better
than the’ inanimate, but nothing is better than the cosmos, therefore the
cosmos is rational and animate.

p- 161. 2. This refers, I think, to the passage in Themistius, Paraphrasis in
libr. A Metaphys., ed. Landauer, 5. 22: ‘in omnibus vero, quae mutantur, id
quod mutationem subit necessario corpus est quoddam ; idcirco substantiae
perpetuae [i.e. the heavenly movers which are identified with their bodies)
quae generationem et corruptionem non subeunt, cum loco mutentur et
ipsae, fieri non potest quin corpora sint.’

p- 161. 3. i.e. they are life in themselves; this seems to me, however, an
impossible conception, for life or soul is defined by Aristotle in relation to a
body which is moved by it; soul is the faculty of self-movement in a body,
De an. B 1. 412°16: 4 fuxs) Ayos odpatos duowoi Towvsi Exovros dpxiv
xwnjoews xai ordoews v éavrd. ,

P- 161. 4. For that which can be attributed to a substance is its accidents,
and the accidental—cf. e.g. Aristotle, Met. K 8. 1065%1—is what occurs, but
neither necessarily nor for the most part; and what can or cannot occur
possesses matter (cf. e.g. Met. 6 7. 1032220).

p. 161. 5. A first cause, according to Ghazali, implies a coming into
existence, but a circular process is infinite a parte post.

P: 162. 1. i.e. the first cause.

p. 162. 2. That an infinite series of entities not having position is possible
does not follow any more than that an infinite series of entities having a
position should be impossible.

P- 163. 1. See, however, note 14. 6.

p. 163. 2. Cf. note 14. 6.

P. 163. 3. Leibniz, who, of the great philosophers since Descartes, is the
one most strongly dependent on scholastic philosophy (in Spinoza the
influence of Stoicism is overwhelming) has this argument in the following
form in his Monadology (Erdmann, p. 708) : The connexion of all contingent
things leads us to conclude that outside this connexion there is a necessary
Being who is their source and origin.

P- 163. 4. Avicenna, for the reason given by Averroés, places this argu-
ment at the beginning of the metaphysical part of his Recovery (i. 6-7).
He is perfectly justified in ascribing this argument to the philosophers,
for it is implied in Aristotle’s whole system, and all the elements in it are
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found in Aristotle himself: the dichotomy of reality into the eternal and
divine and the possible is asserted by Aristotle, De gen. an. B 1. 731b24;
that everything absolutely necessary is eternal, Eth. Nic. Z 3. 113gba4
(absolutely, dwAds, as distinguished from the hypothetically, ¢ Smobéoeas,
necessary: see e.g. Phys. B g. 199P34) ; that ‘eternal’ and ‘necessary’ are
convertible, De gen. et corr. B 11. 33831 ; that the eternal is essentially prior
to the perishable, Met. € 8. 1050%7; that the actual is essentially prior to the
potential, Met. 8 8. 1050%4 ; that certain things owe their necessity to some-
thing other than themselves, others not, but are the cause of the necessity
in others, Met. 4 5. 1015%9; that nothing which exists necessarily can be
potential, Met. © 8. 1050°18; that in its primary and absolute sense the
necessary is the simple, Met. 4 5. 101511 ; finally, the necessity of an eternal
unmoved substance is proved Met. 4 6, and it is affirmed at Met, A 7.
1072P10 that the first mover possesses its existence of necessity, é¢ dvdysns
dpa éoriv 4v. - ] ) ) )

The argument is based on the confusion, deeply rooted in Aristotle’s
system, of the ontological with the logical—here .of ontological necessity
with logical necessity, of necessity in reality with necessary truth. That the
angles of the triangle are equal to two right angles is a necessary universal
truth; it is not valid at one time, invalid at another time (see Arist. Met. 6
10. 1052%), but its validity is eternal or rather timeless (this immutability
of truth concerns not only the relations of universals but also all past events;
for also the past is at rest, forever beyond the sway of time—it is eternally
true that once there lived in Athens a man called Socrates; it is the tremb-
ling, ever-changing ‘now’ that alters today’s truth into tomorrow’s false-
hood). This being-valid of truth is confused by Aristotle with ontological
being, i.e. the existence of individuals in reality ; and he says at Met. @ 10,
1051°1 that being in the strictest sense is truth, ¢ 8¢ Kupudrara Sv dAnbés
(about the threefold conception of truth in Aristotle see my Ep. d. Met.
d. Av., note 81. 3). So it comes about that the intrinsic necessity attributed to
timeless universal truth is transferred to the eternal existence of an individual
prime mover, i.e. God. This identification of God and Truth is found in both
Christian and Muslim theology; ‘te invoco, deus veritas, in quo et a quo et
per quem vera sunt quac vera sunt omnia’, says St. Augustine, Solilog. i.
1. 3 and ‘The Truth (3d1)’ is an epithet applied to God by the Muslim
theologians with the meaning of ‘the necessarily-existing by His own essence’
(see Lane, Ar.—Engl. Dict.),

P- 163. 5. The theory of the theologians that the possibles in God need
for their actualization in time a necessary eternally existent, i.e. God, is
nothing but the Jewish~Christian-Muslim conception of creation expressed
in Aristotelian terminology.

P 164. 1. e.g. in his Recovery, Met. i. 6: 4513 gl algll OF Jois
e W 1y KLl Ol & dle Y. The potential (ive. matter) needs a cause
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for its actualization, and everything in the world except the prime mover
has some degree of potentiality, since potentiality implies a capacity for
change.

p. 164. 2. See below and note 164. 9.

P- 164. 3. Averroés here means, I think, by ‘possible’ the transitory, sub-
lunary things, and by ‘necessary’ the separate Intellects, the eternal celestial
bodies, or the world as a whole.

p. 164. 4. i.e. matter, or rather the transient individual.

p. 164. 5. i.e. everything eternal with the exception of God; in this
argument there is implied a trichotomy of reality into the absolutely neces-
sary (i.e. the 'primc mover), the necessary-possible or hypothetically neces-
sary (i.e. everything eternal, with the exception of the prime mover), and
the possible (i.e. actualized matter), which corresponds to the Aristotelian
trichotomy of the absolute mover, the moving and moved, and the absolutely
moved (cf. De an. I' 10. 433%13; Met. A 7. 1072°24; Phys. © 5. 256520).

p- 164. 6. But such an assumption would be false, as Averro#s will show
below, for there cannot be an infinite series of necessary causes.

p- 164. 7. For material causes cannot proceed from one another end-
lessly, e.g. flesh from earth, earth from air, air from fire, and so on (Arist.
Met. o 2. g9423).

p. 164. 8. i.e. that the world, which is eternal as a whole, has a cause.

p. 164. 9. This formula shows clearly the confusion between the logical
and the ontological, for ‘cause’ is a purely ontological concept and an event
is necessary just when it Aas a cause.

P- 164. 10. Ghazali regards it as contradictory that every member of the
series should have a cause, but that the whole series should have none. He
accepts it, however, here for the sake of argument.

p. 165. 1. ie. the elements are eternal.

p. 165. 2. Ghazali’s argument is irrefutable. It is always the same
question: How can an eternal world have a first cause?

p- 165. 3. Averroés means that by proving that the possible transient
causes need an eternal necessary cause (heaven, for instance) it is not yet
proved that the series of necessary agents is finite. The proof he gives is
of course a petitio principii, for why should there be more than one eternal
mover?

P- 165. 4. Averroés tries to avoid Ghazali’s objection by dropping Avi-
cenna’s identification of the necessary and the causeless, but the objection
remains valid and can be directed against Aristotle himself; for if eternity
implies both a necessity and an actuality which need no actualizer, the
world as a whole, being eternal, will be both necessary and causeless.
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p- 166. 1. i.e. the material causes, flesh, earth, and air are essential, and
therefore cannot form an infinite series.

p- 166. 2. Cf. note 165. 4.

p- 166. 3. The eternity of the one eternal being is timeless eternity,
aidw, ,a3; see, however, note 70. 5 and P- 37.

p- 167. 1. i.e. Ghazali, as frequently, does not want to make a positive
assertion ; he wants only to show the futility of the philosophers’ arguments;
rl 52 Lo o3 (petitio principii) is a literal translation of the Greek =6 €€ dpxiis
alreiofar.

P- 167. 2. i.e. the totality of a finite number of finites is finite (this is, of
course, a tautology).

P- 167. 3. ie. the materialists believe that every member of the series has
a cause, but that the members are infinite in number and therefore there is
no first cause; he ought really to have said, since he speaks here of a tem-
poral, not a causal series, “The materialists believe that every part has a
beginning, but that the parts are infinite in number and that therefore the
series has no beginning’; but since time is, in Aristotelian philosophy, a
function of movement (for time is the number of movement in respect of
before and after), the time-series and the series of movements are identified.

P- 167. 4. Here, too, Averroés speaks of a causal series, not of the time-
series. Genera are eternal according to Aristotle, De gen. an. B 1. 73135
810 yévos del dvlpdimaw kal {hwv éori kal durdv, e.g. in the series father-son—
father every individual is mortal, but the series is infinite and man as a
genus is eternal ; it is through reproduction and the eternity of their genus
that animals participate in the eternal and the divine, cf. Aristotle, De an.
B 41429 and Plato, Symp. 206 ¢ and 207 a. Cf, also St. Augustine, De civ. dei
Vi. 4: ‘alii namque, sicut de ipso mundo crediderunt, semper fuisse homines
opinantur. unde ait et Apuleius, cum hoc animantium genus describant:
singillatim mortales, cuncti tamen universo genere perpetur’.

p- 167. 5. i.e. the philosophers do not object to an infinite series of non-
essential causes, but this series must depend on an eternal essential cause
outside it.

P- 168. 1. This subjective conception would seem to imply that all fini-
tude and particularity depend solely on our minds, and is in contradiction
to p. 33—and also to the following sentence in the text—where the particu-
larity in the heavenly movements serves to explain the particularity and
transiency of sublunary affairs. The contradiction is based on the difficulty
of, on the one side, guarding the eternal from all contamination with the
transitory, and on the other, deriving the transient from the eternal.

p- 168. 2. This sentence is of course tautological : he who does not con-
cede the infinity of a series of causes must admit that this series is finite.
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p- 169. 1. i.e. even if some of these imaginary things are regarded as
causes of other imaginary things.

p. 169. 2. Cf. p. 12,

p. 169. 3. Cf. p. 14.

p. 169. 4. i.e. of the one eternal soul subsisting by itself,

P- 169. 5. For the origination of the elements from each other see Aris-
totle, De gen. et corr. B 4.

P. 170. 1. i.e. they would be individually different, but would have the
species of necessary existence in common. The argument given here by
Ghazali is taken from Avicenna’s Salvation, p. 374, where the author sum-
marizes the argument he gives in The Recovery (Met. i. %) by which he
tries to prove that the necessary existent can be neither a genus nor a
species, but must be the simple Monad. (That the absolute One, 6 wdvraws
év, cannot be predicated of anything, and therefore cannot be a genus, is
proved by Plotinus, Enn. vi. 2. g.) This argument, although its elements
are to be found in Aristotle (see note 163. 4), does not occur in his works in
this form. It rests on the Platonic, Aristotelian, and Neoplatonic confusion
between the logical concept of species and specific difference, and the
ontological concept of cause (the word eSos in Aristotle’s philosophy means
both the logical concept of species and the ontological concept of “form’,
which is for Aristotle a kind of cause ; Plato also gives his ‘ideas’ a dynamic
sense—e.g. Phaedo 100 d): every plurality has a specific difference which
must be caused by an entity, which, if it contained a plurality, would again
need a cause. (There is a similar confusion in Aristotle’s philosophy between
the logical concept of genus and the ontological concept of matter ; cf., for
example, Met. 4 28. 1024%9.)

p- 170. 2. Avicenna, Recovery, loc. cit., says: 5 ) 9 o el daga u,.:)
3e=g)l A5G a5 Y, ‘the nature of the necessary existent is simply the
establishing ots);: existence through its essence’; cf. Spinoza, Eth. i, prop.
ili: ‘ad naturam substantiae pertinet existere—ipsius essentia involvit neces-
sario existentiam’. I should agree with Ghazali that the only meaning one
can give to this—as to Spinoza’s related expression causa sui—is that it has
no cause whatever. Plotinus also affirms that the existence of the First is
identical with His essence: odx dMo pév adrd, do 8¢ % odoia adros, Enn.
vi. 8. 12,

p. 170. 3. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 8. 1074%33: plurality is the consequence
of matter, éoa dpifud moMd Ay éxes . . . humanity applies to many, e.g. to
Socrates, &c. . . . but the primary essence has no matter, for it is perfect
reality (évredéyeia). That the Monad is prior to plurality (wdv wA7fos
Sdevrepdv ot 1oi évds) is one of the basic principles of Neoplatonism ; for its
proof, based on the confusion mentioned above, see, for example, Proclus,
Instit. Theol., prop. v.
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P- 171. L. i.e. if black is black through its essence and the essence of black
is the species ‘colouredness’, then red will not be a colour; if, on the other
hand, the essence of black is black itself, the species (or exterior cause)
‘colouredness’, which has made it a colour, will be added to it; in this case,
however, black ought to be separable from colour in thought or imagina-
tion, for something added to an essence by a cause can be separated from it
in thought (Ghazali here means, I presume, the non-essential characteristics
of a thing, e.g. a man may be thought of as being without hands: cf. Aver-
roés’s discussion below), but black is not separable in thought or imagina-
tion from colour, and therefore cannot have been made a colour by a
cause. The difficulty of the separation of black and colour in thought
involved in this argument, in which there is a serious confusion between the
logical and the ontological, rests on the common confusion between the
meaning of the abstract universal and its representation : black in reality or
as represented-is-indeed & -colour; but-the abstract term “blackness” means
only the characterization of a colour, not a colour itself, just as ‘humanity’
does not mean a man. Ghazali’s argument seems to refer to the passage in
Avicenna’s Salvation, p. 378, where he raises the difficulty why colour cannot
exist in reality without being black or white, although colouredness is not
colouredness through either of them.

P- 172. 1. Averroés in his answer implies, of course, what Ghazali denies,
that the assertion that the necessary existent exists through its essence has a
positive meaning,

P- 172. 2. Averroés seems to mean that everything except the necessary
existent needs a cause for its existence, and only the necessary existent has
the property of existing through its essence; although the common term
‘existing through a cause’ cannot be applied to the necessary existent, this
property is not denied. This answer implies what Ghazali denies, that the
essence of the necessary existent has a positive property.

p. 173. 1. This sentence is of course self-contradictory, for how can
existents be differentiated, when they differ neither in species nor indi-
vidually? As we have seen, the existence of a number of immaterial, inde-
pendent movers is one of the contradictions in Aristotle’s philosophy, which
bases all plurality on matter and makes all becoming dependent on one
primary cause (cf. note 141. 2).

p. 173. 2. Difference in rank, however, presupposes both a numerical
and a specific difference.

P- 174. 1. The tripartite disjunction is: two necessary existents differ (1)
either numerically, (2) or in species, (3) or in rank. The third case is true,
therefore the necessary existents are one. This is, of course, self-contradic-
tory. What he means is that the third case is false too. There can be only
one First,
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P- 174. 2. This so-called second proof, that every duality implies a unity
ptior to it, is simply an elaboration of the first argument. Avicenna in his
Salvation devotes three sections to proving the uniqueness of the necessary
existent, in a passage in which is found the substance of what Ghazali says
here: (1) a section entitled ‘that the species of the necessary existent cannot
be predicated of many’, p. 374; (2) a section entitled ‘that the necessary
existent is one in every way’, p. 375; (3) a section entitled ‘that there cannot
be two necessary existents’, p. 375.

P- 174. 3. This implies that to the First not even existence can be attri-
buted, and this, indeed, is asserted by Plotinus (Enn. vi. 7. 16), who affirms
that even the copula & cannot be attributed to the First ; for nothing at all
can be attributed to Him, although we can possess Him, without being able
to name Him, feeling as in divine enthusiasm that we possess something
god-like in our bosom (cf. Enn. v. 3. 14). But this conception, which would
logically imply the very negation of God, is identified with the view that
God’s being, like His unity, is something suf generis, that God’s existence is a
super-existence. . ‘

Aristotle had already affirmed (e.g. Met. I' 2. 1003233) that being is
attributed analogically, i.e. in relation to one central point, to one single
nature, mpds & xai piav Tova $ow (this is the reason why the study of being
belongs to one single science i.e. metaphysics), and since this central point
is substance and substance in its highest form is pure eternal being, i.e. God,
simply from this.conception the Neoplatonic, the mystical view of reality,
the dream-view of finite reality, may be deduced. It is only God, the
Eternal, who in reality exists ; it is we, the finite beings, whose very existence
is already intermingled with not-being, whose stuff is made of dreams.

P- 174- 4. One should not ascribe to the First even a merely logical
duality, says Plotinus, Enn. vi. 8. 13: od mowréor 098’ dis els émlvoiav Svo.

p. 174. 5. For the formula, of which the word is a sign, becomes the
definition of the thing (6 yap Adyos oS 76 dvopa anueiov dpopds éorar,
Arist. Met. I" 7. 1012%24).

P- 175. 1. i.e. they hold that the attributes of God are distinct from His
essence.

P. 175. 2. What Averroés affirms here is in contradiction with the passage
in Aristotle’s Metaphysics, discussed in note 174. 3, where he asserts that
being is attributed analogically and where he expressly denies that it is
attributed equivocally (dpwviuws, I' 1. 1003234).

P- 175. 3. In his Salvation (p. 375) Avicenna affirms that the First cannot
be divided either quantitatively, or through constituent principles, or
through the parts of the definition. Aristotle mentions these three types of
division at Met. 4 25, where he gives a fivefold definition of uépos, part.
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p- 176. 1. i.e. attributes which the theologians ascribe to God, but which
are denied to Him by Plotinus, for whom God has neither will nor thought,
nor even any action, évépyea, at all; cf. e.g. Enn. 1. 7. 1 and vi. 9. 6: dore 76
&l 0ddév dyaldv darw, 0ddé¢ PovAnais Tolvuv oddevds. However, we find in
Plotinus the same contradiction as we have already found in Aristotle. For
Plotinus, too, God, eternally at rest, év fjovye, is at the same time the eter-
nally constant aim and passive object of desire to which everything tends, and
the power of everything, 8tvaus 7év wdvrwp (iil. 8. 10 ad init.), essentially
activity and eternal wakefulness, éyprjyopos, (vi. 8. 16).

p- 176. 2. Quiddity, whatness, &.al., 76 7{ éarw or 76 7{ v elvai(generally
synonymous with <l 3, odela), is an ambiguous term which in this passage
means both the definition of a thing and any universal concept.

p- 176. 3. i.e. the universal ‘heaven’ is eternally realized in the indi-
vidually existent heaven, but the universal ‘man’ has a temporary existence
in Zaid and Amr.

p- 176. 4. i.e. every ‘this’ is a ‘what’, a ‘something’, but God’s ‘whatness’
is that He is.

p- 176. 5. Man, tree, heaven are only universals, but God is at the same
time a universal, a Platonic idea, and an individual existent.

P- 177. 1. See p. 142 and note 142. 8.

p- 178. 1. Its identity or its individuality, i.e. what constitutes its true
being, its very nature (cf. e.g. Arist. Met. Z 4).

p. 178. 2. Through derivative words, through derivation, P..YI olzsl,
through paronomasia (cf. Arist. Cat. 1. 1°12) : perhaps one might translate
‘by analegy’, for the meaning of the derivative word bears an analogy to
that of the primitive (cf. Arist. Met. I" 2). ,

P- 178. 3. i.e. we can say of man that he is an animal, for animal is part
of his essence; we cannot say of him that he is knowledge, because know-
ledge is a non-essential attribute, although we can ascribe to him knowing
(which is a word derived from knowledge) as an accident.

p- 178. 4. This subjectivist conception seems to stand in contradiction
to what he has said before, viz. that in immaterial existents no essential
attributes can be imagined of which their essence consists.

p- 178. 5. This interesting passage is a not illegitimate interpretation of
the theory of certain Greek Fathers—Averroés refers here probably to
St. John Damascene—who, to avoid the danger of Tritheism and to'safe-
guard the Unity of God, seem sometimes to regard the distinction of the
persons as a purely logical one. Post-Aristotelian philosophers (and the
Arabs followed their example, as we have seen), in order to solve certain
philosophical difficulties, often employ the argument of subjectivity and
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relativity, and the Greek Fathers made an abundant use both of it and of
the term xar’ énivoav (according to thought, i.e. purely logical). According
to St. John Damascene there exists between the three divine Persons a
compenetration (which he calls mepiycipnots, circumincession) ; the divine
Persons have but one will and one activity, and the son (logos) and the Spirit
(pmeuma) are faculties (Suvdueis) of the Father, the distinction between Them
resting only on reason, émwola 8¢ 70 Suppmuévov (De fide orthod., Migne,
xciv. 828).

P- 179. 1. Averroés identifies reality and truth, and here gives Aristotle’s
transeunt definition of truth, Met. I 7. 1011526 76 pév ydp Aéyew 76 &v pn
elvas 7} 76 i) Sy elvar Peddos, 76 8¢ 70 Sy elvar kal 7O pa) Sy p7) elvar ddnbés,
of which Thomas Aquinas (Conira gent. i. 59) gives the following interpre-
tation: ‘veritas intellectus est adaequatio intellectus et rei, secundum quod
intellectus dicit esse quod est, vel non esse quod non est’.

p. 179. 2. This is scarcely correct, according to Aristotle. When he defines

truth (De an. I 8. 432*11) as a ovpmoxs) vonudrwv he regards it as a relation .

inside the mind, and has abandoned the transeunt conception.

P- 179. 3. He means: when we ask whether something exists or not, this
‘something’ must be an entity in the mind, since we are not yet sure that it
exists in reality.

P- 179. 4. According to Aristotle (e.g. Met. B 3. 998b22) being is not really
a genus; for ‘being’ as used with reference to the ten categories see, for
example, Aristotle, Met. © 10. 1051%34 and Met. 4 7..1017%24.

P- 179. 5. I do not know whether Averroés here has in view the Neo-
platonic mystical conception that the highest reality in itself is one, and that
it is thought that originates multiplicity ; it is through the dialectical process
of the vodis (according to Plotinus, Enn. vi. 7. 13) that all differentiation
comes into being; it is the nature of the vods to differentiate universally,
Pvow dpa Exes émi miv éreporoiiabar. It may be, however, that Averroés means
that by regarding existence solely as the true, another aspect of existence is
neglected.

p- 179. 6. Entity, &3, and thing, e s, are translations of the Stoic
term i, the highest genus of all being, including the existent and the non-
existent.

p- 179. 7. Cf. note 174. 3.

p- 179. 8. Aristotle does not clearly distinguish between ‘being’ (‘that
which is’, 76 &) as a substantive and ‘being’ (‘to be’, 76 elvar) as a verb. If
one takes ‘being’ as a verb, it is plausible to regard existence as an accident,
for in the sentence ‘a thing is’, ‘is’ as an attribute is an accident; taken,
however, as a substantive, being, 76 &, is the equivalent of ¥ odoia, i.c.
substance. Avicenna takes the former, Averroés the latter view. For Averroés
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existence is the existent thing itself or the genus of existing things (though,
regarded as a genus, it can be predicated and is an accident). See also my
Ep. d. Met. d. Av. pp. iv-v.

P- 180. 1. The existents of first intention (J4V| da I, mpdsrn Oéas, prima
intentio, in scholastic terminology), i.e. first intention of the mind, are the
individual things in the external world of which the ten categories or
predicaments are the highest genera; the existents of second intention
(BWI aa )1, Sevrépa Béas) are the concepts in the mind of which the five
predicables, genus, species, differentia, property, and accident, are the
highest genera. As early as Aristotle (Cat. 5. 2*14) we find the term Sedrepas
ovoiac for the genera and species, which, however, are regarded in his
philosophy as having some objective existence, although not an independent,
separate (xwpiords) one. ‘

P- 180. 2. Since the things in the mind are in conformity with the things
outside the mind.

P- 180. 3. There is some confusion here; the ‘true’ means an existent in
the mind, but this existent in the mind seems to be aware of an existent
outside the mind and able to compare itself with it. The confusion is based
on the common error of not distinguishing between thought, the thinking
as an act, the meaning in an active sense, and thought—the object of
thought, the thing meant. The former may be said (by a spatial metaphor)
to be in the mind; to the latter there belongs everything thinkable, existing
or non-existing, possible or impossible, false or true; it is neither in your
mind nor in mine, for exactly the same thing may be meant by you and
by me.

P- 180. 4. i.e. you cannot know what a thing is before you know that it is;
cf. Aristotle Anal. Post. B7. g2b4: dvdyxn yap Tov eiddra 76 7i dorw dvfpwrmos
%) dMo drioiiv, elbévar kal &ri oruv.

p. 180. 5. This sentence is not found in the Calegories. Averroés seems to
take it as an interpretation of the beginning of Cat. cap. 5, where it is said
that the individual cannot be predicated and that it is the universal which
predicates the individual.

p- 180. 6. Cf. Aristotle, D¢ an. B 5. 417%22: 7dv xab® Exaorov 1 xar'
évépyerav alobnas, 1) 8¢ émariun r@v kabdov.

p- 180. 7. Aristotle does not say explicitly that the universal exists only
in the mind (the forms existing in the individuals express a universality ; cf.
note 180. 1), although according to him knowledge refers always to the
essential, the universal (cf. e.g. Met. Z 6. 1031P20: 76 énloracfar Skaorov
70976 éore 70 Tl v elvaw émivracfui) ; Averroés here follows an interpretation
which is found as early as Alexander of Aphrodisias, De an. (Bruns), p.go.5:

o 1 \ o ’ ~
vooipeva 8¢ xwpis SAys xowd Te kal kabBddov yiveras, kai Tére dori vods, Srav
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voijra, € 3¢ pa) vooiro, 08¢ Eorw émi, dore ywpiolévra Toi voodvros abrd vos
$leiperar. Of course this conception destroys the definition of truth as con-
formity between things inside the mind and things outside it.

p. 180. 8. by it’: i.e. by its existence; existence is not an accident, but
the essence itself, according to Averroés.

P. 181. 1. Cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av. pp. 8-9. Aristotle himself had seen this
difficulty, and denied (cf. note 179. 4) that existence or being was a genus;
however, his own conception that even thé non-existent, since it s a non-
existent, possesses being in a certain way, implies the same infinite regress,
for if the non-existent is, then the non-existence of the non-existent is, and
50 on.

p- 181. 2, The theory here expounded, that the plurality of negations and
relations attributed to God does not destroy His unity, is found in Avicenna,
Salvation; pp. 408 sqq:, and-Recovery, Met. viii. 7~8. FThe basic  principle,
that all determination of God is either negative or relative, is found in
Plotinus: negative, e.g. Enn. vi. 8. 11 (cf. v. 3. 14): év dfarpéoet wdvra 7d
wepl TovTov Aeydpeva, relative, Enn. vi. 9. 3: émel xal 16 airiov Myew od kar-
nyopeiv éore oupPefnrds Tv adr@d, AAX’ Juiv, Sre Exouédy i wap® adrod éxelvov
Svros év adTd.

p. 181. 3. ‘apprehended’, ¢ » las, kaTadymrds. We are able, says Plotinus

(Enn. v. 3. 14), to apprehend Him without being able to name Him, &yew
8¢ ob kwAvdpeda, kiv i) Aéywpev. This seems more closély in agreement with
Averroés than with Avicenna, who seems to regard existence as a positive
determination in God, whereas all the other attributes determine this
existence either relatively or negatively; cf. Salvation, p. 410: 1oV} diall
) & S oll loa lg..,a_u:, ¥t | - 32 o)1, the first attribute of the
necessary being is that it is () and exists; the other attributes determine
this existence either relatively or negatively. Compare also Plotinus, Enn. vi.
7. 38, where it is said that ‘is’, o7, cannot be predicated of God, but points
to His essence, 76 8¢ éorw ody dis xar’ dAMov dMo, dAX’ dis onpaivov & éoTe.

p- 181. 4. This is part of the Aristotelian definition of substance (the
individual), Cat. §. 221 1: odola 8¢ éorwv . . . 4 pijre xab’ Smoketpévov Tivds Aéyerac
pijr’ év Smoketpnéve Twi éorw. It is negative, since individuum est ingffabile; it is
experienced, but beyond description.

p- 182. 1. To this negative definition of intellect Averroés objects, as we
shall see on p. 186. It is, however, in agreement with Avicenna, op. <.:it.
P- 410: &e Lol 3529l Haa OF Y1 G3adly o RIS - AT
leiiNey ssldl dales jlga, when He is called intellect, this only
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means that His existence cannot be mixed with matter and its accompani-
ments.

p- 182. 2. Here there is a reference to the problem of self-consciousness as
set forth by Aristotle (De an. I 2. 425P12-25; I' 4. 430%2—q) : if perception
(or thought) needed another perception (or thought) to become conscious
of itself, we should have an infinite regress. The difficulty had been seen
already by Plato, Charmides 168 d, e. The problem is mentioned by Avicenna
in his Salvation, pp. 399400, in the chapter in which he sets out to prove
that the necessary existent is in itself the thought, the thinker, and the object
of thought.

p. 182. 3. According to Aristotle (De an. I 4. 430%) there is an inter-
mission in the process of our thinking.

p- 182, 4. For Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom. vii. 7. 42, the mark which dis-
tinguishes God’s action from the action of fire is will: God is not involun-
tarily good (dicwv dyafds) as the fire is involuntarily productive of warmth ;
in Him the imparting of good things is voluntary, écodotos.

p- 182. 5. This whole passage seems to refer to Plotinus, Enn. vi. 8. 12-13.
The presence (wapovoia) of the good is not accidental in God, according to
Plotinus, Erin. vi. 8. 13. His essence is not external to His will. The good in
Him implies a will which does not destroy His unity. In addition God’s act
cannot be differentiated from His essence, el pév ofv éori ms évépyera &
abrd, xal &v 7§ dvepyela adrdv Onodueba, 038’ &v Sid rodro el dv Erepov
abrod (Enn. vi. 8. 12). Each of us, through his body, is far distant from the
Essence ; through his soul he participates in the Essence, but he is not funda-
mentally essence («upiws oloia) and therefore not master of his essence
(Enn. vi. 8. 12).

p. 183. 1. ‘in second intention’, kard mapaxolovfyow, as a necessary con-
sequence (the term is Stoic), for the Universe in itself is not an end, but a
consequence. For the theory based on Plato that the visible world has not
been created by intention, Aoyioud, but by necessity, dvdyxy, see, for
example, Plotinus, Enn. iii. 2. 2.

p. 183. 2. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. vi. 4. 3: God remains in Himself, and from
Him all powers emanate to everything, Svvdueis 8¢ dn’ adrot iévar et wdvra.
p- 183. 3. This seems to be based on the Aristotelian distinction between
the theoretical and the practical Intellect (e.g. De an. I' 9. 432b26) and the

commentators’ division of the Aristotelian philosophy into the theoretical
and the practical.

p- 183. 4. Cf. the passage in Clemens Alexandrinus, Protr. c. iv, 63, Stahlin,
i. 48. 18, where he says that God creates merely through His will ; the effect
follows His mere willing immediately, A 7@ BovAeobar Snuiovpyet kal T
povov édedijoar abTov Emerar 76 yeyevijolar.
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p- 183. 5. It seemed to me, says Plotinus (Enn. v. 8. %), that if we our-
selves were the archetypes, the essence, and the forms all together, and if the
form which produces the sublunary things were our essence, we should
create without exertion, é5dxec 8¢ pot, 7 xal, el Jueis dpyérvma xai odola xai
€8y dpa, xai 76 eldos 70 wowoiv évradfa v Hudv odola, ékpdrnoer dv dvev
wévay 1) Nuerépa Snuovpyia.

p- 183. 6. Cf. Aristotle, De mot. an. 7. 7012 35 : % éaxdry alrla Tob kweiafar
opefis, avrn 8¢ yiveras 7} 8’ alobrjoews 7} Sid davracias kal vorjoews.

P- 184. 1. Life belongs also to God, says Aristotle (Met. 4 7. 107226
xal [wi) 8¢ ye dmdpyed); we say therefore that God is a living being,
eternal, perfectly good, so that life and timeless eternity, continuous and
unending, belong to God; gauév &) rov fedv elvar {Gov didiov dpioTov, dare
{an) kal aldw gquveyijs Kai didios Smdpyer 7§ Bed. According to Plotinus, Enn.
vi. 5. 12, an inexhaustible and infinite life-stream proceeds from God, whose
nature is as it were boiling over with life, ¢dow . . . & adrfj olov Smepléov-
oav [wjj. o

p. 184. 2. ‘not for an end which refers to Himself”; this is, as Avicenna
says (Salvation, p. 411), a negative attribute. Cf. Plotinus, for example, Enn.
vi. 9. 6: A\’ éorw Smepdyallov kal adrd ody éavrd, Tols 8 dMois dyalbdv, €f Tu
adrofi Svvara: peralapfdvew, He is the* hypergood’: He is the good not for
Himself, but for the others who can participate in Him. The doctrine of God’s
generosity (dgfovia) goes back to the Timaeus-passage 29 d: He was good,
and the good can never grudge anything to anything. And being generous,
He desired that all things should be as like Himself as they could be.

p- 184. 3. Avicenna gives, for example, in his Theorems and Notices, Forget,
p- 159, this definition of generosity: _24a) 2 b Bl s
Generosity is giving in the right way, not for the sake of reward. In his
Recovery, Met. vi. 5, he has a long passage about generosity.

P- 184. 4. For badness as a orépyois or dmovoia (or éeulis) dyaloi see
Plotinus, Enn. i. 8. 3. The basic idea that the cause of badness lies in matter
as non-being is to be found already in Plato, Tim. 46 c, 46 ¢, 48 a.

p- 184. 5. For the highest good as the order (rdfis) of the universe cf.
Aristotle, Met. A 10. 107511,

p- 184. 6. ‘the lover and the beloved’; cf. Plotinus, Enn.vi. 8. 15 (ad init.) :
xai épdopiov xal épws S adTos kal avrod épws.

P- 184. 7. The doctrine of God’s joy as based on His thought goes back to
the passage of Aristotle, Met. A 7. 1072%14 5qq.

p- 185. 1. And if God is always in this happy condition in which we some-
times are, says Aristotle (Met. A 7. 1072b24), this is wonderful, and if in a
still happier condition, this is still more wonderful.
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p- 185. 2. That all the expressions used to describe God are only meta-
phorically used (odx dpfas), since even for thought He is not a duality
(088" dis els émivoav 8vo), is stated by Plotinus, Enn. vi. 8. 13.

p- 186. 1. Cf. note 182. 1.

P- 186. 2. i.e. Plato in the interpretation of Plotinus. God is anterior to
thought, says Plotinus, Enn. vi. 9. 6: mpd ydp Kwijoews Kkai mpd vorjoews. ’

p- 186. 3. The philosophers, however, do not say what this essence is, i.e.
who or what the owner is of these attributes.

p. 187. 1. As, for instance, the Ash‘arites believe.

p- 187. 2. The example of the hand is to be found in Aristotle, e.g. De
gen. an. A 19. 726522 5 yelp dvev Puxuciis Suvdpews otk Eore yelp d puévoy
Spdvvpov, without the faculty of the soul a hand is only a hand equivocally;
another example is the finger, Sdxrvos (cf. especially Met. Z 10. 1035P25)
or the eye; é¢fauds (De gen. an- B 1: 735*8) and generally 6 vexpds dvfpwmos
Spwvipws, a corpse is a man equivocally (Meteor. 4 12. 389P31).

p. 188. 1. This principle that the cause contains the effect in a superior
way is found already, with the example of fire, in Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
i.e. in Book a, which was ascribed by many among the ancients to Pasicles:
ékagrov 8¢ pdhiora adrd rdv dMwv, kal’ & kal Tois dos drdpyer 16 auv-
dwvpov, olov 16 wip Oepudraroy (Met. o 1. 993°24). This principle, which
implies a gradual degradation in the causal process, in the process of
becoming, or in emanation (in coming from), became one of the funda-
mental truths of Neoplatonism. It is the voss mouTicds, which is for Alex-
ander of Aphrodisias identical with God, the kvplws vonrdv, which is the
cause of the intelligibility of everything else : 7o pdhora 8i) kai T} adrod $vote
voyTov edAdyws alriov xai Ths 7év dMwy vorjoews (Alex. Aphrod. De an.,
Bruns, 89. 5).

p- 188. 2. Here he seems to have in view the so-called notiones transcenden-
tales; in the following, however, he regards certain attributes as being con-
stituted through relation. '

p- 188. 3. Cf. Aristotle, De An. A 2. 403b25: 76 Euuxov 87 0D dyiyou
dvoiv pdhora Siadépew Soxei, xurfoe Te kai 7¢ alefdvesbar, the animate
seems to differ from the inanimate through two things: motion and per-
ception.

p- 188. 4. For this theory compare Aristotle, Met. H 6.

p. 189. 1. i.e. if the dependent one also were regarded as a necessary
existent, this necessary existent would be causally related. Of course the
whole argument in this paragraph is tautological. If the dependence of
attribute on subject is identified with the dependence of effect on cause,
every attribute will require a cause.

p- 189. 2. All this, of course, is a pure tautology.
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p. 189. 3. i.e. they admit certain attributes in the Creator.

P- 190. I. i.e. the denial of absolute duality in the proof given above by
Ghazali is, according to him, a petitio principii ; cf. p. 191.

P- 190. 2. The receptive cause 76 Sexricdv (cf. Arist. Met. I 4. 1055%29)
is the matter in which the forms or attributes inhere. That the First cannot
have a receptive cause seems to be understood in the sense that it cannot
itself be receptive of attributes (cf. note 1go. 4).

P- 190. 3. Or to call matter a material cause.

P- 190. 4. i.e. the impossibility of an infinite series of receptacles or
receptive causes does not imply that the First cannot itself be a receptive
cause, i.e. receptive or in possession of attributes.

P- 191. 1. i.e. their argument was an argumentum ad hominem (for the
argumentum ad hominem cf. Arist. Top. B 5).

P. 191 2. Cf. Aristotle, Top. 4 1. 100%27 sqq.: Necessary proof dependson
our knowledge of the real causes and principles of things; the dialectical
syllogism—which Aristotle calls also émyeipnua—is deduction from opin-
ions : dwédefis pév odv éorw, Srav & dAnlfdv kal mpdTwr & auMoyopds §, 7 éx
Towdrwy & 8id Twaw mpdrwy kal dAnbav Tis mepi adrd yvdoews Ty dpxiy
eidyder: dakextinds 8¢ ouMoyropds 6 & &dfwr ouloyildpevos:

P- 192. 1. i.c. that which has a cause.

P. 192. 2. i.c. the Mu'tazilites deny the existence of any eternal attributes
as distinct from the nature or essence of God, whereas the Ash‘arites affirm
them.

P- 193. 1. A receptive cause, i.e. matter. For the composition of the com-
pound of matter and attributes an efficient cause is needed, according to the
philosophers.

P- 193. 2. This scems to me nothing but a petitio principii: since the
Ash’arites admit exterior or additional attributes, their First Principle is not
absolutely simple, whereas the First Principle has to be absolutely simple.
The Christians, i.e. the Alexandrian and Cappadocian Fathers, do indeed
regard God as of an ineffable simplicity. For Origen, e.g. De principiis i. 6,
God is ‘ex omni parte povds et ut ita dicam évds *, He is a ‘simplex intelle-
ctualis natura’. St. Augustine (De civ. dei viii. 6), praises the Platonists for
having understood that God’s attributes are identical with His essence:
‘quia non aliud illi est esse, aliud vivere, quasi possit esse non vivens; nec
aliud illi est vivere, aliud intellegere, quasi possit vivere non intellegens;
nec aliud illi est intellegere, aliud beatum esse, quasi possit intellegere non
beatus; sed quod est illi vivere, intellegere, beatum esse, hoc est illi esse.’
This is the Aristotelian conception of God as an eternal, thinking, living,
blessed existence, in Met. 4 7.

P- 193. 3. i.e. whether the First Agent must have matter.
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P- 194. 1. i.e. matter is the principium individuationis ; cf. Aristotle, Phys.
A 7. 190b24 : & pév yip dvbpwmos kai Xpvads kai SAws 1) Gy dpufunri: 7d8e
ydp 7 p@Mov, for man and gold and generally matter are numerable unities,
and still more is the particular individual such, i.e. this man is numerically
different from that man through his matter.

P- 194. 2. i.e. if the First Agent possessed matter, it would be a matter sui
generis, not the matter which is common to all material things.

P- 194. 3. The argument seems to me rather confused : Averroés seems to
imply that even this matter sui generis would have to be a body. In the theory
that matter is the principium individuationis the bodily nature of matter is
always assumed, for it is impossible to understand how matter as the
absolutely undifferentiated can be the ground of individual differentiation.
Of course such a theory can neither explain the individuality of my ‘ego’
nor of God’s ‘ego’ which thinks itself. Aristotle, however, also-regards-the-
form as principium individuations ; cf. e.g. Met. Z 6. 1031217,

P- 194. 4. Such an attribute: i.e. an attribute additional to its essence;
the argument seems to me fairly plausible.

P- 195. 1. Aristotle (cf. e.g. Met. 4 30. 1025%30) distinguishes (a) the
essential attribute ovpBefnrds kad’ adrd, ;Y which, although it is not its
essence, is possessed universally by a thing in virtue of itself, e.g. the posses-
session by a triangle of angles equal to two right angles, from () the mere
ovuBefnids, Q’;Y, which happens to a thing only in certain particular
cases, like the paleness of a musician. There is an ambiguity in the term
ovpPefinids which in ovpBeByids kad® atrd means quality generally, whereas
used absolutely it can mean the accidental in opposition to the essential.
But the verb ovuBaivew, s (or also dmdpyew), meaning ‘supervene’, implies
a sequence.

P- 196. 1. Or possible or transitory; ‘permissible’, 3 |, means originally
the morally permissible, permissible according to the religious law. It is a
curious and significant fact that the classification of actions into five groups
in Islam was taken over from Stoicism. The dutiful, necessary act, _.ly,
U? 5 corresponds to the Stoic xkardpfwpa, recte factum ; the commendable act,
Il s tO mponypévov, commodum; the morally indifferent act,
»l, Cl7" to ddidgopov, medium ; the unbecoming act, o9 ,5<, to dmompo-
nypévov, incommodum ; and the sinful act, !.I | y> , to dudprpa, peccatum. It may

be added that the long controversy in Islam whether there is or is not a
middle term between belief and unbelief is inspired by Stoic thought. The
Stoics originally believed that virtue can neither be increased nor decreased,
ofire émrelvealas ofre dvieofau, that there is no intermediate term between
virtue and sin, undév péoov elvar dperis kal kaxias (Diog. Laert. vii. 227),
and that all sins are equal, {oa éori 74 duaprjuara; for whether a man is
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a hundred stadia from his aim or only one stadium, he is equally not there
(cf. Sext. Emp. Ady. log. i. 422 and Diog. Laert. viii. 120); and those
theologians who asserted that belief is based only on (82 Mad, assent (ic.
the Stoic ovyxardfeas ; for faith as a feooeBeias auyrardfeais see, for example,
Clem. Alex. Strom. ii. 2. 8), held that faith can be neither increased nor
diminished. The term 3 > takes, then, also the meaning of the logically per-
missible, i.e. the non-contradictory, the logically possible, and in this way,
since for them everything is possible but the logically impossible, it becomes
synonymous for the theologians with CJK"" the possible.

P- 196. 2. For according to the theologians only God, the simple, unique
immaterial efficient cause, who connects the condition and the conditioned
in a transitory conjunction, is eternal.

P- 196. 3. i.e. the theologians regard God, the efficient cause, as acting in
time through a prior knowledge and will, as we imagine empirical, rational
beings to act, but the philosophers assume an eternal unique connexion
between an eternal unifying principle and an eternal world.

P- 196. 4. ‘the assumption of the pﬁilosophers’ : the text has ‘their assump-
tion’, but I presume from the context that the philosophers are meant here.
Here Averroés, in opposition to Avicenna, seems to regard these attributes
in God as something positive. But according to Averroés’s conception here—
which, however, is quite in agreement with Aristotle, for whom, too, the
essence is the end of the process of becoming, e.g. Met. 4 4. 1015%10: 9
oboia . . . éori 70 7éhos Ths pevésews—an essence is not a subject of attributes,
but is constituted by the attributes, and through this the Aristotelian opposi-
tion of essence and attributes is destroyed.

P- 197. 1. Both philosophers and theologians describe God as the self-
sufficient, u’"‘;‘” » 0 abrdpxys, cf., for example, Aristotle, Met. N 4. 1091°18,
The term 3| is an epithet given to God in several places in the Koran. 1
believe its meaning there is ‘the rich one’, the one, as Muhammad says, ‘to
whom belongs all that is in the heavens and on earth’, but the word is later
interpreted under the influence, I think, of Greek philosophy, as meaning
‘self-sufficient’.

P- 197. 2. This seems in contradiction to the assertion on p. 196 that
every essence is perfected by attributes. ‘

P. 198. 1. i.e. according to the Asha'rite (Stoic) doctrine that what can-
not be free from the temporal is itself temporal,

P- 198. 2. For this compare Aristotle, Phys. I' 1. 20026 : the mover is the
active, 76 mourucdy, and the moved the passive, 76 mafnrcdy, and the moved
is moved through the action ofthe mover, 76 kumrdv kwyrov Su6 705 KinTUCOD,

p- 198. 3. For this compare Aristotle, Phys. E 2. 225 33, where it is proved
that there is no absolute generation, no generation of the substance, i.e of
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the compound qua compound, no generation of generation, since absolute
generation would imply an infinite regress and one could never arrive at a
first compound. On the other hand, the series of possibles or moved movers
ends in an eternal necessary existent or unmoved mover.

P. 198. 4. i.e. a cold thing, for example, cannot become warm—cold
being potentially warm and the privation of warm—without an agent
which actualizes the warmth, ‘for from the potentially existing the actually
existing is always produced by an actually existing. . .; there is always a first
mover and the mover exists already actually’ (cf. Arist. Met. © 8. 1049%24).

P- 198. 5. dmav 78 kwovpevov dvdyxy Smé Twos Kkweiofar (Arist. Phys. H
I ad init.).

p- 198. 6. i.e. the concrete substance ( owvolos odola) composed of
matter and form, cf., for example, Met. Z 11. 1037°30.

p- 199. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Met. N 2. 108814 sqq., where Aristotle asserts
that what consists of elements must have matter, i.e. potentiality, and that
the potential can either be actualized or not. -

P. 200. 1. It'may be remarked here that the Arabic word for ‘substance’
or ‘essence’ is ,» 4a, a word which by origin means ‘jewel’. Averroés
remarks in his Ep. d. Met. (see my translation, p. 11) that this name was
given to substance because it is the most valuable of the categories.

p. 200. 2. This problem will be discussed more fully later. The whole
problem of God’s knowledge is clearly stated as early as Plato’s Parmenides,
134 : only God can know the universal, and nothing can be known to God
but the perfect truth of ideas; there is an unbridgeable chasm between God
and men; it is impossible for the divine and eternal to know the things of
men, rd dvfpdmeia mpdypara, and equally for our fleeting human knowledge
to reach the divine truth. Plotinus repeats this idea at Enn. v. 8. 3: the gods
eternally possess their wisdom in an impassible, immutable, and pure in-
tellect (év dmalei 7§ v xal oracipuw kal xafapd); they know everything,
however, not the things of men, ra dvfpdmeia, but the things divine. But to
this Plotinus adds, Enn. v. 8. 4, the idea which so strongly influenced
Leibniz: in the intelligible world everything comprises everything in itself
and beholds everything in everything else, everything is everywhere, every-
thing is everything, each thing is anything, and the splendour is infinite (cf.
Leibniz: ‘chaque monade est un miroir vivant, représentatif de I'Univers
suivant son point de vue’). The idea of a difference in value between God’s
knowledge and man’s is found also in Aristotle. Thinking in its purest form,
i.e. God’s thought, is concerned with the highest good, i.e. with itself (cf.
Met. A 7. 1072218 ) 8¢ vénois % kab® abrijv Tob Kab’ adrd dplorov, xai %
pdAwora Tod pddora). There is a parallelism between thinker and thought.
However, it is one of the disturbing consequences of Aristotle’s theory (or
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rather of one side of his theory) that, in fact, material, individual things
cannot be the object of thought at all, since thought is only concerned with
the universal, i.e. the unalterable, the eternal.

p. 201. 1. It seems true enough, indeed, that Zaid’s knowledge of his own
individuality is not identical with his knowledge of other things, but then
it cannot be true that man’s knowledge of other things is identical with the
knowledge of his own essence, i.e. his individuality. This dilemma exists for
all theories (Hume’s as well as Aristotle’s) which do not distinguish between
the subject of thought, the Ego, and its object.

P- 201. 2. According to Aristotle’s theory that thought and the object of
thought are identical (radrdv vodis kai voyrdv), Aristotle even says (De an.
T' 6. 431%16) : SAws 8¢ S vodis éovw & Kkar’ évépyeray Ta mpdypara vodv, the
intellect when it thinks is the things. But the things exist also when the
intellect does not think them, and the intellect does not add anything to
the things by its thinking, since, when it thinks, it is identical with the things.
Thought therefore is nothing. (Aristotle himself says, De an. I’ 4.429%22, that
the intellect is nothing at all actually, before it thinks, & vods . . . 038¢év dorw
évepyeig 7Gv Svrwv mplv voeiv.) The difficulty of conceiving the intellect
without making it falsify reality by adding something to it through thinking
caused Aristotle to adopt a theory which annuls thought itself (the same
view was held by Plotinus even more emphatically, Enn. v. 3. 5: contempla-
tion must be identical with the contemplated, the intellect with the intellig-
ible; without this identity one cannot possess the truth, since instead of
possessing realities, one would only have an impression, r¢ros, of them which
would be different from the realities and therefore not the truth). However,
Avristotle also regards the intellect as an existent in which the concepts exist :
the vois is a Sexricoy oD eidovs. In some passages, too, Aristotle tries to
express the character of thought as an act, and he conceives it then as a
touching (feyydvew) or a participation (uerdngus): the thinker touches the
object of thought, cf. Met. © 10. 105124 and especially Met. A 7. 1072b 20,
where this contact is mentioned in connexion with the identification of
thought and its object : adrév 8¢ voei & voiis rard perdper 700 voyrod * voyrés
yip ylyverar Oeyydvwr ral vodv, dore Tadrdy vods xal voyrév. These concep-
tions are complicated still more by the introduction of his obscure theory of
an active and a passive intellect.

p- 201. 3. Cf. Aristotle, Met. Z 7. 1032b22: artificial production starts
from the knowledge in the soul of the artisan. That which produces and from
which the movement starts in artificial production is the form in the soul,
76 &7) motob kai 8fev dpxerar % kivyais . . . & pév dmd 7éxvs, 76 €l8ds éori 76
& 7ij o).

p- 201. 4. Insecond intention, i.e. by way of implication and consequence
(mapaxododbrois), i.e. not through deliberation (Aoyiond), but through logical
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necessity (dvdyx), just as, according to Plotinus, Enn. iii. 2. 2, the sensible
world emanates from the intelligible.

P- 202. 1. ie. the forms in matter, which are called by Alexander of
Aphrodisias éwla €8y.

P- 202. 2. Cf. Aristotle, De an. I' 4. 430%2: éni pév ydp 7év dvev UAns 10
adré éore TS voodv kai 76 voodpevor.

P- 203. 1. For Avicenna God cannot know individuals (at least not as
individuals), but His knowledge is limited to unalterable, eternal universals.
(Porphyry, Sentent. xxiii, expressed the difference between the universal in-
tellect and the particularin this way : in the universal intellect the particular
existents also exist universally, whereas in the particular intellect both the
universal and the individual exist individually.) Averroés goes beyond this:
God knows through a knowledge which is neither the knowledge of universals
nor the knowledge of individuals, and is superior to the knowledge of men and

incomprehensible to them. This, of course, makes the term ‘knowledge’ as
applied to God not only incomprehensible but meaningless,

P. 203. 2. Although Aristotle regards the individual existent alone as the
truly real, from which through abstraction the universals are acquired, he
asserts all the same that the universal, as form and essence of things, by its
nature and absolutely, is prior to the individual (cf. e.g. Anal. Post. A 2.
17°33). Averroés here follows Alexander of Aphrodisias, for whom the
universal is also by its nature posterior to the individual, since the existence
of universals depends on the existence of the individuals; cf, Simplicius, In
Arist. Cat. Comm., Kalbfleisch, c. 5, p. 82, 1. 22: ¢ pévrow ANééavdpos évraifa
Kal 7} $voet Sorepa 1d kabBbdov 7@v kab® Exacra elvar didoverke: . . . kowod yap
ovros, ¢noiv, dvdyrn kal dropov elva év ydp 7ois kowols 76 dropa mepiéyeras.

P- 203. 3. ‘in potency’. This is a consequence of the conception that the
universal is posterior by nature to the individual, and would imply some-
thing very different from what Aristotle maintained, namely that knowledge
of the individual is superior to knowledge of the universal. However,
even Aristotle regards the genus, the more universal, in the definition as
representing the matter, i.e. the potential, whereas the differentia spectfica
represents the form: cf. Aristotle, Met. H 6. 1045%34.

P- 203. 4. ‘the active powers which . . . are called natures’; cf. Aristotle,
De gen. an. B 4. 740°35: 7 mowboa Stvaps . . . 5 $vois 5 ékdorov, évwrdpyovaa
xal év durols kal &v Lois wiow.

P. 204. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Met. a 1. gg3bay.

p. 205. 1. That not even the weight of an atom, either in heaven or on
earth, escapes God is stated in the Koran, xxxiv. 3 (cf. note 275. 1).

P- 205. 2. That universals are infinite does not seem to be the opinion of
Alexander of Aphrodisias, who in a passage transmitted by Averroés (see




122 TAHAFUT AL TAHAFUT

Freudenthal, Die durch Averroese rhaltenen Fragmente Alexanders, p. 133. 5) argues
against the Stoics, who assert that the divine Providence is concerned with
individuals, saying that this would imply a knowledge of the infinite future,
which is impossible, since the measure of the infinite is impossible, and what
is impossible is impossible also for the gods (cf. also Alex. Aphr. De fato, Bruns,
P- 200. 22). (‘Infinite’, however, is ambiguous and can mean ‘eternal’).

p- 206. 1. According to Aristotle (see De An. I" 3- 428%105qq.) the repre-
sentation, davracia, does not occur apart from sensation, dvev alobjoews,
and is similar to sensation, and in sensation the common properties, like
movement and size, are preserved. That is why Averroés can say that the
plurality of representations resembles plurality in space,

p- 206. 2. ‘which we may call being’: Aristotle himself, as we have seen
already—see note 179. 4—denies explicitly that being, 74 &, is a genus, but
the older Stoics seem to regard being, since it has itself no genus, as the
highest genus (cf. Diog. Laert. vii. 61); and in any case the Stoics include
everything in one highest genus: émi mdvrwy & yévos AapSdvovow (Plotinus,
Enn. vi. 1. 35). .

P- 206. 3. i.e. being.

p. 206. 4. Cf. note 203. 3.

p- 208. 1. According to Aristotle, Met. 4 15, 1021%23, the relation father-
son is one of those which by their very essence are related to something else,
T Omep éoriv dMov Aéyeabaw adrd § éorw. Cf. also the (tautological) Stoic
definition of relation, Sext. Emp. Adbv. log. ii. 162 mpds 7¢ 8¢ éore Td KaTd T
s mpds Erepov oxéow voodueva kal ovwér dmodedvpévews Aapfavéueva, the
relative is what is conceived in relation to another thing, neither of them
being apprehended separately.

P- 209. 1. Since they all fall under the most universal genus of ‘being’ or
of ‘something’ (=i, “U‘:')

P- 209. 2. Cf. the passage in Aristotle, Met. A 7. 1072%20 quoted in note
201. 2: ad7dv 8¢ voei S vods katd perdApyw 708 vonrod, ‘the intellect thinks
itselfthrough partaking of the thingknown’. ‘Self-knowledge’ is here ambigu-
ous; it means both self-consciousness, the fact that in all cogitare an ‘ego’ is
implied (cf. note 201. 2) and all the knowledge an individual ‘self’ has
acquired. It is on this very ambiguity that the theory is built that God in
knowing Himself knows all other things.

P- 209. 3. The logic of facts forces the Aristotelians to establish distinc-
tions which—since in their system there is no subject, no ‘ego’, and they
identify the things known with the knowledge of things—they are not
entitled to make—i.e. the distinctions between (1) self-knowledge, (2) the
knowledge the individual ‘self” possesses, (3) the things known. By ‘unity of
knowledge’ is here meant the unity of experience and knowledge in each of
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us through the unity and identity of his ‘self”. Unity of knowledge, émomiuns
évérys, is affirmed by Aristotle in another sense, when he declares (Met. I'
2. 1003b21) that the study of all species of being qua being belongs to a
science which is generically one, whereas the study of the several species of
being belongs to the specific parts of this science. But it is not true that
knowledge, although the knower is a unity, need not possess plurality, when
the things known form a plurality, for knowledge is dependent on the things
known and has to conform to their nature. What is true, and seems to me a
primary truth, although it is denied both by the idealist and by the relativist,
is that the object of knowledge is not affected by the fact of being known. A
cat may look at a king, and the king is not affected by the cat’s awareness of
him. All knowledge implies being, implies facts that can be known and that
are independent of this knowledge. Being is prior to knowledge (and even
the possibility of being which enables us to act through knowledge is prior
to knowledge). If the object of knowledge were affected by its being known,
nobody could twice perceive an identical thing, nor could the same object
be perceived by many or the same thought be common to many; and
however inexplicable it may be, we are aware of living in one unique
common universe and of communicating our thoughts, and even the relativ-
ist and the idealist are forced to admit that at least their theories would be
true, i.e. correspond to the facts, even if no one ever held them. God, there-
fore, is not affected by our loving Him or our knowing Him, but as to His
knowledge, either God’s knowledge is dependent on our decisions and acts
in so far as it follows them ; or God knows them from eternity, and then the
human drama is but a puppet-show; or the eternal sequence of becoming
and passing away is eternally beyond His ken.

p. 210. 1. ie. if a man perceives a thing, he is either completely plunged
in the contemplation of that thing and is unaware that he is the perceiver,
or if he perceives that he perceives there is a limit to the series, i.e. there is
not an infinite series of his perceiving that he perceives that he perceives. . . .

p- 210. 2. i.e. God, the Unknowable, the Ineffable, can be understood
only by His works and His providence. This tendentious tradition is quite
alien to primitive Islam and is inspired by the study of Greek and Christian
philosophy. Cf. St. Theophilus, Ad Autolyc. (Migne, vi. 1032A): Just as the
soul of man cannot be seen, but can be understood through the movement
of his body, God cannot be seen by the eyes of man, but must be understood
by His Providence and His works; and St. Gregory of Nyssa, De an. et
resurrect. (Migne, xlvi. 28C): Just as, through observing the universe, the
macrocosm, and the omnipotent wisdom (% mavrodvvapos codia) which
pervades it, we arrive at an intellect which is above sense-perception, dmép
aiofipow, so in contemplating man, the microcosm, we can infer from the
visible appearances the hidden and imperceptible intellect; and Maximus
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Confessor, Ambigua (Migne, xci. 1285-7): Just as our human intellect,
which is one and invisible in itself, yet manifests itself in words and deeds
and expresses its thought in letters and figures, so the Divine Essence which is
far above the reach of our intellect manifests itself in the created universe.
Compare with this Wisdom of Solomon xiii. §: ‘For from the greatness of
the beauty even of created things in like proportion does man form the
image of their first maker’, and Romans i. 20: ‘For the invisible things of
Him since the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made, even His everlasting power and divinity’, in both
of which Stoic influence is unmistakable.

P- 210. 3. This is the orthodox conception. That miracles by themselves
are not an absolute proof of the mission of the prophet is not only affirmed
by the Mu'tazilites, but even by the Ash‘arite Bagillani, who held that
miracles might also be performed by a sorcerer or a saint (for the whole

problem cf. IhnHazmrop*mkv.apLz)fAluad%Celsu&(OngG'omGeLf -

i. 68) had asked: ‘Since sorcerers can perform the same feats as Jesus, must
we admit that they too are “‘sons of God” ?’

P- 210. 4. Compare with this the passage in St. Gregory of Nyssa, De vita
St. Greg. Thaumat. (Migne, xlvi. go1), where he speaks of the internal dis-
cord, éugvhos mdlepos, of the Greek philosophers over the Divine, and
praises the stable word of faith, which in its simplicity is proclaimed to all
equally and does not find its strength in some logical jugglery and artificial
constructions of logic, doyixfj Ton mepiepylp xai rexmrais mhoxais, since,
indeed, the transcendent nature, 5 dmepxeipévy $ors, is inaccessible,
dvemifaros, to human reason.

p. 211. 1. This seems to imply that even negations have a certain ob-
Jjective existence.

p- 211. 2. This is rather badly expressed, for if there are concepts, there
is already a plurality. The meaning is: “The terms of the relation constitute
with the relation a unity, or the terms of the relation are nothing additional
to the relation.’

p- 211. 3. This seems to mean that the father and the son have an exist-
ence in reality independent of their relation to each other, but that in our
thoughts fatherhood implies sonhood and the thought fatherhood—sonhood
constitutes a unity. However, we can think of the father without thinking
of the son.

P- 211. 4. ‘the first knowledge’: i.e. my knowing a thing includes my
consciousness of my knowing this thing. This seems to me a sound theory:
in all perception and knowledge the consciousness of an ‘ego’ is included.

P- 212. 1. Averroés seems to mean that the series ‘the knowledge that I
know that I know’ can be infinitely extended, and its infinity is implied in
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the idea of knowledge. This infinity, however, according to Averroés, is
only a potential infinity (which is admissible), not an actual infinity (which
is impossible).

p- 212. 2. i.e. God’s knowledge does not depend on the reality of the
things known; God does not know things because they exist, but God’s
knowledge is a creative knowledge, and the things exist because God knows
them. Of course, if esse = percipi, even our human knowledge does not
depend on the reality of things; and for Kant the mere possibility of know-
ledge implies a creative element—which, however, implies that my thought
that thought is creative is itself creative.

P- 212. 3. i.e. by their doctrine of God’s unalterable unity, . ,5.

P- 212. 4. Ghazali had written three treatises on Logic: The Touchstone of
Science in Logic, gleadl o8 8 | y\xs, The Touchstone of Speculation in

L0gw, db—w” Jd )k.‘.” dloea, aﬁm Just Balan;g, m‘i‘;‘.dl wu' o

p- 213. 1. This refers to Ghazali’s curious work, mentioned in the pre-
ceding note, The Fust Balance, in which he extracts the principles of Logic
from verses of the Koran, and where (p. 20, ed. Kabbani, Cairo, 1goo) he
bases his belief that the principles of Logic can be deduced from the Koran
on the verses at the beginning of Sura lv, the Merciful, where it is said that
God taught man demonstration (or articulate speech), (L1, and ‘set the
balance that in the balance ye should not transgress’.

P- 214. 1. i.e. when he is plunged in the contemplation of something else.
For Ghazali, therefore, the inference cogito ergo sum would not be valid, since
according to him thought or consciousness does not imply the self-conscious-
ness of an ‘ego’.

P- 214. 2. Since the addition of a non-essential accident does not change
the individuality of a thing,

p- 214. 3. i.e. two individual entities keep their individuality even when
they are conjoined. The conception of God’s attributes as here expressed is
in agreement with al-Ash‘ari, cf. Shahrastani, Relig. and Philos. Sects,
pp. 66-67.

P. 214. 4. This criticism is not altogether illegitimate. For Aristotle God
is pure form, pure being, or pure thought, i.e. a universal existing inde-
pendently and so individually; i.e. God is an individual universal or a
universal individual.

p- 215. 1. Since only substances (in which attributes inhere) exist by
themselves. St. Augustine, De #rinit. vii. 5, just because he asserts that no
attributes can inhere in God, declares that in deo substantia abusive dicitur.
Only transient compound things are truly called substances. But since it is
impious to say that goodness inheres in God instead of saying that God’s
essence is goodness, God can be in truth only called essence, not substance
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(‘nefas est autem dicere ut subsistat et subsit Deus bonitate sua, atque illa
boaitas non substantia sit vel potius essentia, neque ipse Deus sit bonitas sua,
sed in illo sit tamquam in subiecto: unde manifestum est Deum abusive
substantiam vocari’).

P- 215. 2. That the religious texts of the past (i.e. Homer and Hesiod)
address themselves to the masses in a language intelligible to them, the
deeper sense of which, srdvoia, can be understood by the philosopher only
is one of the more general theses of the Greek age of enlightenment. Antis-
thenes, the father of Cynicism, had declared that Homer had only in part
spoken the truth; in another part, however, xard 8éfav, he had spoken in
agreement with vulgar opinion, and therefore his words needed philo-
sophical interpretation (cf. Dio Chrysost. Orat. liii). It was the Stoics who
more than any others practised the principle of dAwyopla, allegorical
exposition,

p-215. 3. Koran xix. 43.. . . . .

p- 215. 4. Koran xxxvi. 71.

p- 215. 5. Koran xxxviii. 75.

p- 216. 1. Cf. Themistius, Orationes, xxvi. 319 b: It was a special charac-
teristic of Aristotle to believe that the same teachings were not suited for the
masscs and the philosophers, just as the same drugs (#dppaxa) or provisions
are not suited both for the perfectly healthy and for those of a precarious
health, but for the former the really wholesome and for the latter that which
agrees with their actual bodily state. He therefore called some exoteric
(8vpaiovs) and made them generally accessible (dvérovs émoufoaro), and shut
some within (efow dnéxdese) and communicated them only to a few in
security. We find an analogous conception in Averroés’s great Jewish con-
temporary, Maimonides, who says (Guide of the Perplexed, i. 33) that the
Scriptures, since they had to be understood by children, women, and the
masses, could not be written in philosophical language; this would have
been like rearing an infant on wheaten bread, meat, and wine, which would
certainly kill it. Compare Spinoza, Tract. theol. polit. xii: ‘primis Iudaeis
religio tamquam lex scripta tradita est, nimirum quia tumtemporis veluti
infantes habebantur’. See also 1 Cor. iii. 1-2: ‘And I, brethren, could not
speak unto you as unto spiritual (mvevpariois) but as unto carnal (capxivous)
even as unto babes in Christ. I have fed you with milk and not with meat
(Bpidpa, i.e. solid food), for hitherto ye were not able to bear it, neither yet
now are ye able.” This metaphor is found already in Philo, De agricult.
(Cohn), g, p. 96, 26 : énel 8¢ vymiows pév éoriydra Tpodif, redelots 8¢ 74 éic mupiow
méppara, xai Yuxijs yadaxrwdes pév dv elev Tpodal xard iy marSuchy PAuciay
7é 7ijs éyxurdiov povoucis mporadedpara.

p. 216. 2. For Themistius also the physician is a favourite metaphor for
the philosopher, see, for example, Oration. v. 63 b, xxiv. 302 b, and the
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metaphor is ascribed to Antisthenes (Diog. Laert. vi. 1. 4 and 6). In later
Greck philosophy, and in Roman, the image of philosophy as a medicina
mentis is a commonplace, e.g. Cicero, Tusc. iii. 6: ‘est animi medicina
(¢pdppaxov) philosophia’, and it is found in Plutarch, Seneca, Epictetus, and
Marcus Aurelius among others.

p- 216. 3. Cf. Aristotle, Met. H 3. 1043%1: 76 ydp 7i v elvar 76 €ider xal
7ij évepyeiq Smdpyer, and Met. A 8. 1074*35: 16 8¢ 7l Hv elvar . . . dvredéyeia.

P- 217. 1. i.e. nutrition and generation; cf. Aristotle, De gen. an. B 4.
740°34.

p. 217. 2. i.e. perception; cf. Aristotle, De an. B 2. 413b1.

p. 217. 3. For each substance (even the inorganic) is a kind of actuality
and nature, évredéyeia kai $iois Tis éxdorn (odoia): Aristotle, Met. H 3.
1044%9. .

P-217.4. Cf. eg. Aristotle, Met. H 1. 1042°32: & mdoass ydp 7ais
dvruceypévars perafolais éori 7t 76 Smoxelpevov.

p- 217. 5. Cf. Aristotle, Met. @ 8. 1050b2: 76 elos évépyerd éorw, and
Aristotle, De gen. et corr. A 4. 320%2: &ore 88 S)yy . . . 70 Smoxelpevov yevévews
xai Plopds Sexrundy.

p- 217. 6. ‘ultimate basis of existence’: the Arabic is _aie, a translation
of the Greek oroiyeiov, element (i.e. fire, air, water, earth), but the term
oTouyeioy is also used of matter, e.g. Aristotle, Met. N 2. 1088b27: 7& oroiyeia
UAn Ti)s odoias the elements are the matter of substance.

p- 217. 7. Cf. e.g. Aristotle, De an. I 4. 430*7: dvev yip Shys Svams &
vois 7@ Towdrw (rév éxdvrwy Sh), for the intellect is the power to become
the things possessing matter without their matter.

p- 217. 8. Averroés is here referring to Aristotle’s theory (Met. H 6.
1045°30) that in the definition which consists of the genus and the differentia
specifica the genus represents the matter, the differentia specifica the form:
o 8¢ Tiis DAns ) pév voqry) § 8 alafyri, xal del 700 Adyov 76 pév JAn 70 8¢
évépyeud éorw, olov & Kkixos axijua émimedov, i.e. plane figure is the generic
element of ‘circle’.

p- 218. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Met. © 8. 1049%5: davepoy Sri mpdrepov vépyeia
duvdpeds éorw, ie. the active element, the form, is prior to the purely
passive element, matter.

p. 218. 2. Here Averroés, in opposition to the general trend of his book,
drops the pretence that the inner sense (Smévowa) of revealed religion may
express the highest truths of reason. Here he follows the unalloyed rational-
ism of classical philosophy, and professes, as Plato did, that the truth can
only be attained by the systematic and strenuous thought of the philo-
sophical few.

p. 218. 3. According to Aristotle, Met. A 7.
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p- 219. I. i.e. according to the Ash'arites the attributes inhere in an
immaterial substratum which has no characteristic of its own, and one
might therefore ask : ‘Who or what then is the possessor of these attributes ?*
But I think the question cannot be answered : individuum est ineffabile, descrip-
tion and definition express only the universal. And if God, like man, is
conscious, the individuality of His consciousness is as difficult to describe
and define as the individuality of the human ego. However, al-Ash‘ari gives
a kind of Neoplatonic solution of this problem, i.e. he affirms that in God
the opposites are destroyed, for he asserts according to Shahrastani, op. cit.,
p. 67, that one may neither say that God’s attributes are identical with God,
nor different from Him, nor that they are not God, nor not different from

th:oﬁAYYJ)AYYJoﬁéYJJA@dUgY.
P- 219. 2. Cf. note 135. 3. Perhaps he is here referring to the Ash'arites
Ibn Furak and Bagillani, who, according to Ibn Hazm, op.cit. iv. 214, v. 32,

_ affirmed that God has but one name, although He has many appellations -

(&Lewd)—which implies the magical theory that names exist by nature and
express the essential nature of the object named, or to Abu Ishaq al
Isfaraini, who held, according to Shahrastani, op. cit., p. 72, 3 that the most
proper description of God is that His being compels us to differentiate Him
from all other beings, (instead of o3.3) oyeaed gy g5 98 dinoy gas|
WIRE [

P- 219. 3. The hidden highest name, ‘the most great name’, of God,
since it expresses' His real essence, would confer unlimited power on the
man to whom it was revealed. For ‘the most great name of God’ cf. Frazer,
The Golden Bough, vol. iii, p. ggo.

p- 220. 1. Cf Origen, De princip. i. 1. 6: ‘Deus . . . évds, et mens ac fons ‘

€x quo initium totius intellectualis naturae vel mentis est’.

p- 221. 1. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. v. 4. 1: It is necessary that above everything
there must be something simple, different from everything else, independent
in no communion (o3 pemypévov) with what depends on it.

p- 221. 2. The First is without any conjunction and composition : gup-
Bdaews éfw mdoms kai ovwbéoews, Plotinus, Enn. v. 4. 1. Plotinus asserts (Enn.
Vi. 2. 17) that even if, in one way, we may call the First the Good (6 dyafdv),
the Good is not a genus, for it cannot be predicated of anything else, since
otherwise this would be equally the Good. According to Aristotle the First
has no contrary, o ydp éorw évavriov 74 mpdre 0t8éy (Met. A 10. 1075b22),

p. 221. 3. Cf. note 195. 1.

p- 221. 4. That neither ‘the one’ nor ‘being’ can be a genus is asserted
by Aristotle (Met. B 3. 99822 : ody oldv re 8¢ rdw Svrwv & elvar yévos odire 76
& ovrre 70 4v) since otherwise unity and being would have to be predicated
of the differentiae of this genus alsq.
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p. 221. 5. One may call the First, according to Plotinus, Enn. vi. 8. 8,
principle, dpysj ; from another point of view, however, so far as this would
imply a constituent of its essence, the First is not a principle.

p- 222. 1. Description > bmroypadi}; Smoypad] is a technical term of
Stoicism ; description does not indicate the essence of a thing as the defini-
tion does, but omits its proprium (cf. Simplicius, In Arist. Cat. Comm., Kalb-~
fleisch, 29. 21: 6 p&v moypagixds Adyos Ty iibryra s odolas dfopiler, &
opuoTinds 76 i v elvas éxdorov kal Tiv obolav adriy). The categories cannot
be defined, but only described (cf. Simplicius, op. cit. 75. 36).

p- 222. 2. This is part of the Aristotelian definition of substance, i.e.
the individual existent, this man, this horse, Cat. 5. 211 odota 8¢ orww 9
Kkupuiratd Te kal mpditws kai pdhoTa Aeyopév, j wire Kab’® Smokeypévov Tiwds
Aéyeras pifre év Smoxeypévey Twi éorw. It was objected to this definition—says
Simplicius, op. cit. 81. 5—that it is purely negative, that it is like saying

~thata man is neither a horse nor a dog. But—he answers—Hrst, it is not a

definition but a description, and where there is a trichotomy, the denial of
two members affirms the third.

P- 222. 3. ‘a genus in the accident’: i.e. an accident which would consti-
tute a genus.

P- 222. 4. This argument does not seem to me correct. The objection
against this definition is not that it does not indicate whether the thing
defined exists, for no definition does indicate this; the objection is that it
does not indicate what it is that exists (‘Sein ist kein reales Pradikat, d. i. ein
Begriff von irgend etwas, was zu dem Begriffe eines Dinges hinzukommen
kénne’, says Kant), i.e. of what the individuality of the individual existent
consists. There is no answer: individuum est ineffabile.

P- 222. 5. And ‘being’ cannot have a specific difference ; see note 221. 4.

P- 222. 6. Cf. the section in Avicenna’s Salvation, p. 374 als C_,: ol
Ao Yo ) a3l Lﬁﬁ:rdt- JG Y 34a¢)) that the species of the ne-
cessary cannot be predicated of a plurality, since it has neither equal nor
contrary.

P. 222. 7. That being is predicated analogically is affirmed by Aristotle,
Met. I 2 ad init. Also, according to Plotinus (Enn. vi. 2. 17), ‘the good’ can
be predicated analogically; there is in everything possessing the good a
gradation per prius et posterius, mpdrws kal Sevrépws xal dorépws, and a
subordination, and the whole series depends upon the Good beyond (roi
énéxewa).

P- 222. 8. According to Averroés this is not a real definition, since it does
not determine the quiddity of the soul, but only indicates its relation to the
body.

p- 223. 1. i.e. if ‘being’ were an essence, a thing could be defined by it,
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since it is defined by its essence, but a thing is also qualified by its proprium ;
however, if being were a proprium, this proprium could not qualify a thing,
since ‘Sein ist kein Begriff von etwas, was zu dem Begriffe eines‘Dinga
hinzukommen kénne’. Quiddity, says Avicenna (Salvation, p. 340), is, for
example, man, horse, soul, intellect, which is then qualified as being existent
and being one. Therefore understanding the quiddity of anything is different
from understanding that it is one (the text is corrupt; evidently the word
¢legs has been omitted before ¢logig) and therefore unity is neither the
essence of anything nor a constitutent of the essence, but a necessary attri-
bute of the essence.

P- 223. 2. Because, in the example in the preceding note, Avicenna men-
tions man, horse, soul, and intellect; but man and horse, being sensible
material substances, are essentially different from soul and intellect, which
are intelligible immaterial substances. But, says Plotinus (Enn. vi. 1. 2),

- - there-cannot-be-a-common-genus-for-the-sensible-substance; and for the

intelligible, since otherwise there would be another substance superior to
both, which could be predicated of them.

P- 223. 3. For Farabi’s book about demonstration, i.e. his commentary
on the Posterior Analytics, compare Prantl, Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande,
ii. 311sqq., and Steinschneider, A4l-Farabi, Mém. de I'Acad. Imp. des
Sciences de St. Pétersbourg, série VII, t. xiii, n. 4, pp. 43 sqq. It seems to
have been a most important work of this philosopher, of whom Maimonides
said that, for the understanding of logic, the study of his works alone would
besufficient. In his commentaries on the Anal. Post. Averroés often quotes this
work and often attacks it. It may be that there existed a Latin translation of
it, and that Albertus Magnus knew it, as is perhaps suggested by his words
(Prantl, op. cit. 312. 51): ‘et haec, quae dicta sunt de scientiis Arabum,
sunt excerpta, quorum commentum super hunc posteriorum librum ex
sententia Alfarabi Arabis ad nos devenit’. The passage in our book is quoted
by Steinschneider, op. cit., p. 53. Farabi’s conception would be in agree-
ment with such passages in Aristotle as Met. Z 1. 10283132 : 76 mpdbrws v
xal ob 7i &v dAN’ v dmAds 7) odola dv ein, mpdrov wdvrwy Adyew, substance is
that which exists primarily, not in a qualified sense, but absolutely, and is
primary in definition,

P- 223. 4. It has really nothing to do with the Arabic language. The term
3 9o 9. Means ‘existent’; a sentence like “Socrates is existent’ is of the same
form as ‘Socrates is a votary of the Muses’, &0t Zwipdrys povawds, which,
according to Aristotle, Met. 4 7. 1017233, means that this is true. In the
sentence ‘Socrates is existent’, ‘existent’ as a predicate is an accident.

P- 224. 1. He means that the true is not something in the external world,
but something existing only in the mind; second predicates refer to some-
thing in the mind, primary predicates to something in the external world.
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P- 224. 2. The Book of the Letters, Ciy 4| 5™ : about this treatise see
Steinschneider, op. cit., p. 118, who quotes this passage (erroneously, how-
ever, rendering ‘Zufalliges’ instead of ‘accident’). This book is quoted a few
times by Averroés and by others (see Steinschneider, loc. cit., and Prantl,
op. cit. ii. 311. 50). The title of this treatise is rather mysterious; perhaps
the book treated in part of words and language in the same way as the Stoics,
who regarded phonetics and linguistics as a part of dialectics, and a passage
in Maimonides (see Steinschneider, loc. cit.) makes this seem plausible.
‘The book of letters’ is, however, also one of the names by which Aristotle’s
Metaphysics was known among the Arabs, and Farabi himself composed a
treatise about the intentions of Aristotle in his Book of Letters, i.e. his
Metaphysics.

P- 224. 3. For Aristotle ‘paronymous’ words, like ‘healthy’ from ‘health’,

~ ‘medical’ from ‘medicine’, express a secondary mode of being (see Met. I'

2 ad init.). The word » ) g 90 ‘existent’ is ‘derived from’, i.e. is the passive

participle of, the verb ..\,._, » ‘to find’, and means originally ‘what is found’,
ce qui se trouve, was vorgefunden wird.

P- 224- 4. JW&s, avpBolov. Words, according to Aristotle, are symbols of
things (De interpr. 2. 16°28), and primitive words express primary things.

P- 224. 5. There scems to be some confusion in this sentence through
Averroés’s ignorance of Greek and of the differences between Greek and
Arabic. Neither Greek nor Arabic need normally express the connexion
between subject and predicate. Swipdrys povewds ascribes to Socrates his
being a votary of the Muses, and U Ay, literally “Zaid ill’, means that
Zaid is ill. However, in both languages the connexion may be expressed by
the copula (copula, in Greek cvpmdoif, in Arabic Lyl | )1 or dlayl J1). The
copula is expressed in Greek by elvaw (and we may say om Zwipdms
povoikds), in Arabic by the personal pronoun o8, he, it (and we may say
UR 98 Aaj OF 4d pe &5l ), literally, “Zaid heill’). Averroés knows that
the word used as the copula in Greek is related to the words signifying
substance and existence in that language, but he seems to think that in
Greek also the copula is expressed by a pronoun. The term i, 29a (literally
‘it-ness’) which is translated into Latin as haeceitas, is used synonymously with
3 g~ s+ (see, for example, Arist. Metaph. 4 7 on 76 6v in Bouyges’s edition) ; it
corresponds to the Aristotelian term 763 7¢ (4.J] jL2.ul) which originally
designates an individual thing existing here and now, and expresses the
it-ness or this-ness of a thing, i.e. its individuality. For Averroés existence is
the existent, 76 v, the individual, 763¢ , it is the substance, # odola, it is the
subject, 76 dmoxelpevov, of a sentence; for Avicenna existence is to exist,
76 elvay, it is added to the subject as a predicate in such sentences as ‘Socrates
exists’, and as a predicate is an accident,.
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P- 224. 6. e.g. in ‘Socrates exists’, ‘exists’ signifies the true, and one may
know about Socrates without knowing whether he exists.

P- 224. 7. i.e. one can know of a compound substance, i.e. a transient
individual thing composed of matter and form, without knowing whether it
exists; but knowledge of a simple, i.e. an immaterial, eternal substance,
implies its existence.

P- 224. 8. Aristotle, Pkys. A 2 and A 3, see especially 4 3. 186324, where
Aristotle reproaches Parmenides with treating ‘being’ as having one mean-
ing, whereas it has many, drAds AapBdver 76 8v Aéyeabar, Aeyouévov moMayds.

p- 225. 1. That the existent is one is the thesis of Parmenides, which
asserts something of the existent ; but since an accident is always attributed
to a subject, the subject, if being were exclusively an accident, would have
no being: the existent would be non-existent (cf. Arist. Phys. 4 3. 186234

o NG
76 yip ovpPefnrds kal Smoxeyiévov Twos Ayerar, Sore § ovpféBiice 76 ov ‘

odx éoras, érepov ydp Tod Svros).

p- 225. 2. For an eternal being is simple and the genus is like the sub-
stratum or matter for the specific differences; e.g. Arist. Met. 4 6. 1016226 ;
76 yévos . . . 76 Ymokeluevov rais Suudopais.

p- 226. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Met. 4 3. 1014P12: § pév yap 4 Saopa Smdpyer xal
76 yévos drodovfet ; where the differentia exists, there the genus also is
present.

p. 226. 2. For all the elements in a definition must form a unity, since the
definition is a formula which is one and which defines a substance (Arist.
Met. Z 12. 1037524 : 8¢i 8¢ ye & elvar Soa & 7 Spiopd+ 8 yop dpiopds Adyos
1is éarw els xal odalas).

p- 226. 3. According to Aristotle (e.g. Met. H 6. 1045°34: dei Tod Adyov
76 pév S)n 73 8¢ dvépyerd éorw) part of the definition is always matter (i.e.
potential), part actuality.

p- 226. 4. The recipient is the matter, the thing it receives the form; one
of them, i.e. the matter, e.g. wine or the matter of wine, becomes vinegar
by receiving acidity, but actually is wine, having received the form, the
sweetness of wine.

p- 227. 1. This sentence is very confused and as a matter .of fact it is
contradictory, for it affirms that potency can be accidentally its opposite,
actuality. The contradiction lies in the theory of Aristotle himself, for whom
the relation of matter to form expresses both a relation of sequence, i.e. the
relation of priority and posteriority (the wine turning vinegar is the matter
of the vinegar) and a static relation, the relation of substance and accidence ;
and Aristotle identifies matter with potentiality and form with actuality.
Now one has the right to say that the wine is potentially the vinegar, but
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there is no sense in saying that the matter exists potentially in the combina-
tion of matter and form which constitutes the actually existing individual,
and it is a contradiction to say that the actual existent consists in part of a
potential existent, or that the actual existent is a combination of the actual
and the potential. According to Averroés the matter, by existing in the
actually existing individual, is accidentally actual ; the form, by existing in
matter, the potential, is accidentally potential.

P- 227. 2. For becoming is found only in substance, and there is no
gencration and destruction of accidents; cf. Aristotle, Met. E 5. 1026b24:
T@v 8¢ katd. ovpBeBnids odk Eore yéveas xal $lopd.

p- 227. 3. For plane, line, and point are units, and units are indivisible
either in quantity or in form; cf. Aristotle, Met. 4 6. 101623 : mavrayoi 8¢
76 & 4 17 mloe 7 7@ €lde dSialperov.

P-227:4. ‘this’: i.e; that it cannot have receptivity or matter,

P- 227. 5. Since the potential intellect, which is immaterial, receives the
active intellect.

p- 227. 6. For this attribute is its essence or its form, since all transient
individuals consist of matter and form. )

P- 227. 7. The only potentiality that exists in the heavenly body is its
capacity to change its place, but there is no possibility of change in its sub-
stance; cf. Aristotle, Met. A 7. 10725, See also p. 142 and notes 142. 4 and
142. 8.

p. 227. 8. Whether this substratum be an eternal heavenly body or a
transient material body (man).

p. 228. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 10. 107517 xai Tois 8do dpyds moiobiow
dMny dvdysn dpyipy xvpuwrépay elvar, those who assume two principles must
assume a higher principle, i.e. an efficient cause.

p- 228. 2. According to Aristotle there is no contrary to the First (sce
note 221. 2).

p- 229. 1. Cf. the end of Aristotle, Met. A 10: those who introduce a
number of independent principles make the substance of the world episodic
(éne008uidy Tiv Tod mavrds ovolav mowdow), where he concludes with
Homer’s words, Hliad ii. 204 : odx dya8dv modurotpavin* els roipavos éorw, the
rule of many is not good ; let one man be the ruler.

P- 229. 2. Which would have to be its cause.

p- 229. 3. See page 18g.

P- 229. 4. This seems to mean that we can have the concept of colour in
our mind without thinking of black and red; which is certainly true, but
would seem in contradiction to Ghazali’s own nominalism. '
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p- 229. 5. This seems to mean that any colour in real existence must be
a definite colour, red or black or yellow, &c., and so far the definite colours
are a condition for the real existence of colour; they are, however, not
individually a cause for the real existence of colour. Ghazali repeats here
what Avicenna says, Salvation, p. 379, that no definite colour is a condition
for the concept ‘colour’; all definite colours are a condition for colour in
real existence, but not individually.

P- 230. 1. This last sentence does not fit in very well here. It is not a part
of the proof of the philosophers, but part of Ghazali’s arguments against it
which Averroés repeats in the following passage.

P- 230. 2. Infinite terms or rather indefinite terms (“infinite’ is the rather
unhappy translation of Boethius which has become current in scholastic
philosophy) are the dvépara ddpiora (Arab. i gixedl elew! like non-komo,
non-albus (cf. Arist. De interpr. 2. 16*32). Infinite terms are privative (arepy-

Twcds), they are not absolute non-being ; cf. the parallel passages in Aristotle,
Phys. T 2. 20126 and Met. 8 9. 1066215 ai orepyrixal dpyal ddpiaror.

p. 231. 1. i.e. if red is the cause of the existence of colour, black cannot
be the cause of colour, and therefore there cannot be any specific differentia-
tion between colours; but this is not true (I take “and this is not true’ as the
words of Ghazali; Averroés, I believe, restricts himself here to repeating
Ghazali’s argument). .

P- 231. 2. i.e. black and red do not enter into the definition of colour, but
any existing colour has to be a definite colour (the speciousness of the whole
argument rests on the ambiguity of the term ‘condition’ which can mean a
physical cause or a logical relation, i.e. that genus implies species, that
without a species there cannot be a genus, that species is a condition for
genus; here ‘condition’ is taken in a logical sense and is not a ‘cause’).

p- 231. 8. i.e. since, for the First, essence and existence coincide, any
specific difference in the First would have to be a condition, i.e. a cause both
for the essence and the existence of the First.

p- 232. 1. This is not true; Ghazali did not say here that for the philo-
sophers existence is added as an accident to the quiddity. Their whole
argument, according to him, is built on the principle that in God alone
essence, what He is, and existence, that He is, coincide—a theory which
Averroés also holds, although he affirms also that, since everything is some-
thing, every essence is an existence, and confuses the being of an object of
thought—what is meant (and what is non-existent may be meant)—with
existence.

P- 232. 2. i.e. existence.

P- 232. 3. For it would mean that black and red exist only in reality, but
not as concepts.
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P- 232. 4. Averroés wants to express that colours can also be differentiated
conceptually, not only when they exist (which nobody will deny). Since for
him every essence is an existence, and he must all the same distinguish
between colours only thought of and colours in real existence, he speaks of
the latter as existing in act; ‘in act’, however, is simply another expression
for ‘existing’.

p- 232. 5. The simple and the compound are opposites (see, for example,
Arist. Phys. I" 5. 204P11), and once the thesis is accepted that the highest prin-
ciple is simple (76 mp@rov kai kuplws dvayxaiov 76 dmhody éorly, Arist. Met. A4 5.
1015P12), it follows necessarily that it cannot have any composition.

p- 232. 6. ‘“Through the term only’, i.e. through homonymy. That some
things are one formally, others generically, others analogically, i.e. through
a relation to some thing, is asserted by Aristotle, Met. 4 6. 1016P31.

__P.233. 1. The first agent, the ultimate form, the ultimate end, the ulti-
mate matter are but different names for God, the One. That God is regarded
as the ultimate matter may seem rather strange, but as early as Aristotle,
Met. « 2, ad init., it is asserted that there is some first principle, éorw
dpxi} s, and it is proved that none of the four causes can form an infinite
series but that they all must end in a first term. ‘

P- 233- 2. ‘angels’: i.e. the philosophers identify the Aristotelian concept
of a separate intellect with the Persian—Jewish concept of an angel. The
identification of angels with concepts taken from Greek philosophy takes
place when Judaism comes into contact with Greek philosophy, and is found
already in Philo Iudaeus, who identifies the angels with the Platonic {8éac
and the Stoic Adyov (cf. Philo, De somn. i. 115: dfavdrois Adyors, ofs kadeiv
éos dyyédovs). In the scholastic philosophy of the thirteenth century this
identification of angel and separate intellect by the Arabic philosophers was
known, but it was often denied, as by Albertus Magnus, I7 Sent. dist. u. iii;
however, Dante, Conw. ii. 5, says: ‘Li movitori di quello (terzo cielo) sono
sustanze separate da materia, cio¢ intelligenze, le quali la volgare gente
chiama angeli .. . e chiamale Plato Idee, che tanto ¢ a dire, quanto forme ¢
nature universali. Li Gentili le chiamavano Dei e Dee ; avvegnaché non cosi
filosoficamente intendessero quelle, come Plato.’

p- 235. I. dlS ‘consequent’ is a literal translation of 76 mapaxedovfoiv, a
constant attribute, inseparably connected (cf. Arist. Cat. 7. 8233, Met. I 2.
1054°14).

P- 235- 2. i.e. itisnotimpossible for the First to have a necessary attribute.

P- 235. 3. Its impossibility: i.e. the impossibility that the First should
have an essence besides its existence.

p- 236. 1. In this book, which has been edited by Muhyi al-Din Sabri
al-Kurdi, a.H. 1331, Ghazali proposes (p. 2) simply to relate the theories of
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the philosophers, since it is necessary to know their theories before refuting

them, as he proposes to do afterwards (i.e. in his Incoherence of the Philosophers).

The book consists of three parts, Logic, Metaphysics, and Physics, was

translated into Latin in the Middle Ages and exercised a considerable-
influence on medieval Scholasticism. It was published in its entirety in

Venice in 1506, and there is a new edition by Muckle of the Metaphysics

and Physics (entitled, however, Algazel’'s Metgphysics) published in

Toronto, 1933.

p. 236. 2. This refers to the passage, in the book mentioned in the pre-
ceding note (Part II, section 3, p. 139), where Ghazali gives the following
proof of the thesis that, for the necessary existent, essence and existence are
identical (azalsg A..‘;:Sl J.,;;_; Ol): existence is an accident of the quiddity,
and every accident is an effect, for if it were an existent by itself, it would not
be an accident of something else. Now the cause of the existence of the neces-

sary existent would have to be eithér is quiddity or something else: if
something else, the existence of the necessary existent would be an accident
and an effect, and would not be a necessary existent ; however, it cannot be
its quiddity itself, for the non-existent cannot be a cause of existence, and the
quiddity before its actual existence would have to be a non-existent, since if
it were already an existent it would not need a second existence, and if we
admit a second existence, we shall have an infinite regress. Therefore there
is no cause for its existence, and its essence and existence are identical,

P- 236. 3. That the existence of a thing is prior to its quiddity is Averroés’s
own theory, based on the Aristotelian thesis that the copula implies being or
existence : since everything is something, it has to be, prior to its being some-
thing ; from which it would follow that the non-existent also is or exists, a
consequence which Aristotle fully accepts.

p- 236. 4. i.e. it is a concept in the mind.

p- 236. 5. This refers to Aristotle, Anal. Post. A 2. 71%9: éniocracfar 8¢
oidped® Exagrov dwdds . . . drav Ty +° alriav oldbueba ywdorew 8¢’ fv 7o
mpdypd éorw, 51t éxelvov alrla éorl, xal 7 dvdéxeofar Todr’ dMws Exew, we
believe that we know something absolutely when we believe we know the
cause on which its existence depends, i.e. when we know that this is its cause
and that it must be so and not otherwise.

P- 237 1. I do not think he means asking whether God has a necessary
attribute which determines His existence, for this would contradict his
previous denial that God has a necessary attribute; I suppose he means
asking whether the idea of God (i.e. the concept we have of God, which he
calls ‘the true’) is such that we must judge that He necessarily exists. But of
course the whole theory is confused and obscure.

p. 237. 2. i.e. by the Stoic termn i, which signifies anything whatever that
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can be meant, the false and the non-existent included : Averroés means that
‘existent’ is here a concept in the mind.

P- 237. 3. Analogy according to Aristotle is the nexus between different
genera; even when things are generically different the same genus can be
attributed to them by analogy (as an example see e.g. Met. 6 6. 1048%6).

P- 237- 4. This strange theory is based on Averroés’s denial of being or
existing as an accident. According to Avicenna, in a sentence like ‘Socrates
is’ ‘is’ is a predicate and therefore an accident. Averroés sees rightly that
“Sein ist kein reales Pridikat, das zu dem Begriff eines Dinges hinzukommt®
(Kant), but he identifies essence and existence, from which it follows that
there is no distinction between an essence that exists and one that does not.
However, as he has to admit this distinction, he regards ‘is’ in a sentence
like ‘Socrates is’ (or perhaps the whole sentence) as something in the mind.
He sees that this something in the mind must have a _counterpart outside

the mind, since things exist in reality, and he regards it as existing poten-

tially—a dubious kind of reality which he attributes also to universals as
entities outside the mind. This use of ‘potential’ derives from the ambiguity
of the term ‘actuality’ in Aristotle, for whom ‘actuality’ may mean really
existing and being perceived; a colour, for example, as long as it is not
actually perceived is only potentially perceived, and we have therefore the
contradiction that although it is actual, i.e. really existing, it is also potential,
as long as it is not perceived. Cf., however, note 232. 4.

P- 237- 5. Since there would be no cause for its beginning; according to
Aristotle movement must be eternal and can never be interrupted : 8¢
Kivnow dei elvas kal pr) Saelmew (Phys. © 6 ad init.).

P- 237. 6. i.e. the movement of heaven, which is eternal as a whole, but
temporal in its parts,
P- 237. 7. Aristotle shows (De caelo B 3, De gen. et corr. B 10, Meteor. 4-I)

how earthly changes proceed from the different positions of the heavenly
bodies and especially of the sun.

p- 238. 1. Averroés’s objection seems to me purely verbal : Avicenna calls
the existent necessary through another (i.e. heaven) an existent possible in
itself (431 39290l Ko &b 0,08 3428l aly g2 L JS7, Salsation,
P- 367), whereas Averroés calls heaven necessary in its substance, but
possible in its local movement, combining in this instance necessity and
possibility.

p- 238. 2. The Ash'arite term &jL.& <lie, ‘mental qualities’, corres-
ponds to the Stoic term éworjuara, i.e. ‘universals’, but neither for the
Ash‘arites nor for the Stoics does this term correspond to the Aristotelian
term ‘forms’, i3y, since neither the Ash'arites nor the Stoics believed that
universal entities existed outside the mind.
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p- 238. 3. Koran xxi. 31.

p- 238. 4. Koran xli. 10.

P- 239. 1. The nature of the possible, i.e. matter.

p- 239. 2. This refers to the tradition found in the canonical books of
tradition of Muslim ()L, | 211) and Ahmad ibn Hanbal (vi. 106) u,::.)l e
OVl ueres 5 JU diguwsll oo: they asked the prophet about the
whisperings of Satan and he said “This is an act of pure faith.’

P- 239. 3. ‘an existent the non-existence of which can be supposed’: this
is rather badly expressed ; he ought to have said ‘an essence’ instead of ‘an
existent’, which would include both Socrates (who does not exist any more)
and a non-existent golden mountain.

P- 239. 4. i.e. since the First has no essence, its essence is a non-existent
whose existence is asserted.

o P- 239. 5. i.e. absolute, unrelated emteﬂéé"ﬁ'mf*aﬂﬁfﬁmﬁﬁ"f an

empty concept, as Kant would say.
P- 240. 1. i.e. since the causeless implies an entity, viz. an essence which
is causeless, this essence cannot be denied, i.e. represented as non-existent.

p. 240. 2. i.e. the philosophers identify quiddity and existence in the First,
but do not deny that it has a quiddity, its quiddity being its existence.
However, Ghazali is quite right in regarding this as a denial of the quiddity.

p. 241. 1. I do not know whether he means here to imply that necessity
is a purely mental attribute. The Stoics define necessity as the true that
cannot become false, dvayraiov 8¢ éorw Smep dhnflés dv odi Eorw émberridy
107 Yeidos elvar (Diog. Laert. vii. 75). The true, however, is for the Stoics
incorporeal, dodparov, and unreal, dvondorarov (Sext. Emp. Hyp. Pyrrh.
ii. 81).

p. 241. 2. This is the Stoic and Ash‘arite argument.

p. 242. 1. Averroés seems here to be referring to p. 131, where he says
that since the Ash‘arites accept eternal attributes in God, there must exist
an eternal compound of essence and attribute (and according to Averroés
every compound is material), which contradicts their theory that every
compound is temporal. Here, however, his argument seems to be that their
proof that the whole whose parts are temporal is itself temporal is invalid,
because although the individual accidents are temporal there is in them a
constant element, namely their being accidents inhering in a substratum
and forming a compound with it.

p. 243. 1. An eternal composite: i.e. an eternal simple body having a
soul; in other words, heaven.

p- 243. 2. This is a rather curious statement ; probably he means that this
argument is valid against the method by which philosophers like Avicenna
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try to arrive at an immaterial and transcendent first principle; cf. also
below, p. 257.

P. 243. 3. ‘that the essence is the cause of its attributes’ is a consequence
Averroés himself draws, one which Ghazali denies, and which the Ash‘arites
would deny also.

P- 244. 1. The First Principle must be unique and must possess unity,

P- 244. 2. i.e. the quiddity is only denied because it implies plurality;
one must, however, admit a quiddity, since its denial is absurd, and there-
fore a plurality is implied in the First,

P- 244 3. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. v. 5. 10, where infinite power is ascribed to
the First, 76 8’ dwetpov 4 Stvaus et ; for the First as the ultimate source of
movement cf. Plotinus, loc. cit.: dn’ adrob xivnos 5 mpdsr.

P- 245. 1. Everything that comes into being possesses matter, dmavra 8¢ ré

'yl.}.mépeva AN 5)'(51. SAyw (Arist. Met. Z 7. 1032°20) ; body cannot come into
being from the incorporeal (Arist. De azelo I 6. 305%16).

p. 245. 2. Ge-neration takes place only within the same species: man
begets man (Arist. Met. Z 7. 1032224) ; Aristotle and his school admit also a
generalio aequivoca, but only for certain primitive organisms.

P. 245. 3. There is no absolute becoming, for everything must come into
being out of something and this something must itself be ungenerated,
dyévyrov, cf. Aristotle, Met. B 4. gggbs.

P 2452. 4. The doctrine that the principle of the individual is the indi-
vidual, dpx) ydp 76 kal’ Exacrov dv kal’ Exacrov (Arist. Met. A 5. 1071%20):
Peleus is the principle of Achilles.

P. 245. 5. In a univocal way, when the father is regarded as the cause of
the son, because both belong to the same species; in an analogical way,
when the cause and effect are not really in the same genus. Aristotle says
that different things, i.e. things not in the same genus, have identical causes
and elements only by analogy (Met. A 5. 1071°24: d\a 8¢ dMwy aira kal
aroxeia . . ., wAjy 7§ dvdroyov).

P- 245. 6. That fire and water have a special corporeality is not an
Aristotelian theory. There is here a reference to a problem not found in
Aristotle. Although for Aristotle matter is the absolutely indefinite, he often
seems unconsciously to regard it as spatial—which is only natural, for how,
if it were not spatially extended, could anything enter into it?—and he
never asks the question how matter becomes spatially extended. Plotinus,
whose theory of matter is inspired both by Plato’s Timaeus and by Aristotle,
regards magnitude, péyefos (Enn. ii. 4. 8), as a form which enters into
matter, but which itself is incorporeal, dodiuarov. For Avicenna the first form
which enters into matter and is common to all matter is that of corporeality,
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through which matter receives the three dimensions and continuity and
divisibility (cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 64). According to Plato (Tim.
53 ¢sqq.) fire has the shape of a pyramid (tetrahedron), air that of an
octahedron, water that of an icosahedron, earth that of a cube; and he
explains the transmutability of water, air, and fire by the fact that their
surfaces are composed of right-angled scalene triangles; but to an Aris-
totelian like Averroés such a theory, refuted by his master (sec e.g. De caelo
I 8. 306"3 5qq.), could not be acceptable, and it is not easy to see what he
means here by ‘special corporeality’ (cf. also my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., pp.
65-66).

p- 245. 7. Warmth, 8epudv, cold, Juypdv, moist, Sypdy, dry, £npdv are the
basic qualities of the elements;; cf. Aristotle, De gen. et corr. B 2. 32g¥24. That
the production of the elements from each other is caused by the movement
of the heavenly bodies is a doctrine found in Aristotle, Meteor. A 2. 339%21.

’T)TEI&'T.” ﬁ)?ﬂﬁfdreoryoﬁkviwnmﬁ,fortxzmpiﬁiﬁsﬁﬁvahquﬁr;’ T

1L 1 sqq., and my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 44.

p- 246. 2. He refers here, for example, to Themistius, Paraphr. in Arist.
Met. A, Landauer, 9. 3-10. 5; cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., loc. cit.

p- 246. 3. The principal argument would scem to be that in matter there
are realized resemblances, dpowdrgres, with the forms of the separate prin-
ciples. Equivocal generation, therefore, is not in conflict with the thesis that
omne vivum ex vivo (cf. the passages indicated in the two preceding notes).
For the Neoplatonic conception of equivocal generation cf., for' example,
Plotinus, Enn. iv. . 8 at the end, and Porphyry, De Antro Nymph. 18 where
he speaks of the Bovyeveis Yuyai els yéveow lodoar. Avicenna depends on this

Neoplatonic conception, which has in it Platonic and Stoic elements (in -

its theory of Adyot omepparicot).

p- 246. 4. This, with what follows, is in agreement with Aristotle, who
teaches that proofs are valid only for one and the same genus and may not
be transferred from one genus to another (cf. Arist. 4Anal. Post. A 7 ad init.:
odk dpa éorw éf dov yévous peraBdvra Seifar).

p- 247. 1. i.e. if the teleological argument is given for God’s existence, and
if it is said that the size of the world was chosen for the sake of the order of
the world, and that therefore there must be a spiritual principle and the
material world cannot be the highest principle.

P- 247. 2. The first effect, i.e. the vois, the first Intellect.

p- 247. 3. Cf. with this argument of Ghazali Carneades’ denial that the
convenientia consensusque naturae implies the acceptance of a divine spiritual
principle (Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 11. 18). This passage, which is a refutation
of the teleological argument, is contradictory : to say that the special size of
the universe exists for the sake of the order of the universe, is to admit the
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teleological argument, since ‘for the sake of” implies an intention. There is
an ambiguity in the word ‘necessary’, which can mean at the same time a
necessity in God, a necessary choice for God (who, if He wanted the order
of the universe, had to choose this special measure), and the natural neces-
sity of cause and effect without any choice being involved. It is, indeed, one
of the difficulties of the teleological argument that it has to assume a neces-
sity of choice in God, since it limits God’s choice to what is best and to the
means conducive to the best. There is, however, some Jjustification for
Ghazali’s argument : if] as both Aristotle and Plotinus assert, there is no will
in God, but all action of spiritual forces takes place through purely natural
necessity (cf. Plotinus, Enn. iv. 4. 6), the apparent final causes in this sub-
lunary world will not prove the existence of a conscious spiritual force.
Indeed, both Aristotle and Plotinus are guilty of a contradiction, for one
cannot admit final causes and at the same time deny conscious intention

) able difficulty ; we cannot rid ourselves of final causes in biology : concepts

like that of instinct, for example, imply in their definition the idea of design,
since instinctive actions are those which seem to have a design, although
they are regarded as being performed by the animal without conscious
intention. (According to Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 49. 125, Aristotle gave the
various instincts of animals as an argument in his teleological proof for the
existence of God.)

P- 247 4. i.e. why did the Eternal Will create the world at a certain
definite moment? (cf. p. 18 and note 18. 3).

p- 248. 1. There seems to be some confusion in this passage: if the dis-
tinction between certain sizes is unessential to the order of the Universe, it is
not possible to answer the question why the actual size was chosen instead
of an equivalent one, and one might say it has not been chosen, but was
always there; on the other hand, if the order of the world depends on its
actual size, this size seems to have been intentionally chosen it is true that
for the realization of this order no other size was possible, but ‘not possible’
means here that God had necessarily to choose this definite size. What
Ghazali wants to express is this: for an eternal world there cannot be a
creator, since creation implies a becoming in time, nor can there have been
a design, since design, will, and intention imply temporal priority to the
thing designed, willed, and intended.

P- 249. I. i.e. must be valuable in itself or more valuable than any other
thing possible in the same conditions. According to the Ash‘arites God is
absolutely free, His choice is not determined by anything, and a thing is
valuable because God willed it. According to the philosophers, God willed
it because it was valuable, the Will of God being determined by the value of
the thing.
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p- 249. 2. Cf. Plato, Laws X 902 e: 1) rolvuv 7év ye Bedv déubowpuéy more
Ovmrév Snuiovpydv davAdrepov, let us not, then, deem God inferior to
human workmen.

P- 249. 3. Since no art or wisdom would be necessary for the artisan.

P- 249. 4. This conception, which implies that nature is the art of God
and art the nature of man, presents grave difficulties. On the one hand, how
can man, being simply God’s creature, himself become a cteator, or being
simply an effect, himself become a cause ? Natura non nisi parendo vincitur, says
Francis Bacon paradoxically, but he offers no solution. If man is but a res
creata and a part of nature, how can he conquer nature? For man will not
have any more power over nature than the falling stone, as Spinoza believed.
On the other hand, if God stands to nature as man to his artefact, God’s
action will be determined by His own nature and the exigencies of His
material. Aristotle himself was unable to distinguish satisfactorily between
art and nature (cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 205).

p- 250. 1. i.e. the theologians following the Stoic argument.
P- 250. 2. Mixture, CI}:..I, pits, cf. Aristotle, De gen. et corr. A 16;

alteration, ezl , dAMolwois ; dMolwors peraBoly) kard 76 wdbos, cf. Aristotle,
Met. A 2. 106gP12.

P. 250. 3. He means that we see the temporal body coming into existence
through a cause (however, its matter is eternal). Averroés does not see that
he is here accepting Ghazali’s assertion that a cause implies a coming into
existence,

P- 250. 4. De Caclo et Mundo, i.e. De Caelo; Averroés is here referring to
De caelo B 14, where Aristotle explains the spherical shape of the earth by
asserting that all its parts tend towards their natural place, which is the
centre of the world, and says at B 14. 29714 sqq.: ‘If the earth has been
generated . . . it must have come into existence in the shape of a sphere;
if the earth, however, is ungenerated and everlasting it must have the same
shape as it would have as a result of generation.’

p- 251. 1. There is here some confusion ; by ‘the beginning of things’ he
cannot of course mean a beginning in time, but the beginning of a causal
series; according to him the materialists admitted as the supreme cause of
all change and becoming the eternal movement of the heavens. This would
imply the passivity of everything else, and so this cause would not be a
supreme cause and the termination of a causal series, but the only cause and
a cause simultaneous with its effect. At the same time, however, Ghazali
regards the movement of the heavens as a sequence of causes and effects.
He seems to have here in mind the theories of such naturalistic Peripatetics
as Strato of Lampsacus, of whom Cicero declares (4cad. pr. ii. 38. 121) : ‘negat
opera deorum se uti ad fabricandum mundum’.
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P- 251. 2. ‘this causal series’, i.e. the series of forms and accidents.

P- 251. 3. Koran vi. 75.

P- 251. 4. i.e. the Ash'arites regarded God as the sole cause, creating and
re-creating the Universe at every instant.

P- 252. I. i.e. the materialists might say the material world exists by
itself without a cause.

P- 252. 2. This may mean that it is necessary to inquire whether the body
of the heavens possesses matter, i.e. the principle of possibility.

P- 252. 3. Averroés’s objection to this proof seems here to be that it
cannot be used as an a priori proof—as Avicenna seems to use it, putting it
at the beginning of his Metaphysics (in the Recovery)—but that it is only valid
a posteriori, after the study of the physical universe. In the next paragraph
he is, however, much more sceptical about the value of this argument.

P- 253- I. l.e. it is not proved that it is a spiritual substance possessing
thought.

p- 253. 2. Since the world as a whole is eternal, and according to
Aristotle ‘eternal’ and ‘necessary’ are convertible: (cf., for example, Arist.
De gen. et corr. B 11. 33821: dor’ e éorwv &€ dvdyrns, Gididy o, xal el
@idiov, é¢ dvdyrns).

P- 254. 1. ie. through procreation the animal also participates in eternity.

P- 254. 2. This passage is not found, so far as I know, in any of the Greek
texts that have come down to us. It is, however, in harmony with the general
trend of Alexander’s philosophy (cf., for example, his Quaest. nat. ii. 3). Inan
Arabic work ascribed to Alexander On the Principles of the Universe which is
not known in Greek or mentioned by Greek authors (cf. note 113. 6, p. 245
in my Ep. d. Met. d. Av.), but which on the whole agrees with Alexander’s
Quaestiones naturales i. 1 and ii. 3 and which has been edited by ‘Abd ar-
Rahman Badawi (Cairo, 1947) in a collection of treatises entitled Aristotle
among the Arabs (pp. 253-77), we find (p. 273, 1. 18) the following passage:
‘just as there is in the one city one leading principle ( i+ i.e. the Stoic
7yepovucdy), so we can say that there is one spiritual force which pervades
the whole world and unites its parts; and just as there is in a city only one
leading principle which is either its prince or its law, so the world is a unique
eternal body unified by an unchanging (read p. 274, 1. 2 _a*3e &) principle
which holds it together and keeps it in its order through a spiritual force
which pervades all its parts.’ )

P- 254- 3- The Arabs had collected the Hist. an., the De part. an., and the
De gen. an. into one work. This refers to Aristotle, De part. an., where it is said
(B 10. 656°8) that the genus man, among the animals known to us, either
alone participates in the Divine or participates in it in the highest degree
(%) yap pdvov peréyes Tob Oelov Tdw Huiv yvwpipwy {dwy 7 pdAcara wdvrwr) and
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where it is said (4 10. 686%28), that the function of what is most divine is
intelligence and thought (&yor 706 fetordrov 76 voeiv xai Ppoveiv).

P- 254. 4. On this book cf. Nallino, ‘Filosofia “orientale” od illuminativa’,
in Riv. degli Studi Orientali, x. 433-367, and Nallino, Raccolta di scritti editi e
tnediti, vol. ii, p. 467. The Oriental Philosophy, which seems to have been
unknown to Averroés, is preserved in manuscript in Constantinople. The
Theorems and Notices seems to bear the same relation to it as the Salvation to
the Recovery of the Soul, i.e. to be a compendium of it. Compare also Madkour’s
Introduction p. 22 to the first volume of ‘Avicenna’s Logic, Cairo 1952.

P- 254. 5. On the principles, i.e. On the principles of the Universe. The
argument {op. cit., p. 257, 1. 1) is as follows: that which is the cause in
everything of the perfection which characterizes its nature must be of a
greater excellence, and necessarily the cause of the movement of the divine
body must be its longing for the highest pitch of excellence. Cf. Alexander
Aphrodisiensis, Quaestiones naturales, ed. Bruns, p. 4, 1l. 18 sqq. : pdAwora yap
SpexTov T adrod Proe. 70 Tfj adrod ¢voer xkaddv pdhwora . . . (that which is
most desirable in its own nature is that which has in its own nature the
greatest excellence).

p- 255. 1. This would imply that it does not need a cause for its bodily
substance, and so invalidate the idea of an eternal creation which Averroés
holds also. Of course, strictly speaking, since movement is eternal it will be
according to Aristotle necessary and therefore in no need of a cause.

P- 255. 2. The meaning is that the world as a whole is eternal, although
individual sublunary things are liable to change. According to Aristotle the
world, form, and matter are eternal. But how can matter, the possible, be
eternal, since everything eternal is necessary?

p- 255. 3. The actuality of thought is life, says Aristotle, 7 yap voii évépyeia

{wj (Met. A 7. 1072P28).

P- 255. 4. According to the Stoic principle that every living being is self-
conscious, mavri {dw oweidyais Tis adrod cverdoews (Diog. Laert. vii. 85).

p- 256. 1. ‘God an eternal man’; there is here an allusion to Aristotle,
Met. B 2. 9978, where Aristotle raises against the Platonists the objection
that by assuming eternal ideas, an eternal ideal man, an eternal ideal horse,
an eternal ideal health, they are acting like the anthropomorphizers who
make of their gods eternal men, didlovs dvfpdimovs. Compare also Sext. Emp.
Adyp. phys. i. 46: And again, when the ancients had imagined a long-lived
man, they prolonged his lifetime to infinity, and reaching the concept of
eternity by the combination of the present, the past, and the future, they
declared that God was eternal.

p- 256. 2. i.e. if God is an eternal man, man is differentiated by eternity
and temporality.
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P 256: 3. 'According to Aristotle, De an. B 1. 412516 (see also 227), all
life consists in the power of self-motion.

P- 256. 4. Averroés here identifies will with non-rational desire, dA
8petis, which is found also in animals. P e

P- 257- 1. An increase in the desire would only cause the act when the
desire was an dloyos Spefis. According to Aristotle, De an. I' 9 ad fin.,
moderate men, although they have desire and appetite, do not follow their
desire, but obey reason.

P- 257. 2. i.e. this practice is only an internal act of the soul; it is not
combined with external actions, €.g. movements, as is the case with the
practical arts. For thought as action cf, Aristotle, De an. B 5. 417518 sqq.

P- 258. 1. Analogy L3 (or Je2ed'; J4s is example) is regarded by the
Muhammadan jurists as one of the ‘roots’ of Muhammadan law. When the
K-oran and the sayings and actions traditionally attributed to Muhammad
fail to give an indication which legal practice is to be followed, new legal
prescriptions may be obtained through applying to them reasoning by
analogy. The Zahirites do not admit the legitimacy of analogical inference.
The theory of inference by analogy was first formulated by Aristotle in his
theory of reasoning by example (wapdBetypa), Anal. Pr. B 24: if it was wrong
that the Thebans should fight their neighbours the Phocians, it is equally
wrong that the Athenians should fight their neighbours the Thebans,
because from the antecedent the general principle may be inferred that it is
wrong to fight one’s neighbour. The term ovMoyiopds xard 76 dvdloyov is
found in Galen’s Introductio, and the schoolmen speak of a ratiocinatio per
analogiam; the term (L3 ‘analogy’, ‘reasoning by analogy’, comes, in
Arabic, to mean syllogism in general. According to the Stoics (cf. Sext. Emp.
Ado. ethic. 250-1) all knowledge transcending the evidence of the senses
proceeds by way of analogical inference, perdfacis dvadoyioruci. The
practice of judging by analogy in law is not confined to the Muhammadan
Jurists, but is generally acknowledged. It consists in inferring from the
individual case, i.e. the precedent (in Roman law, exemplum), the under-
lying ratio legis; if it can be assumed that a complex ABC has the judicial
consequence F because of A4 as its ratio iuris, the consequence of ADE will
equally be F.

P- 259. I. For the rhetorician tries to convince by stirring the emotions
(mdfn) of his audience (cf. Arist. Rhet. A 2. 1 356210).

P- 259 2. Cf. e.g. Avicenna’s Salvation, pp. 267 sqq. ; this is the Platonic
tcf. Plato, Phaedo 61 b) and Neoplatonic (cf. Plotinus Enn. i. 2. 3) theory of
kdfapas: freed from the bodily passions, the soul contemplates the intellig-
ibles and assimilates itself to the Divine,

p..260. 1. It is interesting to note that Ghazali, the theologian, arranges
all his syllogisms in a hypothetical form. In this he follows the Stoic logicians,
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whose examples are always given in hypothetical syllogisms. Ghazali him-
self, in his Touchstone of Knowledge (Cairo, 1911), p. 88, declares that the
hypothetical syllogism is most useful in all juridical matters.

p- 260. 2. Assuming the minor premiss in a mixed hypothetical syllogism
(ovMoyiopds Smoberucds kard perdimppw, 3Ll LSL & L) is called by
the Arabian logicians oLi.l, i.e. literally ‘excepting’, ‘excluding’ (the
conjunction ‘but’ introducing the minor—e.g. ‘but it is not in matter’—is
called by them L&Yl 3,~, the particle of exception). The Peripatetics
call this perdApfns (the Stoics mpdoAqyes) and the minor premiss itself 76
peradapfavdpevor | iiuwall). The term oLzl seems to be a translation of
Sudlevtis and Suaipeats, ‘disjunction’, and indeed a major of the form ‘If it
is not dayj, it is night’ is equivalent to the disjunction ‘Either it is day or it
is night’; but when both major and minor are positive it seems somewhat
illogical to regard the minor, as the Arabic logicians seem to, as part of a
disjunction. (In Greek also the minor in a disjunctive syllogism is called
70 peradapBavdpevor.) The other terms used in describing the hypothetical
syllogism are all borrowed from the Peripatetics: 3 jyoduevor, the ante-
cedent, is called in Arabic r..\i.Jl; 76 émdpevor, the consequent, I ; 76
ovpnépaopa, the conclusion, ds.Jt.

p- 260. 3. This refers to p. 88 in the edition quoted in the last note but
one, Ghazali there gives the same examples as here, and shows that neither
the assumption of the opposite of the antecedent nor the assumption of the
positive consequent leads to a conclusion.

p- 260. 4. Cf. e.g. Aristotle, Met. @ 8. 1050%2: 76 €ldos évépyerd éoTw.
The form is évépyeia (évépyeia in its double sense of ‘actuality’, ‘reality’ and
‘activity’).

p- 260. 5. Cf. e.g. Aristotle, Met. 4 2. 1013227 : 76 €ldos éariv 6 Adyos ToB
7( v elvac.

p- 260. 6. For according to Aristotle purpose and form do not differ
essentially (cf. Met. H 4. 10441 : {ows 76 €ldos xai 70 Tédos dudw 76 adTd).

p- 260. 7. Why the active potencies are only particular and not common,
whereas the passive potencies can be either particular or common, I do not
know; nor is it clear which potencies are active and which passive—all we
know is that they are opposites; there is some confusion in this passage,
since the opposition of active and passive potencies is reduced to that of
actuality (or activity) and potentiality, or form and matter.

p. 261. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Met. H 6. 1045>17: % doxdm OAn xai % popdn
7al70 Kal €v, 70 pév duvduet, 76 8¢ évepyeia: the proximate matter and the
form are one and the same, the one potentially and the other actually.

p. 261. 2. According to Aristotle it is only the active intellect which is
separate from matter (ywpioros xai dmalis kal duyrs, De an. I' 5. 430218).
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p. 261. 3. CL A.ristotle, De an. B 12, ad init.: 7 pév ai'oaqalfs dore 70
Sercrinov T@v alobnrav eldov dvev Tijs UArs.

p- 262. 1. This refers to the passage in De an. I' 7- 431247, where it is said
that perception is not a passivity and cannot be compared to the other
movements in which there is something imperfect, since activity in the
absolute sense is the activity of that which has reached perfection (rod
Teredeopévov). Aristotle, does not, however, offer any further explanation.
The theory of perception expounded in this passage is difficult to under-
stand. Perception, according to Aristotle, is an activity of the soul, but when
we ask what this activity is, the only answer is that the percept (alofyrév)
fnakts (mouet) an actual percipient (alofyricdv) of a potential. This would
imply that perception is a passivity rather than an activity ; but this Aristotle
denies. The crux of the problem lies in the term alofinrdv, ‘the percept or
perceived’ (not here to be translated by ‘the perceptible’), for the percept
(whether we take it to mean the perceived object or the perceived matter-
!ess form—in the latter case the perception of any material object would be
fmpossiblc) is here regarded as the cause of perception ; but it has also to be
its effect, i.e. the perception itself. We find in Aristotle the two tendencies
wl.lich run through the history of philosophy : (1) to regard the thing per-
ceived in perception both as a cause and as an effect of perception; (2) to
reduce the act of perception to a state (a state of the organ, according to
Aristotle; the existence of sensations in a consciousness, according to the
moderns).

P- 262. 2. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 7. 1072P14~-1073%13 : God as pure intellect
and pure actuality.,

P- 262. 3. Inference, Arabic , 5, Greek émgopd (the concept and the
term-are Stoic). Theophrastus (cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias in Anal. Pr.
Wallies, 388. 17) had asserted that the minor in the mixed syllogism must
itself be accepted through induction, or through another hypothesis,
or from self-evidence (évdpyeia), or through a syllogism. Compare with
Averroés’s passage Sext. Emp. Adv. log. ii. 329, where the latter discusses
Epicurus’ proof for the existence of the void: If motion exists, the void
exists; but motion does exist, therefore the void exists. The premisses of this
syllogism—says Sextus—are not generally accepted ; the Peripatetics deny
the major, and Diodorus Cronus the minor and the conclusion.

p- 263 l..The conjunction is that of matter and of absence of thought;
the disjunction, 8udlevés, is that reality is either material (or attached to
matter) or thought—the proposition ‘If it does not think, it is in matter’ is
equivalent to this disjunction (cf. note 260. 2).

p- 263. 2. i.e. the argument in the form of the mixed hypothetical syllo-

gisfm should not be as Ghazali gives it, but should run: ‘If the First does not
think, it is in matter; but the First is not in matter, therefore it thinks’.
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p- 264. 1. Cf. e.g. Plotinus, Enn. iii. 2. 2: yéyove 8¢ od doytopd 7od Seiv
yevéabas, dAAG doews Sevrépas dvdywy : i.e. the world has not come into being
because of God’s reasoning that He had to create it, but because of the
necessity that there should be a secondary nature.

p- 264. 2. This argument is nothing but a getitio principii. It is true that
will implies the possibility of choice between opposites, i.e. that I know that
I can do a thing or refrain from doing it (or, as Aristotle has it, e.g. De an. I’
10. 43329 wpakrov 8” éori 76 &vdeyduevov xai dMws éxew), but in a world
in which there was no will there would be no choice of opposites.

p- 265. 1. Compare the Epicurean argument {e.g. Lucretius, De rerum
natura, ii. 1095) that the gods are unable to rule all the events in the infinite
world (regere immensi summam). Ghazali here means by ‘knowledge’ know-
ledge of the purpose and of the means to its attainment ; and indeed will
seems to imply such a preliminary knowledge (although there is here a
difficulty ; e.g. I can only will to lift my arm, when I know that I can lift it;
but how can I know that through my will I can lift my arm, when I have
never willed it?). There may, however, be foreknowledge, even for human
beings, of some of the consequences following the attainment of the purpose,
although these consequences are indifferent to the willer.

p- 266. 1. i.e. when one denies the divine will and temporal creation, one
has to regard God as a natural cause acting by necessity and through
mediation, and such a cause cannot know the mediate effects which consti-
tute the world.

p. 266. 2. Cf. Carneades’ argument inSext. Emp. Adv. phys. i. 13942,
and Cicero, De nat. deor. iii. 13. 32, that the senses imply transiency and
death ; omne igitur animal confilendum est esse mortale.

p- 267. 1. ‘representation’, i.e. ¢avracia; cf. Aristotle, De an. I" 10,
43328 sq. : dpexTindv 8¢ odx dvev davracias: davracia 8¢ mdoa 7} AoyoTucy) §
alobfyrucy). Asman is concerned, Averroés here means the gavrasia Aoytorir).

p- 267. 2. i.e. God’s knowledge, for Ghazali, means God’s purpose, God’s
intention; and intention implies will.

p- 268. 1. ‘to every intelligent being’, i.e. both in the temporal world and
in the eternal.

p. 268. 2. As a matter of fact, Ghazali’s assertion that God can only know
the purpose of His own action, and that He cannot know the consequences
of these actions through mediate causes, would ascribe to Him ignorance of
all human actions; and the only way to avoid this consequence would be
the Ash‘arite doctrine of regarding God as the real cause of all human
actions also. It is noteworthy that Geulinx in his Metaphysica vera et ad
mentem peripateticam propounds a theory which has a certain resemblance to
Ghazali’s: according to Geulinx nothing acts which does not know what it is
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doing ; since man does not know how he moves his hand, he cannot do it
himself, but God, when a man wills to move his hand, takes this opportunity
(occasio) to set his hand in motion. All human actions, both for the Ash‘arites
and for the occasionalists, are performed by God, the difference between the
two schools being apparently that whereas for the occasionalists the will of
man, e.g. to move his hand, is dependent on himself, for the Ash‘arites even
this volition is caused by God.

p- 268. 3. i.e. the more knowledge an intellect possesses, the nobler it is.
P. 270. 1. See note 255. 2.
P- 270. 2. See note 255. 3.

p- 270. 3. This is the well-known argument of Zeno (Sext. Emp. Adv.
bhys. 1. 104) 1 76 Eufuxov Tob pv) ufdyov kpeirrdy Earuv.

p. 271. 1. Ghazali follows the same line of reasoning as Alexinus, the
Megarian (Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. i. 108) in his opposition to Zeno’s argu-
ment. Alexinus observed: ‘One might in this way argue that the Universe
was not only animate, but also poetical, grammatical, and possessed of the
other arts, since the possession of all these is better than their absence.’

p- 271. 2. This trichotomy is a difficult point in the Aristotelian philo-
sophy. One of the distinctions between natural and voluntary acts is that in
inanimate natural things there is a necessity (dvdy«n) of becoming which
does not exist for activities based on will (wpoaipeats), where there is a choice
between two contraries (cf. Arist. Met. € 5. 1048%1). On the other hand,
there is also in nature the accidental, for—says Aristotle, De interpr. 9. 1g*g—
in what is non-eternal and transient there is always the possibility of being
and non-being (&r dAws éorv v rois pi) del évepyoiior 76 Swvardv elvar kal
wj. For the failure of the Aristotelian philosophy to distinguish between
nature and art see my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., pp. 204-5.

P- 272. 1. This is rather a strange theory for a philosopher who regards
God as the Prime Mover. What Averroés seems to mean here is that God,
being incorporeal, cannot set things in motion through the movement of his
body as man does. The Sceptics and Stoics held that the incorporeal was
incapable of any action (cf. Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. i. 151: obdév Swwduevoy
évepyeiv 76 dodparov).

p. 272. 2. Cf. note 264. 2. We may add here that this conception is
opposed to Aristotle’s explicit statement (Phys. B 8. 19gb26) that in nature,
although it acts according to an end, there is no deliberation (BovAevors),
i.e. no conscious choice (mpoaipeois). It is the characteristic of nature (see
note 271. 2) that in it there is no choice between two contraries.

p- 272. 3. Cf. Aristotle, Met. 4 4. 1015%14: % mpdTy $vors Kai xupiws
Aeyopévy éotiv 1) olaia 1) Tdv éxdvrwr dpxiv kwijoews év abrois §f adrd: the
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primary and foremost meaning of nature is the essence of those things that
have in themselves, as such, a principle of motion.

p- 272. 4. There is more purpose and more beauty in the works of nature
than in those of art, says Aristotle, De part. an. A 1. 639P19: pdMov 8’ éori 16
of &vexa kal 76 xaldv év Tols Tiis pvocws épyous 7} v Tois Tis Téxms.

p- 272. 5. e.g. naturalistic Peripatetics like Strato.

p- 272. 6. Cf. Aristotle about ‘wonderful automata’, rév favpdrwy Tadrd-
para, e.g. Met. A 2. 983214 ; De gen. an. B 1. 73410,

p. 272. 7. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 3. 984%15: voiw . . . éveivas, kaldmep év Tois
Ldois xal & 1§j dvoer Tov alriov 1ol Kdopov kai Tis Tdfews mdoms: ‘that there
is intellect in nature, just as in animals, and that it is the cause of all order
and arrangement’.

p- 273. 1. Cf. p. 266.

p- 273. 2. But Averroés does not accept the universal maxim : no universal
maxim applies to God’s uniqueness. This of course implies that nothing can
be attributed to God, since every attribute is a universal.

P- 273 3. 1.e. being dead, like being blind, is a privation, a orépnors, of
that which would naturally be in the possession of the subject: cf. Arnistotle,
Met. 4 22. 1022b24.

p- 273. 4. i.e. the Aristotelian principle that every individual is generated
from what is synonymous with it (éxdor éx svwardpov ylyveras odale), e.g.
that man begets man, would thereby be violated.

P- 274. 1. This is the same answer as the Stoics gave to refute Alexinus’
argument against Zeno (see note 271. 1) : Zeno had chosen—they said—the
absolutely superior, 76 xafldmaf xpetrrov, namely reason (Sext. Emp. Ady.
phys. 1. 109).

p- 275. 1. Avicenna says in his Salvation (p. 404, 1. 4; cf. the parallel
passage in his Recovery, Met. viii. 6) : “To ascribe to God a plurality of thoughts
is just as much attributing to Him a deficiency as to ascribe to Him a
plurality of acts: God knows everything, only in a universal way; still no
single thing, not even the weight of an atom, is hidden from Him (according
to the Koran xxxiv. 3; x. 62). This is something very wonderful, the under-
standing of which needs great intellectual subtlety.’

P- 275. 2. The example of the eclipse is taken from Avieenna (Recovery,
Met. viii. 6, and Salvation, p. 405).

p- 276. 1. A node is one of two points at which the orbit of a planet
intersects the ecliptic; the ascending node is that encountered by the
heavenly body in its northward passage, the descending that encountered
in its southward passage.
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P 276. 2. ‘in its desire to assimilate itself to God’; for Aristotle the
heavens move through love for God, and here the Platonic rélos, ‘assimila-
tion’, poiwois 7@ Bed kard 76 Svvardy, is added to this conception. For the
question whether this assimilation can be realized through movement,
whereas God is the eternally stable, see below.

p- 276. 3. The whole of this interesting passage is based on Avicenna,
Recovery, Met. viii. 6 and the parallel passage Salvation, pp. 404 sqq. Avicenna’s
position about God’s knowledge or ignorance of the individual is far from
clear, and indeed his thesis that God can know every individual thing in a
universal way, being contradictory, cannot be understood. (On the funda-
mental problem of the relation between the individual and the universal,
as an empiricist Aristotle asserts the priority of the individual to the uni-
versal, as a Platonist the priority of the universal to the individual, and this
contradiction is still more evident in the Neoplatonic commentators; cf.
my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., notes 81. 5 and 126. 2). But the conclusion Ghazali,
following Avicenna, mentions here does not really concern God’s knowledge
or ignorance of the individual—His knowledge, indeed, is here assumed—
but is the logical outcome of any theory which ascribes to God a timeless
eternity, for no actual relation can exist between the timeless and the
transitory. If we admit in God omniscience, and foreknowledge of all
future events, He will know the sequence of things in an eternal ‘now?, for
He will know time as a sequence of events which are earlier and later (just
as we know in the present an eternal and stable sequence of past events).
But there is another aspect of time, the passing of the future through the
present into the past, i.e. the living indefinable experience of the ever-
fleeting, the ever-new ‘now’. God, not being in a fleeting present, can never
have experience of it. He may know that such-and-such actions are subse-
quent to my birth, but He cannot know now that I am acting or have acted
in such-and-such a way, for in God’s stable timeless ‘now’, in God’s stillness,
there can be no experience of the indefinable fleeting ‘now’ in which we
live and act and die. This was clearly seen by Avicenna. He says (cf. e.g.
Salvation, p. 406. 14 5qq.) : ‘If you know eclipses in as far as you exist’ (I
take this to mean : in as far as you exist without any reference to time) ‘or in
as far as you exist eternally, and if you have knowledge not of the eclipse
in general, but of any eclipse whatever, then the existence or non-existence of
any definite eclipse will not produce a change in you or your knowledge, for
what you know is that one definite eclipse is later than another; and this
knowledge of yours will be true during, before, and after any eclipse. But
when you introduce the concept of time, and know at one definite moment
that the eclipse is not actual and at another that it is, then your knowledge
is not unalterable. The First, however, who is not in time or subject to its
rule, can never refer to anything in this or that definite time, since this would
imply that He Himself was in it and would imply in Him a new judgement
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and a new knowledge’ (Aristotle had already distinguished, Met. € 10,
between two types of truth, eternal and transitory, cf. my Ep. d. Met. d. Av.,
PP- 220-1).

P 276. 4. Possibly this is Avicenna’s conception, but his theory (which I
shall not try to analyse here) in the chapter mentioned in the preceding
note is both confused and contradictory. In any case Avicenna ascribes to
God only conceptual knowledge, since for Him there is neither a ic nor a
nunc, and denies sense-perception to Him ; he repeats (e.g. Salvation, 405. g)
Aristotle’s assertion that an individual of any species can only be known by
being a ‘this’, a 7é3¢ ¢, 4,J| yLiuJl, by being pointed at, i.e. through direct
perceptual experience, &2l saaliadl (cf. e.g. Cat. 5. 3P10, where Aristotle
says that every individual substance seems to signify a ‘this’). However,
this view cannot be upheld. It is true that in perception everything per-
ceived stands in relation to a ‘here’ (a most mysterious relation, since ‘here’
is the place where my body is, and ‘my body’ assumes a relation between
something non-spatial, i.e. my spiritual self, and a spatial entity). But in
thought an individual can be completely determined in space and time
without direct reference to any ‘here’ or ‘now’, although it may be con-
ceded that without any perception of spatial relations we should not have
any conception of space. It may be remarked that hic and nunc are not in
cvery sense analogous. The ‘now’, the present moment, is involved in the
concept of time, whereas the ‘here’ does not enter into the definition of
space, but needs space for its own definition (the place in which my body is),
and is individually subjective, whereas any interaction between individuals
assumes the simultaneity of a ‘now’. Another point is that if God is deprived
of perception of the individual He cannot have knowledge of the universal
either. It is one of the fundamental cruces of philosophy that perception and
conception seem to imply each other; there is no individual percept that
has no qualities (Aristotle knew that there is no ‘that’ which is not a ‘what’),
and there is no universal which does not stand either directly or indirectly
in some relation to something perceived.

p- 277. 1. Conditions, | 41, mds éovra: see note 3. 6.

p- 278. 1. 1 have not found this tripartite division in Avicenna who,
however, in his Recovery, Met. iii. 10, has a long discussion about relations
(the difficult concept of relation was much discussed in later Greek philo-
sophy, see e.g. the long discussion in Simplicius, Comm. in Cat., Kalbfleisch,
155. 30 sqq.; the Peripatetic Boethus dedicated a whole book to the dis-
cussion of this problem, according to Simplicius, op. cit. 163. 6). Avicenna
there refutes, for example, the view held by the Greek sceptics, the Muslim
theologians and some moderns (Bradley, for example—Appearance and
Reality*, pp. 31 sq.—some of whose negative theories may be found in Sextus
Empiricus) that relation, since it implies an infinite regress, can have no
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reality, and I do not know to which Arabic author Ghazali is here referring.
The tripartite division which he mentions here is illogical and confused, for
there is only room here for two classes of relations, essential (or internal)
and non-essential (or external), and the example of Ghazali’s second kind
of condition implies an essential relation: when a man stops moving,
although his capacity to move has not changed, there is an actual change in
him from action to rest. This tripartite division seems to refer to the equally
confused distinction between wpds 7 mds éxov, wds &ov, and mpds ¢ in
Stoicism (cf. Simplicius, op. cit. p. 165, 32 and v. Arnim, Stic. Vet. Fr. ii.
132. 21). The first condition ‘would be the mpds 7¢ ms éov, i.e. an acci-
dental relation (see loc. cit., 1. 26, where ‘to the right’, 8¢£idv, is given as an
example) ; the second would be the wds &ov, which is a non-essential
characteristic of a thing (as an example of such a non-essential character-
istic Plotinus, Enn. vi. 1. 30, gives acting—rd moteiv wds &ov) ; the third
would be, when a thing in its distinct existence of its own—i.e. when it is a
mowév—implies a relation to something else, and is therefore essentially rela-
tive, like any state, knowledge, and perception (v. Arnim, op. cit. ii. 132. 45
Srav pév kard Sadopdy T Siaxelpevov mpds Erepov vedoy, mpds i pdvov Tobiro
éorar, ds 7 s kal 1) émomipn kai 7 alobyas).
p- 278. 2. ‘like a mere relation’, i.e. like a mere external relation.

p- 278. 3. This of course is false; Ghazali has evidently not seen the
point. If God had created in us an everlasting knowledge that Zaid will
come tomorrow, this knowledge, if true today, would be false tomorrow and
ever afterwards. On the other hand, if God had created in us an everlasting
knowledge that Zaid has come, or will come, the former would be false up
to the moment he has actually come, but true ever afterwards, whereas the
latter would be true till he has actually come and false ever afterwards.

p- 279. 1. This sentence is rather confused, but I am well aware of the
difficulty of the problem of relations in general and of the problem of
knowledge in particular. The words ‘whenever the relation becomes differ-
ent’ mean ‘whenever the knowledge becomes different’ (because of the
change in the object of knowledge in reality) ; again, by ‘the thing which
has this essential relation’ knowledge is understood ; according to this view
knowledge both is a relation and kas an essential relation to the thing known.

I think knowledge (knowing) can only be conceived as a unique and
indefinable relation implying two terms, the knower and the objective
thing known; if it is represented—as it so often is—as a separate entity
having some independent existence in a mind, two new relations will be
needed, one to a2 mind and the other to the objective thing. I think it is
correct to say that when an object known or perceived changes, the per-
cipient who notices this change changes too through the change in his
knowing and perceiving. The last part of Ghazali’s sentence—i.e. that
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whenever this differentiation and this sequence arise there is a change—is a
tautology.

P- 279- 2. One might answer: ‘There might be in God one single cogni-
tive relation to the whole world, just as in one human act of perception or
thought a whole consisting of a plurality may be apprehended ; my percep-
tion of a complex, e.g. the face of a friend, does not consist in my perception
of all its parts individually—every complex forms a new unity in which the
individual constituents are merged.” Indeed, if the act of perception were
identical with the object perceived, not only would the perception of a
magnitude be itself a magnitude, but it would consist like the magnitude
itself of an infinite number of points (cf. Arist. De an. 4 3. 407%6 sqq., where
he rejects the view that thought, vdyaus, is 2 magnitude, uéyefos).

P- 279. 3. That universals are infinite is not accepted by the Aristotelians,
and would not fit easily into their conception of a spatially limited universe.
They argue, however, against the Stoic theory of a divine providence for all
individuals, saying that, since time is infinite, this would imply in God
knowledge of the infinite (cf. my Ep. d. Met. Av., p. 145). Cf. note 205 2.

P. 279. 4. Ghazali misses the point: time is a condition of change; a
timeless knowledge is allowed in God, not a temporal changing knowledge.

p- 280. 1. Since human knowledge enters into the essence of the knower.

p- 280. 2. Cf. Aristotle, e.g. De an. B 5. 417%22: 7@v xab’ éxaorov 7 xar’
évépyeav alobnos, 1) 8° émorijun rédv kabidov.

p- 280. 3. He seems to mean: if the human mind possessed a highest
genus, e.g. ‘being’, or ‘something’ (which are the highest genera according
to the Stoics) by which it could comprehend (the word is used equivocally
and can mean both ‘grasp’ and ‘include’) all the genera and species, it
would also comprehend all the individuals ; but one should not compare the
divine understanding with the human mind, since for the divine intellect
the opposition between universal and individual is obliterated.

Pp- 280. 4. ‘a passive intellect and an effect’: i.e. our human intellect; ft
is regarded here as passive and an effect, because in its knowledge it is
dependent on reality, our knowledge being posterior to reality; whereas
God’s knowledge, being the cause of reality, either precedes it (as a cause,
but not in time) or, being identical with the things, coexists with them without
any priority or posteriority (cf. Enn. v. 9. 5: 0 ydp éorw obire mpd adroi odfre
per’ adrdy, viz. rd dvra).

p- 280. 5. This theory of God’s active or creative knowledge goes back to
Plotinus (cf. especially Enn. v. g. 5), whoquotes Parmenides’ important state-
ment that thought and being are identical, 76 ydp adrd voeiv éoriv e xai
elvas (Parmenides, Fr. g Diels). According to Plotinus the voic is pure act
and is eternal; by its absolute being it thinks and creates (S¢iorqow) things,
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which cannot exist as something outside itself, érépwb. Thinking its own
self, in its own self it thinks the things, which therefore are identical with it :
éarw dpa 7& Svra. This theory, the so-called theory of intellectual intuition,
is found also in Christian philosophy and theology. Cf. e.g. St. Augustine
(Confess. xiii. 8. 53): ‘nos itaque ista quae fecisti videmus, quia sunt; tu
autem quia vides ea, sunt’. Kant expresses this in his De mund. sens. atque
intell. form. et princip. ii, 10: “intuitus nempe mentis nostrae semper est
passivus . . . divinus autem intuitus, qui obiectorum est principium, non
principiatum, cum sit independens, est Archetypus et propterea perfecte
intellectualis’. A

p- 281. 1. Of course one might ask how, if intellect can be only attached
to the existent, the non-existent can form an object of thought, or how the
intellect can plan the non-existing future, remember the non-existing past,
be subject to illusion and doubt. We have, however, seen that for Averroés
even the objectively non-existing has some existence, existing subjectively,
i.e. in the mind, as a representation. We have here an example of the fatal
reification of thought, regarding the act of thought as the existence in the
mind of some mental atoms, which has so deeply warped philosophical
speculation. .

P- 281. 2. veritas adaequatio intellectus et rei.

p- 281. 3. Compare the scholastic principle Esse est Deus, which is Ecke-
hart’s fundamental principle. Both Sufism, i.e. Muslim mysticistn, and
Western medieval mysticism are based on Neoplatonic conceptions (in
Sufism there are also Hermetic and Gnostic elements). The resemblance
between those two schools, which are geographically so far apart, is often
so great that many affirmations of German medieval mystics like Eckehart,
Tauler, or Suso might be taken for translations from some Arabian or
Persian mystic.

p. 281. 4. Namely, in plants, animals, men, and heaven.

P. 281. 5. The Mu'tazilites seem to have been aware of the difficulty that
to attribute to God a knowledge of the changing affairs of the world implies
a change in Him. According to Shahrastani (Religious and Philosophical Sects,
p- 60), Jahm said, ‘God cannot know a thing before creating it, for either
(1) God’s knowledge is unchangeable, and if He knew that it would be
before He created it, He would be in error (the text has ‘ignorance’, Je=)
when it was or had been and He still thought that it would be; or (2) His
knowledge would be changeable, but only the created can change.’ (Ibn
Hazm, op. cit. ii. 130, says that the Mu‘tazilites asked: “When does God
know that Zaid has died ? For if God knows it eternally, this implies Zaid’s
eternal death.” Ibn Hazm’s answer on this problem runs on the same lines
as Ghazali’s.) At the same time, according to Shahrastani, Jahm affirmed
that God had new knowledge, not, however, in a substratum ( J= g Vie.
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not in God Himself). It is to this latter assertion that Ghazali is evidently
referring, but it seems to contradict the other assertion that God’s know-
ledge cannot change. Probably Jahm regarded God’s knowledge as a
scparate entity emanating from Him (there is here probably some vague
relation to the Philonic Logos-theory), and used ‘knowledge of God’ in an
ambiguous way, meaning at one time an attribute of God, at another an
cffect of God.
p- 281. 6. See note 2. 6.

p- 281. 7. Cf. 74. 2; and since nothing that changes can be cternal, that
which is eternal (i.e. God) cannot be subject to change.

p- 282. 1. i.e. it is impossible that time should have a beginning, although
the series of causes is limited. We have already shown the fallacy of this view.

P- 282. 2. i.e. every movement of the spheres is temporal, since all move-
ment implies time and there is a continual beginning and ending of these
movements, just as time changes eternally and a new ‘now’ continually
occurs. ‘

p- 282. 3. i.e. according to their system time arises from the timeless;
time is the effect of a timeless cause.

P. 282. 4. i.c., if the temporal can proceed from the timeless, should not
temporal knowledge, i.c. knowledge of the temporal, proceed from the
timeless knower? However, the idea of an emanation of knowledge from
the knower seems to make very little sense.

P. 282. 5. ‘coloured’, for according to Aristotle it is only colour or that
which possesses colour that is seen (De an. I' 2. 42518: dpéras 8¢ ypdpa %
70 &yov).

P- 282. 6. For this conception of vision cf. e.g. De sensu 2. 438*12 sqq.

p- 283. 1. For knowledge as the supreme end of man see, for example,
Aristotle, Met. A 2; Eth. Nic. K 7.

P- 283. 2. Since the terms used are equivocal.

p- 283. 3. i.e. since illumination or light is, according to Aristotle (De an.
B 7. 419%9), the actuality of the transparent, the substance of the transparent
is not changed through the illumination. ’

p- 285. 1. See note 256. 1.

p- 285. 2. ‘man a mortal god’, homo guasi deus mortalis: this refers to the
beautiful words ascribed to Aristotle in Cicero, De finibus ii. 13. 40 (fr. 61
Rose) : man whose destiny is thought and action is like a mortal god: ‘sic
hominem ad duas res—ut ait Aristoteles—, ad intellegendum et agendum,
esse natum quasi mortalem deum’.

P- 285. 3. St. Thomas Aquinas, who regards it as probable that the stars
are moved by angels, asserts, Sum. c. gent. ii. 70, that from the religious point
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of view it is indifferent whether it be declared that heaven is animated or
not: ‘hoc autem quod dictum est de animatione coeli non diximus quasi
asserendo secundum fidei doctrinam, ad quam nihil pertinet sive sic sive
aliter dicitur’. However, among the 219 opinions ascribed to the Latin
Averroist Siger of Brabant and condemned by the Church in 1277, we find
this proposition (prop. g2 in Denifle, Chart. Unio. P. i, p. 548): ‘quod
corpora celestia moventur a principio intrinseco, quod est anima; et quod
moventur per animam et per virtutem appetitivam, sicut animal. Sicut
enim animal appetens movetur, ita et coelum.’ (St. Thomas Aquinas
believed that the movement of the stars depended on an external animated
principle.)

P- 285. 4. ‘by perception’: daiveras, as Aristotle says, De caelo B 8.
289®1 ; for another example of an argument based on the evidence of the
senses, dud T@v dawopévw, cf. De caelo B 14. 2g7b1. Although in the following
Ghazali seems to be referring to Avicenna’s Salvation, PP- 422 5qq. (and the
parallel passages in the ninth book of the metaphysical part of his Recovery),
his argument differs considerably from the discussion by Avicenna ; but in
any case its principle is derived from Aristotle’s De philosophia. Aristotle, in
the passage of this lost dialogue quoted by Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 16. 44
(fr. 24 Rose), bases his argument on the disjunction that all movement
either takes place by nature or is constrained or is voluntary (aut natura aut
vi aut voluntate). He rules out the possibility that the stars might be moved
by nature, since all. movement, by nature is either downward or upward,
and the stars have a circular movement ; their movement cannot take place
by constraint, for what could possess a greater force than the stars? It is
therefore voluntary.

p- 286. 1. The meaning is: if the fact of being a body implied its move-
ment, every body would be in motion ; there must therefore be a cause of
motion, i.e. everything moved is necessarily moved by something (Arist.
Phys. H 1, ad init., 241°34: dmav 76 kwovpevov 16 Twos dvdykn kwelobos).

p- 286. 2. It is interesting to note that this sentence is a free translation
(with, however, a slight, but important difference) of one in Aristotle,
Phys. © 5. 256214 €l &) dvdyxn wa@v 76 kivodpevor Smé Twds re rwetobar, kai
7} 976 kwovpévov 1’ E\ov @1, kal e pév dm’ dov [kwovpévov], dvdyxn T
elvar ko & ody dm° dAov mpdTov, €l 8¢ Towiro 76 mpdTow, obK dvdyry
Odrepov: if therefore everything moved necessarily must be moved by some-
thing either moved by another or not by another; and if it is by a thing
moved, it is necessary that this should be a first mover not moved bysome-
thing else, and if such a mover is found there is no need for another mover.
We see that the Arabic has substituted for a first mover a voluntary mover
moving its body by itself, and the argument which Aristotle uses to estab-
lish the existence of an unmoved first mover, i.e. God, is used here to prove
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the existence of an eternal soul which moves the body of heaven by a first
movement, i.e. a movement on which all the other movements of the world
depend. As a matter of fact there is no reason why Aristotle should have
made his first mover transcendent, and why the mover of heaven should
not be immanent in the world and be the soul of heaven. Of course, if this
argument is offered to prove the soul of heaven, it can no longer be offered
to prove the existence of God ; and if the existence of God is still accepted,
He can no longer be the source of all movement and action, for the soul, even
the human soul, does not set in motion through a mover (although for a
motive), but by itself, i.e. its will and desire. That the soul cannot be
moved is acknowledged by Aristotle himself, De an. A4 4. 408b30,

P- 286. 3. i.e. the universal relation of the world to God cannot explain
motion: if the fact of being created and a body itself implied movement,
every body would be in motion.

p. 286. 4. This example is found in Avicenna, Recovery, Met. ix. 4.

p- 287. 1. According to Aristotle (De caclo A 2), however, the movement
of the stars is a natural one, i.e. natural to things which possess an element
more sublime than the four sublunary ones. Avicenna also, in his Salvation,
P- 424, regards the heavenly movement as caused by an inclination (Je>
oppj or pomf) which may be called natural ; however, he adds “This natural
inclination is inspired by a soul and renewed by its representation.’ (For the
problem caused by the contradiction in the Aristotelian texts, cf. my Ep. d.
Met. d. Av., note 108. 2; Alexander of Aphrodisias and Averroés deny that
the celestial bodies can have garraoia, i.c. any representations.)

p- 287. 2. This refers to Ghazali’s words: ‘every mover receives its im-
pulse from the moved itself’; but this is only a verbal quibble, for Ghazali
means the same as Averroés.

p- 287. 3. In fact this is a tautology; what he wants to say is that it is
self-evident that things have intrinsic natures by which they are moved.

P- 287. 4. i.e. if things had not an intrinsic nature, and everything de-
pended solely on the will of God, as the Ash‘arites hold, earth might move
upward just as easily as fire.

P- 287. 5. Things which are sometimes at rest, sometimes in motion, can
receive by constraint 2 movement opposed to their natural one, and can
therefore execute two opposite movements, cf. Aristotle, De caelo A 2. 26g%7:
a simple body can receive the motion of another body by constraint (Bg),
granted that a single body has only one natural movement.

p- 287. 6. Aristotle argued (De caelo A 4) that there can be no movement
contrary to the circular motion of the stars; heaven cannot be constrained
to move by another movement than its own; cf. op. cit. 4 3. 270%9, Since,
according to Averroés—see below in the text—the motion of the stars is not
natural, a proof of the cause of their movement must be given.
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p. 288. 1. That the soul of the heavenly bodies is only equivocally
(Spwvdpws) called a soul is stated by Alexander of Aphrodisias, On the
Principles of the Universe, ed. cit., p. 255.

p. 288. 2. ‘Nature’ is a most ambiguous word, both in common language
and in Aristotle. For the meaning intended here of ‘a rational principle’
see e.g. Aristotle, De gen. an. A 23. 731224 : edAdyws 1) ¢vois Sypovpyel
‘nature works rationally’.

p- 288. 3. In fact heaven is excluded from physics only so far as its
spiritual elements, the separate intelligibles, are in question, since, according
to Aristotle (Met. E 1. 1025P26), physics theorizes about substances which
are capable of motion and have forms, but about these forms only so far
as they are inseparable from matter (cf. also the beginning of De caelo).

p- 288. 4. That there cannot be a body outside heaven is argued by
Aristotle, De caelo A 9. 278%25 sqq.

p- 289. 1. ‘without any act he deliberately chose’, since according to
Ghazali’s theory God’s will is not <elective (i.e. it does not choose between
distinct cases), but creative (i.e. it creates the distinctions themselves).

P. 290. 1. Although we moderns can explain the fact that fire moves
upward and stones downward by attributing it to a general characteristic
of matter, Averroés is right in asserting that the differentiation of individuals
having their special characteristics cannot be deduced from a general
principle: there is no answer to the question why this stone is not that stone
or that flower. Still, both Averroés and Ghazali, when asked why things
are as they are, would answer that everything depends upon the will of
God; both would assert that God’s eternal will was not comparable with
our human will and that God’s action was wholly creative. (It is curious to
see that, in the matter of God’s knowledge, Averroés reproaches Ghazali
for not observing that it is wholly creative, whereas in the matter of God’s
volition he reproaches him for regarding it as wholly creative.) Both would
assert also that this was the best of all possible worlds, not only implying by
this a deliberation and choice in God, but fixing a limit for His illimitable
power. ' ,

P- 290. 2. The Ash'arite view will be discussed below at length.

P- 290. 3. This is Aristotle’s own thesis, De caelo A 2. 269®5-14, where he
proves that circular motion is natural to the body which has this motion,
and 269®14-17, where he proves that there is a fifth element (i.e. the ether),
superior to the sublunary elements, to which the circular movement is
natural. If by ‘natural movement of the ether’ is meant that it moves by
itself (Aristotle derives the word aifhjp from dei feiv, ‘to run always’), there is
no need to accept movers for the spheres.

p- 290. 4. This is based by Aristotle on the principle that a thing can
have only one contrary, & é&i évavriov (cf. De caclo A 2. 269410), and he
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holds the strange theory (strange, for circular motion implies a movement
in opposite directions) that circular motion has no opposite and that the
ether is free from all opposition. Still, according to Aristotle himself the
heaven of the fixed stars turns from right to left, that of the planets from left
to right.

P- 290. 5. According to the principle that God moves as does the beloved,
it would seem that movement gua movement was the supreme aim; but
Plutarch, De defect. orac. xxx, emphasizes the variety and changes (pera-
Bodai) implied in movement, and says that, to judge from the motion of
the heavens, the Divine really enjoys variety and is glad to survey movement.

p- 290. 6. The heavy, according to Aristotle, is that whose nature it is
to move towards the centre, the light that whose nature it is to move away
from the centre; according to De caelo 4 3. 269*30, the body whose move-
ment is circular can have neither weight nor lightness, for neither naturally
nor unnaturally can it move either towards or away from the centre.

P- 290. 7. i.e. whether the heavenly bodies have consciousness and which
kind of consciousness.

P- 291. 1. According to Aristotle an external force moving heaven would
involve an effort, whereas the movement of heaven is drovos, effortless; he
says that we should not believe the traditional myth about Atlas (cf. De
caelo B 1. 284°11—22).

P- 291. 2. Aristotle in his criticism of Thales’ view that the earth rests on
water (De caelo B 13. 294°28) says that then one would have to ask the same
question over again: for what supports the water?

p- 291. 3. Cf. Aristotle, De caelo A g. 279°8: Ay ydp v adrd 76 dvowov
odpa xal alofyrdy: the matter (of the whole universe) is natural perceptible
body.

P- 291. 4. That the elements are transitory, yeryrd, is argued by Aristotle,
De caelo I 6.

p- 291. 5. All generation and decay on earth are caused through the
motion of the sun along the ecliptic; cf. Aristotle, Meteor. A 9.

p- 291. 6. For Aristotle (cf. e.g. Phys. I'" 2. 20228) all motion is based on
touch ; even in thought the thing thought of is touched by the thinker (cf.
Met. © 10. 1051b24 and 4 7. 1072b20).

p- 291. 7. Itis interesting to note that Averroés sees that there is a resem-
blance between the Stoic theory and the Ash‘arite. We have tried to show
above that there is, in fact, a relation between these two views.

p- 292. 1. ie. the Asharites, not the Stoics.

p- 292. 2. ‘accidental’, since it was there only by constraint.
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P- 292. 3. i.e. movement guz movement, without any reference to a
special place or time, is a universal; and if the heavenly bodies desire this
movement, they are moved by a concept, something in the soul. Averroés’s
argument, however, is not only a petitio principis, i.e. not only is it used to
prove that the heavenly bodies are animated, but it is also contradictory,
far it first denies the objective existence of movement absolutely, and then
admits that a movement exists in the individual moving thing, although not
permanently (this is in opposition to Arist. Phys. 4 4. 228%20, where it is
asserted that the movement which is absolutely one [and particular] is that
which is continuous, without any restriction as to time; cf. also Avicenna,
Salvation, 180. 11). Averroés’s assertion is a reminiscence of the animistic
view that all movement is based on love or desire, which we discussed above
in our note on love. It may be added that this view survives in modern
philosophy in one form or another. Schopenhauer, for example, regards
movement as the objectivation of will, and at vol. i, p. 119 of his Die Welt als
Wille und Vorstellung he quotes with approval the passage of St. Augustine,
De civ. Dei xi. 28: ‘si essemus lapides . . . non tamen nobis deesset quasi
quidam nostrorum locorum atque ordinis appetitus, nam velut amores
corporum momenta sunt ponderum, sive deorsum gravitate, sive sursum
levitate nitantur: ita enim corpus pondere, sicut animus amore.’

P- 292. 4. This would seem to imply that the souls of the heavenly bodies
possess imagination ($avrasia), and indeed Avicenna asserts this. Averroés,
however, denies it—see my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., note 109. 6—and we must
regard the representation he mentions here as a kind of intellectual act.
Alexander of Aphrodisias also denied gavracia to the intellectual movers:
see below, go1. 3. ;

P- 293. 1. Aristotle did not see this difficulty in ascribing natural motion
to heaven (see note 29o. 4).

P- 293- 2. In the following passage Ghazali refers to the chapter in
Avicenna’s Salvation (pp. 429sqq.) about the aim of the movement of
heaven; cf. also ib., p. 490.

p- 293. 3. The basic idea of this deeply religious assertion, that God
should be loved for His own sake, not out of hope for reward or fear of
punishment, is found already in Aristotle, Eth. Eud. H g ad init., where he
lays down as a condition of love a certain equality, lodrys, between the
lover and the beloved, and where he says that it would be ridiculous to
expect God in His majesty to repay the love with which He is loved (cf.
Spinoza, Eth. v, prop. xix: ‘qui deum amat, conari non potest, ut deus
ipsum contra amet’). Plotinus, Enn. ii. 2. 2, says that the stars, wherever
they are, rejoice in surrounding God, and this not by reason, but by a
natural necessity (éxaorov ydp of dori mepiedndds Tov Bedv GydAerar od
Aoyopd dAXG duoikals dvdykais).
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P- 293. 4. “The angels in His proximity’, i.e. the Hebrew Cherubim, are
mentioned in the Koran iv. 170. We have here an example of the identifica-
tion mentioned above, note 233. 2, of Judaco~Christian-Muslim concepts
with the entities of Aristotelian-Neoplatonic philosophy. Avicenna, Salva-
tion, p. 490, does not use the term ‘Cherubim’ (he uses the term, however,
in other writings, for instance, in his Refutation of the Astrologists), but says
that the spiritual abstract angels, 55 zeall 43 la 9 JI BSTHI, of the highest
degree are called intellects, whereas the angels of the second degree, the
active angels, i.c. the movers of the stars, are called souls. In Qazwini’s
Cosmography (ed. Wiistenfeld, pp. 55 sqq.) there is given a long list of angels
who are inhabitants of heaven, &l gocd! KK, and at p. 59 the Cherubim
are mentioned, who, according to Kazwini, are continuously, day and
night, wholly absorbed in adoration of God. He mentions also the movers
of the stars, of whom (he says) there are seven, but according to him the
exact number of angels is known only to God. Muslim angelology was in-
fluenced by Neoplatonism (cf. Plotinus Enn. iii. 5. 6), which regarded the
stars as gods of a secondary order, subsidiary and related to the intelligible
gods and dependent on them, feods Sevrépovs per’ éxelvous kal kar’ éxelvous
Tods vonrovs, éfnprnuévovs éxelvewv. St. Thomas Aquinas, too, distinguishes
between angels who move stars and those who do not; the former he calls
intelligentiae, e.g. Contra gent. iii. 23. Like the Muslim philosophers he regards
the differentiation of individual angels as a differentiation of species.

P- 294. 1. ‘there is no potency in them’ ; since they are eternally absorbed
in the contemplation and adoration of God, there.is no change, no possi-
bility of change in them, ‘their assimilation to God is made perfect in
stability’, LAl 4y ag.l3 ‘,5‘ (Avicenna, op. cit., p. 431. 15).

P- 294. 2. When the body of the heavens is actually in one position in the
heavenly sphere, it is potentially in another, says Avicenna—op. cit.,
P. 432. 10—in agreement with Aristotle who says, Met. 4 4. 10725, that
so far as heaven is moved there is a possibility for it of being otherwise, if not
in substance, at least in place.

P- 294. 3. ‘specifically’, specifically and successively, _3lxz)l9 C"JL‘ s
says Avicenna, op. cit., p. 432. 13; the term ‘specifically’ according to
Averroés—see below in the text—is unintelligible.

P- 294- 4. It is unfortunately not true that the unattainable cannot be
desired.

P- 294 5. This might be thought to be more closely in agreement with
the words of Aristotle, Met. A 8. 1073%23: 4 pév yép dpxT) kai 76 mpdTov TGV
Svrwv dedmrov Kal kal® adrd kal kard ovpPefyrds, xwody 8¢ Ty mpdry
di8iov kai plav xivnow: the principle and the first of all beings is immovable
both essentially and accidentally, setting in motion the eternal and single
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movement. And indeed Plotinus, Enn. iv. 4. 8, says that it is not the proper
function of the stars to contemplate the places they pass, for this is not
essential to them, since they possess a uniform life, {wiy v adrip Eyovra,
and their movement is vital rather than local, ds p#) romudy dM& Lwrucdy
70 Kirnpa elvar,

P- 294. 6. Cf. Aristotle, Met. 88. 105024, where he says that the heavenly
bodies suffer no fatigue, since there is not for them, as there is for transitory
things, that possibility of the opposite which makes continuity of movement
laborious, the substance of the latter being matter and potentiality, not
actuality ; cf. also De caelo B 1. 28424,

P- 295. 1. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. vi. 9. 6: dpx7) 8¢ odx &vdeés t@v per’ adrd, %

> dwdvrawy dpxy) dveveds dmdvrewr: a principle is in no need of what is under
it, and the principle of everything is in no need of anything. Cf. also Plotinus,
Enn. iv. 4. 6: A\ 008¢ mept Tdv dvfpwmivwy adrois émivoiar kal pyyaval &
dv Swucrjoovar Td fjuérepa: the heavenly bodies do not think about human
affairs, nor have they the means to administer them.

P- 295. 2. The conception of this circular movement of the stars as based
on a desire to assimilate themselves to God, the unmovable, the object of
this love, is an extremely strange one, and Theophrastus, whose Metaphysics,
was known to the Arabs, felt its difficulty. It is difficult to see, he says (Met.
5*25), how, having a physical desire, the stars do not pursue rest instead of
movement, especially when this view is combined with the Platonic theory
of imitation (piunars).

P- 296. 1. The comparison is of course wrong : guarding a city against the
enemy may be called an approach to God, because the intention of the act
is praiseworthy ; but then the approach to God is a consequence of the good
intention of the act; approach to God, i.e. assimilation to God, is not its
primary intention.

P- 296. 2. Koran xvii. 39.

p- 296. 3. e.g. Phys. E 4. 228%20; see note 292. 3.

P- 296. 4. Specifically one, i.e. so far as they are movements. This,
however, is by no means what Aristotle understands by ‘a movement
specifically one’. He says (Phys. E 4. 2283) that when Socrates undergoes
an alteration (dMolwats) specifically (7 eibe:) identical, repeated at differ-
ent times, these alterations (i.e. movements) will be specifically one, but
numerically different, although similar. '

P- 297. 1. Compare Plotinus, who asks (Enn. iii. 3. 3) ‘Has one to attribute
the character of every being to its creator, if there is one, or to the creature
itself, or should one not ask for a reason at all ?” He answers that to ask for a
reason why plants are created without perception, or why animals do not
behave like men, would be like asking why men are not gods.
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p- 298. 1. A]l this is in agreement with Aristotle’s view that the side from
where movement in animals starts is the right; cf. e.g. De inc. an. 6. 70625~
707%13.

p. 298. 2. This rather'strange conception is based on Aristotle’s view that
right and left are only to be found in moving living beings, for only living
beings have in themselves a principle of motion (cf. De caclo B 2. 285°27),
and that motion starts from the right and tends towards the right. This
implies that both the sphere of the fixed stars and the spheres of the planets
move towards the right, although they move in opposite directions, and
according to Aristotle the northern hemisphere is the lower in relation to
the diurnal movement but the upper in relation to the motion of the planets
(cf. De caelo B 2. 285P15). Aristotle and Averroés have it both ways; they
regard right and left as relative to an observer and as absolutely attributable
to the universe (cf. Arist. Phys. I' 5. 205P33). According to the latter view
Averroés holds that only the heaven of the fixed stars tends to the right, and
this because the right side is the nobler; according to the former view he
holds that all the heavens tend to the right.

p- 298. 3. Since it can only revolve on its axis.

p- 298. 4. Literally: like an ambidextrous foot. According to Aristotle
(Hist. an. B 1. 497"31) only man among the animals is ambidextrous.

p- 298. 5. Contrary, namely in their direction—in their approach to the
earth and recession from it.

p- 298. 6. Cf. e.g. Aristotle, De caelo B 3. 286 b1 sqq. ; generation implies
more than one revolution of heaven; if there were only one revolution the

relations between the four elements would remain stable, but the four -

elements imply generation by their nature, since none of them is eternal.

P- 299. 1. “Why does the heaven revolve ?°, Plotinus asks at the beginning
of Enn. ii. 2. 1, and the answer is that it is because it imitates the Intellect,
o7 voilv pupeirat.

p- 299. 2. This kind of argument, which is very frequent, is used, for
example, by Favorinus against the astrologers in Aulus Gellius’ Noct. Att.
xiv. 1: The shortness of human life prevents the perception and interpreta-
tion of such relations between events as are assumed by the astrologers.

p- 299. 3. Literally On the particular influences of the spheres. But that
7d dorpodoyixd fewpripara is meant can be seen from the fact that in his
commentary (comm. 68) on De caelo B 10. 291° 29, where Aristotle himself
seems to refer to this work (other references are found in Meteor. A 3.
339P7 and 4 8. 345°1), Averroés says: ‘Aristoteles autem fecit librum de
hoc qui dicitur de regiminibus coelestibus’ (regimina corresponds exactly to
the Arabic @l ,.45, which I have translated by ‘influences’). About the
astrological meaning of the word fewpnpa Ciceroinformsusat De fatoi. 6. 11
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where he translates the word Bewpripara by percepta, and where he gives as
an example of such a perceptum the fact that if so and so is born at the rise of
the dog-star, he will not be drowned at sea. The correct English translation
for fedspnpa in its astrological meaning would seem to be ‘judgement’. ‘As
it is said’ seems to imply that Averroés himself had not seen the book.

P .299. 4. ‘Chaldacans’ in Greco-Roman literature is often almost
synonymous with ‘astrologers’; cf. e.g. Cicero, De divin. i. 1. 2.

p- 300.1 . Cf. Aristotle, De part. an. A 1. 641b12.

P 300. 2. For a great number of signs of providence (the ratio naturae
intellegentis) indicative of terrestrial things, compare, for example, Cicero,
De nat. deor. ii. 47. 120 sqq.

P- 300. 3. ‘thousand years’; this number makes it plausible that Averroés
borrowed the assertion from some Greek author, and indeed Theophrastus,
as quoted by Ps.-Philo, De aeternitate mundi (145), says that science was
invented barely a thousand years ago, pdAis mps xtMwv émavrgv. Compare
Lactantius, Deérac. 13. 10 (Stoic Vet. Fr.ii. 337. 2) : ‘(Stoici) aiunt enim multa
esse in gignentibus et in numero animalium quorum adhuc lateat utilitas,
sed eam processu temporum inveniri, sicut iam plura prioribus saeculis
incognita necessitas et usus invenerit.’

p. 300. 4. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 8. 1074°38; compare also Cicero, De
Divin. ad init. “Mysterious indication’, 4y » corresponds to Greek pvoripiov,
‘divine, inspired truth’: cf. e.g. Corp. herm. i. 16,

p- 300. 5. This s, of course, a sophism: if rest is taken as the opposite of
movement, God is not at rest, since He is not spatially determined ; but if
rest is taken as the opposite of change it will apply also to God (representing
the universe in spatial images, man in general, and Aristotle in particular,
have a tendency to regard all change as motion: a moving in and out).

p- 300. 6. ‘the indelible tablet’ L yisl ea |. The indelible tablet is

mentioned in the Koran, lxxxv. 21 ‘it is a glorious Koran written on the
indelible tablet’. It is regarded by the Muhammadans as the depository of
all the events decreed by God. The allegorical interpretation of the philo-
sophers takes the indelible tablet as the symbol of the Universal Soul.
Jurjani in his Definitions, ed. Fluegel, p. 204, distinguishes four tablets: (1)
the first Intellect ; (2) the Universal Soul which is identical with the indelible
tablet; (3) the particular souls of the heavens in which everything which has
shape or form or magnitude in this world is inscribed ; (4) matter.

p- 300. 7. There is a passage in Plutarch, De defect. orat. 40 (p. 432¢), in
which he gives the Posidonian view of prophecy and compares the prophetic
faculty, 76 pavricdv, with a tablet, not written on, irrational and indeter-
minate in itself, ypappareiov dypadov xai dhoyor xai ddpiorov &£ aidrod, but




166 TAHAFUT AL TAHAFUT

capable through the reception of representations and forebodings of grasp-
ing the future without reasoning, dovAloylorws. And he says (op. cit. 39)
that the prophetic faculty should not surprise us, for the soul possesses also
its counterpart, memory, which preserves what has been the present, but no
longer is: in a mysterious way the soul lays hold both on the not yet existing
and on the no longer existing. Compare also Cicero, De divin. i. 56. 128: it
is not astonishing that soothsayers can predict things that are nowhere,
for everything ‘is’, although not (really) in time (sunt enim omnia, sed tempore
absunt).

p- 300. 8. Cf. Farabi, The Gems of Wisdom (Dieterici), p. 77. Farabi
asserts that neither the tablet nor the pen—see next note—is a concrete
thing.

p- 301. 1. ‘The Pen’ is the name of Sura Ixviii of the Koran. In Muham-
madan tradition it is affirmed that the first thing God created was the pen
with which He wrote down all future events.

p- 301. 2. The images in this sentence are rather mixed; the pen, or
rather the burin, is regarded as the instrument of the divine engraver, but
is also personified as His knowledge. In any case for the allegorical inter-
pretation the pen is regarded as the active element, i.e. the First Intellect,
the tablet as the receptacle or the effect of its action, the Universal Soul.

p. 301. 3. Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, The Principles of the Universe, ed.
cit., p. 255, where it is stated that the heavenly bodies do not need those
faculties which serve only for preservation. For Avicenna’s theory that the
heavenly bodies have representations or imagination cf. my Ep. d. Met. d,
Av., pp. 117-18.

P- 301. 4. According to Aristotle (De an. I 3. 428*10) all animals have
sensations, but not all animals have imagination ; for instance, the ant, the
bee, and the grub do not possess it.

P- 301. 5. i.e. they possess only the intellectual part of the soul.

p- 301. 6. The will follows the end and not the end the will, says Avicenna,
Salvation, 446. 2; cf. Aristotle, Rhet. I 16. 141718 1) mpoaipeos moid. 7 rédet.
The opposite was held by Spinoza, for whom the good, or rather the good
for me, is what is desired by me (Eth. iii, prop. 39, schol.).

p. 302. 1. This is proved by Avicenna, e.g. Salvation, pp. 426 sqq. (cf. the
parallel passage, Recovery, ix. 4) : the Universal Will, L1531 551 )Yl, cannot
cause a movement from one definite point to another.

P- 302. 2. Avicenna (Salvation, p. 463) says that the celestial bodies in-
fluence the terrestrial through the qualities which are proper to them and
which flow out from them into this world ; and they also influence the souls
of this world ; through this we know that the nature which leads (fyepovei)
these terrestrial bodies, like their perfection and their form (read 5, 4.aJl),
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receives its existence from the soul which is dispersed over heaven, or
through its collaboration.

P- 302. 3. The accidental finding of a treasure, when one is digging for
another reason, is a standard example among the Peripatetics of an event
occurring by accident, dwé TUxns and unpredictable; cf. Aristotle, Eth.
Nic. I 5. 1112%27 and Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato, 172. 25. “What
can be the connexion between the universe and the finding of a treasure ?*
asks Cicero, De divin. ii. 14. 33.

P. 302. 4. All this is Stoic determinism; compare, for example, Cicero,
De divin. i. 56. 127: if there were a man who saw the connexion of all causes,
he would never fail in any prediction, for he who knows the causes of future
events will necessarily know all future events; but since this is only possible
for a god, man cannot predict the future except by certain signs.

P- 303. 1. Avicenna affirms in his Recovery, Met. x. 1, that the souls of the
heavenly bodies know the particular individual in a way which is not purely
intellectual,

P- 303. 2. Muslim dream-interpretation depends largely on Greek prin-
ciples, especially on those of the Stoics (Chrysippus, Diogenes of Babylon,
Antipater, and Posidonius all wrote books on divination and dreams, cf.
Cicero, De divin. i. 3. 6). The basic idea of prophetic inspiration is found in
the famous passage of Aristotle’s De philosophia (fr. 10 Rose) quoted by Sext.
Emp., Ady. phys. i. 20: The conception of gods arose among men from two
principles, from what befalls the soul and from the aspect of the heavens : it
arose from what befalls the soul because of inspirations in sleep and pro-
phecies, For (he says) when the soul retires in sleep to itself it takes on
its proper nature, and prophesies and predicts the future. 1t is also in this
state when, at the point of death, it is severed from its body. Posidonius—
cf. Cicero, De divin. i. 30. 63—took over this view from Aristotle. One of
the three reasons given by Posidonius for the divine inspiration of dreams
is the kinship of the human soul with the divine (Cic. op. cit. 64), or, as
Cratippus (ap. Cic. i. 32. 70) says: ‘Outside the human soul there is a divine
soul from which the human takes its origin.” Compare also the passage
quoted by Cicero (op. cit. 61) from Plato’s Republic ix. §71 sq., where the
latter says that when, in sleep, the irrational parts of the soul are pacified
and the rational part shines forth, a man’s dreams will be peaceful and
reliable (tum ei visa quietis occurrent tranquilla atque veracia). Avicenna’s
relation to astrology is much the same as Plotinus’, or rather it depends on
it. Both Plotinus and Avicenna accept the Stoic idea of a natural sympathy
through which all parts of the Universe stand in relation to each other, and
changes in one part can give indications of changes in others. But they
both reject the extravagant claims of the astrologers (cf. Plotinus, Enn. iii. 1.
55qq.; Avicenna, e.g., in a short treatise on the question) with arguments
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derived ultimately from Carneades; and both inconsistently try to safeguard
free-will, notwithstanding the dependence of everything on one supreme
principle and the emanation of everything from it.

P- 303. 3. Aristotle, inDe divin. per somn. 2, denies that dreams are divinely
inspired (edwepmra), since animals also dream, and otherwise only the
wisest would be able to foresee the future, whereas common men and even
the demented and melancholic are capable of doing so. He holds that dreams
depend on an unconscious and irrational perception of signs which the
imagination symbolizes. Therefore, says he (op. cit. 2. 464%5), the best
interpreter (reymdraros) of dreams is one who can perceive the similarities.

P. 303. 4. Cf. Plutarch, De gen. Socr. 24, who says that the chosen few are
sometimes, but rarely, in direct contact with the Divine, whereas the
common man receives only the signs which form the subject-matter of
soothsaying (76 feiov dAiyois évrvyydver 8 adrod rai omaviws, Tois 8¢ moMois
anpeia Swav).

P- 304. 1. Cf. note g01. 4.

P- 304. 2. Cf. Aristotle, Met. Z 8. The carpenter gives the form of the
cupboard, which is always a universal, to the matter, i.e. all art proceeds
from universal rules; but such a theory can never explain the individual
differences in works of art, and the fact that in his work of art the artist
expresses his individuality.

P- 304. 3. ‘by nature’, i.e. by instinct.

P- 304. 4. According to Aristotle, however, animals have no notion of the
universal, but only representation of the particular (r&v xaf’ &xaora
¢avraciav) and memory, cf. Etkh. Nic. H 5. 1147b5.

P. 304. 5. ‘the definition of a thing’, i.e. the concept of it.

P- 304. 6. This distinction between a universal representation and the
concept (form) is not found in Aristotle.

P- 304- 7. The problem of the instinct of animals seems to have interested
the Stoics especially. ‘How is it,” asks Seneca (Epist. 121. 1g), ‘that the hen
does not flee from the peacock or the goose, but from the hawk, which is
much smaller and which it does not even know ?’ (‘quid est, quare pavonem,
quare anserem gallina non fugiat, at tanto minorem et ne notum quidem
sibi accipitrem?’), and he asks from where the bees get their ingenuity in
building their cells, and the unity of their collaboration (22): ‘non vides,
quanta subtilitas apibus ad fingenda domicilia, quanta dividui laboris
obeundi undique concordia.’ And the answer is that their art is innate, not
acquired: ‘nascitur ars ista, non discitur’ (cf. n. 334. 3). Origen, De princip,
ili. 108 (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 288, 2), says that some animals have by instinct an
imagination which leads them to some specified action, the bees, for example,
to the building of cells.
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P- 304. 8. i.c. the artisan who does not genuinely possess his art, but pro-
ceeds empirically.

P- 305. 1. He means that the king who arranges his armies for a battle is
not occupied with the individual men, but only with the armies as a whole.
Averroés seems here to confound ‘whole’ and ‘universal’.

P- 305. 2. Aristotle says (Eth. Nic. I' 5. 1112%21) that there can be no
deliberation about that which is eternal (since it is eternally fixed, and
therefore no will can alter it).

P- 306. 1. Irenacus (Conira haer. i. 9. 4) had protested against the Gnostics
that they transferred expressions and terms from their natural sense to an
unnatural (Aéfeis xal dvdpara peradépovow éx Tob Kard vow els 76 mapa

¢vow).

P- 306. 2. Both the terms ‘universal aim’ and ‘universal will’ which he
identifies here have very little sense. If he means, however, that when a man
has decided to go immediately to Mecca, no movement occurs, this is not
correct: all his subsequent movements depend on this decision and are
simply the means to attain his end.

P- 307. 1. ie. the straight line is perfectly determined, and to follow it
one needs no other determination.

P- 307. 2. Thisisin fact Anselm’s (and Augustine’s) doctrine of fides quaerens
intellectum. 1t would be negligent, in a person capable of understanding, not
to proceed from the means to the end, from belief to understanding.

P- 308. 1. The former would be the Stoic view, the latter the Peripatetic.

P- 308. 2. Averroés seems rather undecided about this question, but per-
haps he means the same as Cicero, De nat. deor. ii. 65. 164 : ‘licet contrahere
universitatem generis humani eamque gradatim ad pauciores postremo
deducere ad singulos’, i.e. if the gods care universally for man, one may
deduce from this that providence extends to every individual man.

P- 309. I. ‘inacreated soul’, since, for God, knowledge of the infinite is not
impossible. For Augustine also (De civ. dei. xii. 19) God can comprehend the
infinite, and His knowledge transcends number as infinity transcends
number: ‘infinitas itaque numeri, quamvis infinitorum numerorum nullus
sit numerus, non est tamen incomprehensibilis ei, cuius intelligentiae non
est numerus’.

On the other hand, Alexander of Aphrodisias (De fato xxx. 201. g) asserts
that, since the.infinite cannot be measured, the infinite future events cannot
be known to the gods. For the gods what is impossible remains impossible,
and they do not seek to overcome it, since this would make any assertion
meaningless. For this reason it is impossible for the gods to know definitely
of a thing contingent by nature that it will be or will not (op. cit. 200. 23)
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{(Alexander’s thesis against Stoic determinism is that there are things con-
tingent by nature and that chance exists). It is rather astonishing that
Ghazali, for whom as an Ash‘arite there is no objective necessity at all, and
for whom there is no certainty in any foreknowledge, since any future event
depends solely on God’s pleasure, does not attack (as Alexander does) the
basic Stoic thesis of the necessary concatenation of all events.

Pp- 309. 2. i.e. in a body.

P- 309. 3. i.e. through a body.

P- 309. 4. There is here, perhaps, some reference to the difficult problem
in Platonic ethics and Greek ethics generally of the dual nature of man,
divine through his spiritual, intellectual being, profane through his earth-
bound life. If man’s aim lies solely in the perfection of his intellect, in a puri-
fication from all earthly desire, in a flight of the alone to the Alone (¢vy5)
pdvov mpés pdvov), his relation to his fellow men would seem irrelevant. But
it would be presumptuous in earth-bound man, says Protarchus (cf. Plato,
Philebus 62 b), to seek only the eternal and divine; to find his way home
man should consider also the less pure and less perfect particular knowledge.
It is, according to Greek ethics, in and through society that man, being by
nature a gregarious animal, will develop his imnoral character. And since
kings ought to be philosophers, some philosophers ought to be leaders of
men. Compare Cicero, De fin. iii. 20. 68: the wise man should desire to
engage in politics and government, since we see that man is designed by
nature to safeguard and perfect his fellows ; cf. Spinoza, Eth. iv. 73 (Spinoza
certainly knew the De finibus ; compare, e.g., De fin. iv. 1. 14 with Eth. v. 20
demonstr., and De fin. iv. 7. 16 with Etk. iv. 20 demonstr.).

p- 310. I. i.e. the soul is all the individuals potentially, because on the
one hand in perception it can become all the individuals actually, and
on the other it receives from the intellect a knowledge of the permanent
(stable, orarixds) intelligibles which comprehend potentially all the
individuals.

p- 310. 2. According to Plotinus the soul stands in an intermediary
position between the Intellect and the sublunary world; it is a unity-
plurality, wAjfos &, and otherwise could not produce a plurality so far
distant from unity (cf. Enn. vi. 2. 5).

p- 310. 3. I think Averroés is here referring to the passage p. 309, L. 10,
where Ghazali admits the possibility that the soul of heaven may know
all particular events, but where he limits this knowledge to the present and
therefore partially accepts, partially rejects the philosophical theory, and
where by this arbitrary limitation he refutes the philosophical theory of
prophecy. Of course Ghazali admits foreknowledge in God of the infinity
of all particular events. St. Augustine (De civ. Dei v. g) says that this fore-
knowledge, according to Cicero, De divin., implies fate (concessa scientia
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JSuturorum ita esse consequens_fatum ut negari omnino non possit), and that there-
fore Cicero rejects it. So did the Peripatetics, as we have seen, and for the
same reason. The implication seems to me evident, but St. Augustine is not -
of this opinion.

P- 310. 4, The irascible soul, fuuds, the concupiscent soul, émbupls; i.c.
the two irrational parts of the soul according to Plato (cf. Rep. iv. 436a) ; to
contemplate the soul in her primordial purity, she should be viewed in her
immortal yearning for the divine which is akin to her, and as cleansed from
the incrustation due to her earth-bound state (cf. op. cit. x. 61 1-12).

_ P-311. 1. For an historical view of the division of the sciences from the
Alexandrian commentators on Aristotle, especially Ammonius Hermiae,
who is the originator of this type of philosophical literature, to the end of
the scholastic period, see L. Baur, ‘Gundissalinus, de divisione philosophiae’,
Beitr. z. Gesch. d. Philos. d. Mittelalt. iv. 2-3, pp. 325 sqq. Both Farabi and
Avicenna wrote treatises on the division of the sciences, Farabi’s treatise
being called On the Enumeration of the Sciences and Avicenna’s On the Divisions
of the Intellectual Sciences. Avicenna’s division is based on Ammonius’ scheme
of Swuipeais (division) into practical and theoretical sciences; émbualpeoss
(secondary division), e.g. the tripartite division of the theoretical sciences
into physics, mathematics, and theology ; and $mo8iaipeots, subdivision, e.g.
the subdivision of the physical sciences. The division of physics into cight
parts, each based on a special treatise of Aristotle, is a common feature of the
Muslim commentators. The sequence of these parts and the enumeration of
the books of Aristotle is taken from Philoponus, in Phys. comm. (Vitellii. 1. 20);
Philoponus, however, subdivides the part that treats of animals into a class
that treats of them as wholes and a class that treats of their parts.

p- 311. 2. Classes 1, i.e. literally ‘roots’, radices ; ivisi §
i.e. ramifications, ra’n‘ley ’ Y =3 subdivisions, CJ),’

P-311. 3. Not only is time, according to Aristotle, a consequence of
movement (dxodovlet 14} xunjaer & ypdvos, Phys. 4 11. 21gb16), since time is the
number of movement, but he scems to regard space as posterior to move-
ment, and not the reverse, for he says (Phys. 4 1. 2088) : “The movements
of the elements show not only that there is a space, but that it has a certain
function (xai et Tewd Svvapw).’ |

P- 311. 4. The same definition is found in Avicenna’s On the Divisions of
the Intellectual Sciences, which Ghazali in his enumeration of the seven sub-
divisions follows very closely. The Aristotelian definition of medicine is:
% latpuc) Téxvn & Myos riis Syelas éoriv or s larpucs Tépms Tédos Sylaa
(e-g- Met. A 3. 1070%30; Eth. Nic. A 1. 1094*8). By regarding medicine as a
species of physics, the primary division of the sciences into practical and
theoretical is vitiated, as Averroés observes below. Aristotle (Eth. Nic.,
loc. cit.) gives medicine as an example of a practical science.
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P- 311. 5. The possibility of physiognomy is admitted by Aristotle, Anal.
Pr. B 27. 70b7, when it has first been conceded that body and soul can
change at the same time : anger and desire, for example, find their expression
in physical movements. Pythagoras (cf. Hippolytus, Refut. i. 2. 5) was re-
garded as the inventor of physiognomy (gvoroyvwpuciy éfeipe), and
Alexander of Aphrodisias (De fato 171. 11) tells a story of Zopyrus, the
physiognomist, who from an examination of Socrates’ exterior attributed
many vices to him—a story also mentioned by Cicero, Tusc. iv. 37. 80 and
De fato 5. 10. The treatise on physiognomy ascribed to Aristotle is not
genuine.

P- 311. 6. The telesmatic art is the art of charms, amulets, talismans, &c.
(the word ‘talisman’ is derived, through the Italian falismano, from the
Arabic f,....LL , itself a derivative of éAeoua, one of the many Greek words for

‘charm’ or ‘amulet’). The telesmatic art differs from magic in that the
magician needs no external instrument. Compare the long chapter dedicated
to this art in Ibn Khaldun, Prolegomena, ed. Quatremére, Notices des Manu-
serits de la Bibl. Imp., vol. xviii, p. 124. Among the Arabs the best known
authors on magic are Jabiribn Hayyan and Maslama ibn Ahmad al-Majriti.

P- 311. 7. In this art there is only a combination of earthly virtues.
Averroés—see below—regards it as a kind of conjuring.

P- 312. 1. For alchemy compare also Ibn Khaldun, op. cit., pp. 191 and
229. Jabir ibn Hayyan, mentioned in the last note but one, was regarded
among the Arabs as the greatest authority on alchemy, which is sometimes
called the science of Jabir.

P- 312. 2. This is not true according to Aristotle, who regards it as purely
rational and based on a syllogism of the first figure, when the major and
middle terms are convertible (4nal. Pr. B 27. 70b32).

p- 312. 3. Ibn Khaldun develops this idea for his refutation of alchemy,
op. cit., p. 236: Alchemy is the reproduction of nature by art. We should
have to follow in detail all the processes which nature uses in the formation
of metals, and know all the particular circumstances of their development
and all their effects. These, however, are infinite and beyond man’s grasp;
it would be as if man were to create a man or an animal or a plant.

P- 313. 1. ‘existing by themselves’; this is of course in opposition to the
Aristotelian theory that the soul is the form of the body, a theory rejected
by Plotinus in the fragment quoted by Eusebius, Praep. ev. xv. 10, since accord-
ing to such a theory the soul could not be separated from the body. Avicenna
holds both theories, the Aristotelian theory of the soul as the form of the body
and the Platonic and Plotinian of the soul as a substance and an entity
separable from the body ; he does not seem to be aware of the contradiction.
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p- 313. 2. According to Plotinus (Enn. iv. 7. 9), who follows Plato (Phaedo
105 c-106 d), the principle of movement and life cannot itself be mortal.
Compare also, for example, Avicenna, Salvation, p. 302, where it is argued
‘that the soul does not die through the death of the body’, since body and
soul are both substances.

p- 313. 3. In opposition to the Koran, which teaches the resurrection of
the flesh; compare, for example, Sura Ixxxi. 7, where in speaking of the
resurrection the phrase is used ‘when souls shall be paired with their bodies’.

P- 313. 4. Hume (Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, § 10), who does
not believe in laws of nature any more than the Ash‘arites do, and who does
not believe in miracles either, defines a miracle as a violation of the laws of
nature. He says, however, that it is a miracle that a dead man should come
to life, because that has never been observed in any age or country ; this, of
course, is not a valid reason—many (in a sense, all) things happen quite
‘naturally’ "that have never been observed before. According to this
definition, a miracle does not abolish the idea of a law of nature but on the
contrary assumes it. Nor is it true that a miracle abolishes the concept of
cause and effect. A miracle is attributed to God as a cause, as an immediate
interference of God with the causes and the course of nature. Strictly speak-
ing there are no miracles for the Asharites, nor has the word ‘nature’ any
meaning for them; or perhaps oné might say that for them all miracles are
natural, and all nature miraculous.

p. 313. 5. For the changing of Moses’ rod into a serpent see Koran ii. 21.

p. 313. 6. Cf. Koran, Sura liv, which begins: ‘the hour draws nigh and
the moon is split asunder’. This is sometimes interpreted later as a miracle
performed by Muhammad, but it can be explained as one of the signs of the
resurrection.

P. 313. 7. Some of the older Mu‘tazilites were already regarded as
thorough-going rationalists, e.g. Hisham ibn Amr al-Futi and Nazzam (see
c.g. Shahrastani, Relig. and Philos. Sects, i. 51; 40). For a rationalistic
exegesis compare also Cl. Huart, ‘Le Rationalisme musulman’, in Revue de
Vhistoire des religions, vol. 1, p. 201. One must distinguish the rationalistic
interpreters from those numerous mystics who give to the religious text a
symbolic meaning in accordance with their spiritualistic doctrines.

p- 313. 8. Compare, for example, Avicenna, Theorems and Notices, p. 213,
and Farabi, The Gems of Knowledge (Dieterici), p. 76.

P- 313. 9. Intellectual acuteness (. , dyxivoia) : the term is defined by
Aristotle, Anal. Post. A 34. BgP10 as the capacity of a man to arrive at the
middle term quickly ; such a man, for example, will quickly understand that
the moon receives its light from the sun. According to Avicenna, Salvation,
P. 273, whom Ghazali here follows very closely, intellectual acuteness
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differs among men qualitatively and quantitatively : on the one hand there
are men who are absolutely devoid of it, on the other there are those, the
prophets, in whom it reaches such excellence that the forms of the active
intellect are immediately imprinted on it.

P- 314. 1. This is a quotation from the mystical verse of the Koran,
xxix. 35: ‘God is the light of the heavens and the earth; His light isas a
niche in which is a lamp, and the lamp is in a glass, the glass is as though it
were a glittering star, it is lit from a blessed tree, an olive neither of the west
nor of the east, the oil of which would well-nigh give light though no fire
were in contact with it, light upon light . . .’

P- 314. 2. This example is found in Plutarch, Quaest. cons. v. 7. 3 (énivoias
yap dpodioiwy éyelpovow aldoia and again ré enéppara rdv dvBpdmwv péov
dmwreofas, Srav épdvres mAnadlwow ; Thomas Fienus says, De viribus imagi-
nationis, p. 59: ‘qui imaginatur Venerem, ei coles excitatur et spiritus
moventur versus genitalia, et non ad aliam partem’), where ‘fascination’
(xarafaoxaivew) and the ‘evil eye>—which is admitted and explained, in
Theorems and Notices, p. 221, and in the psychological part of his Recovery,
iv. 4, by Avicenna in the same way as by Plutarch, by an explanation which
is, I presume, of Stoic origin—are attributed to the influence of the emotions
of the soul on the body.

P- 314- 3. The example of the plank is taken from Avicenna, Theorems
and Notices, p. 219 and The Recovery, loc. cit. Ibn Khaldun, who reproduces
as he says the theories of the philosophers, also mentiens it, op. cit., p. 132.
It is interesting to note that the same example is quoted in a well-known
passage of the Pensées of Pascal (in the section ‘Imagination’) : ‘Le plus grand
philosophe du monde, sur une planche plus large qu’il ne faut, s’il y a au
dessous un précipice, quoique sa raison le convainque de sa siireté, son
imagination prévaudra.’ Pascal took this example from Montaigne, Essais,
ii. 12: ‘Qu’on jette une poutre entre deux tours (de Notre Dame de Paris)
d’une grosseur telle qu’il nous la faut & nous promener dessus, il n’y a
sagesse philosophique de si grande fermeté qui puisse nous donner courage
d’y marcher comme si elle était & terre.” Emile Coué, De la suggestion et ses
applications, Nancy, 1915, p. 5, also has this example. The example is found
in R. Burton, The Anatomy of Melancholy, part I, sect. 2, mem. 3, subs. 2,
who ascribes it to Peter Byarus. He means evidently Petrus Bairus (Pietro
Bairo), a famous Genoese physician and an elder contemporary of
Montaigne, who in his book De pestilentia (chapter de cibo et potu) had a
long quotation from Avicenna’s Psyckology with our example. Doubtless
Montaigne with his great interest for medicine found it there.
Thomas Aquinas has this example, Contra gentiles iii. 103. He rejects,
however, the consequence Avicenna draws and declares that a spiritual
substance cannot make an impression on a body, except by means of
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local movement. The examples given in our text all concern the involun-
tary influence of imagination on our body or behaviour; but the magician,
as a performer of miracles, acts voluntarily. The fundamental problem of
the relation of body and mind, the fact that my immaterial ego is in con-
tact with the physical universe (and, another mystery, that through physical
means it can communicate with other immaterial egos), and that through
its will it can influence my material body and by its intermediation change
the face of the world—this problem, which has struck moderns since
Descartes with wonder, was never properly seen by the ancients, although
St. Augustine (De civ. Dei xxi. 10) said: ‘modus quo corporibus adhaerent
spiritus omnino mirus est, nec comprehendi ab homine potest; et hoc ipse
homo est’. Plotinus, on whom Avicenna’s mystical theories largely depend,
explains all magical influence by the Stoic concept of a ‘sympathy’ which
all things have for each other (cf. Enn. iv. 4. 40-42).

P- 314. 4. This is the theory of Avicenna, found in The Recovery and in
Theorems and Notices, p. 220 certain souls may exercise an influence on other
bodies than their own. It is repeated by Ibn Khaldun, op. cit., PP- 132-3.
Burton says, loc. cit: ‘Nay more, they (i.c. witches and old women) can
cause and cure not only diseases, maladies, and several infirmities by this
means, as Avicenna, De anima libr. iv. sect. 4, supposeth in parties remote,
but move bodies from their places, cause thunder, lightning, tempests,
which opinion Alkindus, Paracelsus, and some others approve of’. Burton
gives in this section a bibliography on the subject of ‘The Force of
Imagination’. Fienus, whom Burton calls ‘the pick of the bunch’ (“instar
omnium’), says, Op. cit., p. 25, cf. pp. 40 sqq., that Avicenna’s theory was
held, for instance, by Albertus Magnus, Marsilius Ficinus, Pomponatius,
and Paracelsus. Compare also H. C. Agrippa, De occulta Dhilosophia, 1. 65.

P- 314. 5. The swallowing up of the earth with its inhabitants as a punish-
ment is mentioned in the Koran (xxxiv. 19) ; ‘God made the wind subservient
to Solomon’, ibid. xxxiv. 11 ; ‘God struck the inhabitants of Ad and Thamud
with a thunderbolt’, ibid., e.g. xli. 12, and ¢ “rained a rain” on the people
of Lot’, ibid. vii. 82.

P- 314. 6. Warmth, for example, is commonly produced by the soul in its
body (says Ibn Khaldun, op. cit., p. 132) in a state of pleasure and joy.
Compare also Thomas Aquinas, loc. cit.

P- 315. 1. That philosophy implies virtue is a Stoic idea: “philosophia
studium virtutis est, sed per ipsam virtutem . . . cohaerent inter se philo-

sophia virtusque’ (Seneca, Epist. 89. 8).

P- 315. 2. i.e. without physical contact.

P- 315. 3. i.e. which is not logically impossible, d8vvarov dmAds.

P- 315. 4. ‘that they are of this kind’, i.e. not logically impossible. The
whole sentence is ambiguous, everything depends on what he understands
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by ‘logically impossible’. From what follows it would seem that he does not
acmit that prophets can interrupt the course of nature, but is unwilling to
express it too clearly.

P- 315. 5. See note 152. 1.
p- 315. 6. He is doubtless here referring to the chapter in Ghazali’s book

The Preserver from Error entitled ‘On the reality of prophecy and its necessity
for all men’, where the prophet is regarded as a man who by his special

qualities is in contact with the occult, and where it is expressly stated that

one should not base one’s belief in prophecy on such facts as the changing
of a rod into a serpent or the cleavage of the moon.

p- 316. 1. i.e. they are not relative, but cause (say the sceptics) is some-
thing relative, for it is a cause of something and occurs to something, e.g.
the lancet is the cause of something, i.e. cutting, to something, i.e. flesh;
relatives, however, do not exist, but are only subjective (Sext. Emp. Adp.
Dhys. 1. 207-8).

p- 316. 2. This, the denial of any logical nexus, is the fundamental thesis
of Greek empirical medicine: for we find the consequent through experi-
ence, but not as implied by the antecedent; and therefore none of the
empiricists say that one thing implies another, although they will certainly
assert that certain facts follow or precede other facts or are simultaneous with
them (edploxerac pév xdx Tijs meipas 76 drddovlov, dAX” oy s éudaduevoy
7@ 1pyovpévey. Kai 8id Toiro 1@V eumeipucdy odlels éudaiveabal dnon Hde T
768€ 7t. Kalrovye dxodovleiv Ayovor T68¢ T@de Kkal mpoyyeiafar T8¢ rodde Kal
ovvunrdpyew T68¢ @d¢): Galen, De meth. med. ii. 7 (K. x. 126 F ; Deichgriber,
op. cit. 123. 24).

p- 316. 3. The example of burning is given by Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. i.
241 sqq. The argument given there is that if fire were the cause of burning,
it would either burn by itself or need the co-operation of the burning matter ;
in the former case, it would burn always and in all circumstances, in the
latter it would not burn exclusively through its own nature.

p- 317. 1. ‘simultaneity’: Hume would have regarded this rather as a
sequence.

p- 317. 2. According to Stoicism also God is the only active principle and
matter is passive or, as Ghazali would say, dead. The Stoic God is immanent
in the world; He does not act voluntarily, but Himself is Law, Fate, and
Necessity. In a way Aristotelianism also, as we have seen, implies God as
the Unique Agent; for He is the one principle of movement, the constant
mover of Heaven, on whom all earthly change depends, and in the next
sentence in the text Ghazali quite rightly draws this conclusion.

p- 317. 3. Aristotle’s own theory of procreation is confused and obscure;
life and soul are not body, but cannot exist without body, which either is
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warmth, not fire (Bepudv o mdp), or pneuma, and something more divine than
the so-called elements (c@pa Beidrepor rév xalovpévwr oroiyeiwr) and
related to the matter of stars (dvdoyor ¢ T@v dorpawv oroiyel) ; cf. De gen.
an. B 3. 736b29 sqq. For the theories of Avicenna and Averroés compare
my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., pp. 40 and 44 and notes.

P- 317. 4. This is rather a strange argument in a refutation of the causal
nexus between phenomena, since it admits and implies such a nexus. The
arguments seems somehow related to the equally bad argument of Chry-
sippus quoted in Cicero’s De fato 18. 41-1g. 45, by which Chrysippus wanted
to safeguard free-will without abandoning the idea of a universal causal
concatenation, and where he distinguishes between causae perfectae et princi-
pales and causae adiuvantes et proximae. We cannot, he says, give our consent
(assensio, ovykardfeois) to a thing seen without the form of the visible object
making an impression on our soul, but this impression is only a causa
adiuvans of the consent, which depends on our own nature. Compare also

- Cicero, Top.15. 58, for the Stoic distinction of two types of causes, the efficient,

‘unum quod vi sua id quod sub ea subjectum est certo efficit’ (aiTiov 8¢ 3),
‘alterum quod naturam efficiendi non habet sed sine quo non potest effici’
(afriov o odx dvev or alriov mpoxaraprricdy). In Ghazali’s example the light
of the sun is a cause of the former type, the opening of the eyelids of the
latter. For a further classification of causes by the Stoics see, for example,
Clement of Alexandria, Strom. viii. g. 25 (Stoic Vet. Fr. ii, pp. 11g-21).

P- 317. 5. i.e. the celestial bodies,

p- 317. 6. Whom does he mean? In a well-known passage in Book XII of
his great commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Bouyges, p. 1498, quoted
already by Renan, Averroes et I Averroisme®, p. 109) Averroés distinguishes the
different opinions held by philosophers on the relation between God and the
world ; according to him, besides the Muslim theologians only the Christian
philosophers like John Philoponus professed that all the potentialities of the
created reside in God. However, according to Neoplatonism and the Neo~
platonic commentators all forms derive ultimately from God, and so all the
Muhammadan Aristotelians may be meant here. But it is strange that
Ghazali should give them the designation of ‘true philosophers’.

P- 318. 1. This is perfectly true; if the only function of the human mind
were the registration of isolated sense-impressions, as the empiricists or
sensationalists or positivists have it, or if esse were percipi, there could be no
investigation, no search for explanation or causes, since nothing could be
known but the experienced and the given. All search, all research, all
questioning, all wonder implies belief in causation. All knowledge, as both
Plato and Aristotle knew, arises from questioning and wonder: 8id ydp 70
Oavpdlew ol dvlpwmor Kai viv xai 76 mpérov Hpfavro ddocodeiv (Arist. Met.
A 2. 982b12; cf. Plato, Theaet. 155 d), and transcends the actually perceived.




178 TAHAFUT AL TAHAFUT

p- 318. 2. ‘evident’, I think, would be better than ‘self-evident’; the
evident is that whose cause is known, the unknown that of which the cause
is not yet perceived. We believe that we know a thing—says Aristotle, Anal.
post. A 2. 71°>g—when we believe that we know its cause. (See above,
note 236. 5.)

p- 318.'3. This is Aristotle’s argument against the Heraclitean flux
(Phys. A 2. 185P19): all things would be one, right and wrong, man and
horse, would be identical; indeed one would not even speak any more
about the identity of all things but about their nothingness: o? mepi o7 &
elvas 76 Svra . . . dAAG Trepl TOD pndév.

p- 318. 4. This also seems to me to be true. All conceptual thought im-
plies the idea of identity, and all identity in the real implies a conformity to
law, a sameness of action under the same conditions, i.e. that in such-and-
such conditions a certain entity will necessarily act in such-and-such a way;
the concept of fire, for example, implies a fore-knowledge of hypothetical
necessities : if fire acted in different ways under the same conditions, the
concept of fire would not convey any meaning.

p. 318. 5. Since ‘one’ and ‘being’ are convertible (cf. e.g. Arist. Met. I
2. 1053b25). '

p- 319. I. In this sentence his belief in absolute causal necessity would
seem to be shaken, and indeed Averroés holds with Aristotle that there are
accidental events: i.e. when something does not happen always or in the
majority of cases, ént 76 moA¥ (cf. e.g. Met. E 2. 1026P32). From the follow-
ing, however, it appears the he means here only that under different con-
ditions things may act differently.

P- 319. 2. i.e. the body of someone capable of sensation.

P- 319. 3. Condition (or presupposition, #ndfeass : the word sméfeas with
this sense is found in Theophrast. Hist. Plant. 4. 13. 4, where it is said that
the root is the presupposition of the tree) is a logical concept; a substratum
($moxelpevov) is a real entity, but, as we have seen, ancient philosophy does
not distinguish clearly between the logical and the real. As we have seen,
too, the theologians do not accept the Platonic-Aristotelian—Stoic concept
of matter; they do, however, accept the idea of the inherence of accidents
in a substratum (and they accept the Platonic and Aristotelian idea of a
scala naturae—see below) ; and in their logic, which is based on Stoic logic
and which uses hypothetical propositions for preference, relations of in-
herence can be included, as in the example given in the text: life is the
condition or presupposition of knowledge, i.e. if there is no life there is no
knowledge, and there can be knowledge only in the living (from Kant’s
treatment of the hypothetical judgement, K7. d. r. V., tr. An. g. 3, it has
often been erroneously assumed that the hypothetical judgement expresses
a causal relation, the categorical a relation of inherence).

P- 319. 4. Forms, being universals, are not admitted by the theologians;
for them there are no universal entities in rerum natura, and universals are
psychological entities, things of the mind (&woas).

P- 319. 5. ie. they acknowledge that not only is God, who is invisible, a
cause, but there are also visible causes.

p- 319. 6. ‘sign’ ( }J> , oypeiov) is one of the more important concepts of
Stoic logic (cf. Sext. Emp. Hyp. Pyrrh. ii. 96 sqq.; Adv. log. ii. 140sqq.,
149 sqq.). Stoic logic, in opposition to the Platonic and Aristotelian, does
not try to establish relations between concepts, but contents itself with
finding an external connexion between certain observed facts, e.g. the fact
that a woman has milk is a sign or indication that she has conceived. The
empirical physicians do not try to explain the connexion, i.e. to find a more
universal law from which it may be deduced, nor do they regard this con-
nexion as necessary, but only as probable ; and the question how often such
a connexion has to be observed to give a reasonable probability was much
discussed (the fact that the probability is greater the greater the number of
observations can, however, only be explained by the fact that a real causal
connexion becomes more probable). The fact that science tries to explain
such connexions and does not regard them as a mere expression of empiric-
ally stated coincidence, but holds them to be invariable and necessary,
shows that we assume them to be based on a causal relation.

P- 319. 7. This is a Stoic proof (cf. Sext. Emp. Ady. phys. i. 78 sqq.);
instead of ‘harmony’ one might translate ‘sympathy’, i.e. the Stoic ovp-~
ndfeca which holds all things together and through which, when a finger is
cut, the whole body shares in its condition.

P. 319. 8. This is a well-known dictum ; cf. note 16. 5. Sextus Empiricus
says (Ado. phys. 1. 204 and Hyp. Pyrrh. ii. 19; 23) that the man who denies
cause does so either without a cause or with a cause—but in the former case
his assertion is worthless.

P- 320. 1. This is a telling question, and I do not know how, for example,
Hume would answer it. If causation is really a habit in man, what makes it
possible that such a habit can be formed, or what is the objective counter-
part of these habits? Is it simply our good luck that nature repeats the same
connexions over and over again? The most important question, however,
that which the Greek dogmatists asked the empiricists, viz. how many
times such a connexion must be observed, before it can be relied upon (cf.
e.g. Galen, On Medical Experience, Walzer, viii. 8), or before such a habit can
be formed, is one he does not ask. Besides, how can we act at all, before such
a habit is formed? For we shall not be able to act, not knowing the conse-
quences of our actions, or rather not knowing that we can act at all. Have
we to pass through a period of inertia where we observe and wait till in one
way or another the habit arises? (see also note 324. 4). Proverbial wisdom,
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however, has it that once bitten is twice shy, that a burnt childe dreadeth
the fire, that he that stumbleth twice at one stone is worthy to break his shin.

p- 320. 2. Koran xxxv. 41-42.

p- 320. 3. Habit (&bos), says Aristotle (Rhet. 4 10. 1369%6) is what one
does through having done it often.

p- 320. 4. For nature, according to Aristotle (Rhet. A 11. 1370*7) is con-
cerned with the invariable, as habit with the frequent, 4 pév ¢vois 700 dei,
76 8¢ &0os Tod moMdraus. However, Aristotle often says that things that happen
by nature happen invariably or in a majority of cases (e.g. Phys. B 8.
19835); and Averroés repeats this below in the text.

p- 321. 1. Cf. note 317. 3.

p- 321. 2. He is here referring of course to the Stoics, not the Epicureans.
According to Aristotle colours come into existence from the fundamental
colours, black and white, through mixture (pifis) ; cf. De sensu 3. 439°18~
440b25. About the Stoic theory of colours nothing is known except a few
words ascribed to Zeno (Stoic Vet. Fr. i. 26. 1-3), according to which colours
are the first configurations (oxyuariopol) of matter, or colour is the surface-
stain (émiypwots) of matter.

p- 321. 3. The sun hardens mud and melts wax, says Sext. Emp. 4dv. log.
il. 194; Adv. phys. i. 247; for this whole passage compare Sext. Emp. Adv.
phys. 1. 246-9.

p- 321. 4. This example is also found in Sextus Empiricus, loc. cit.: ¢
Shos . . . Aevkaive pév 78 dabipara, pedalve 8¢ Ty fperépav émpdvear: the
sun whitens clothes, but blackens our complexion.

p- 322. 1. The elemental fire, i.e. the fire which has its natural place
directly under the heavenly spherés and which surrounds the air (cf.
Aristotle, De caelo B 4. 287*33 ; Meteor. A 4. 341°14). For Averroés’s theory
compare my Ep. d. Met. d. Av., p. 182.

p. 322. 2. Compare, however, what Averroés says himself, p. 288.

p- 323. 1. Koran iii. 5. It is hardly necessary, I think, to draw attention
to the ambiguity of Averroés’s religious views.

p. 324. 1. With the whole of this section compare Sext. Emp. Ady. phys.
i. 202—4, where it is said that if there were no causes anything might come
from anything at any time and place; a horse might come from a man, a
plant from a horse, snow might congeal in Egypt, there might be a drought in
Pontus, things happening in summer might occur in winter and vice versa;
and again, Hyp. Pyrrh. iii. 18, where we have again as an example the horse
which might come from mice, or, as another example, elephants that might
come from ants.

p- 324. 2. It is to be remembered, however, that for the Asharites the
possible is the realized.
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P- 324-3. The conjecturing power, i.e. s, dyxivoia, which we met in
Avicenna, see note 313. g.

P. 324. 4. This is of course an absurd theory, and condemns man to
absolute passivity. Such an absolute passivity, however, is the consequence
of any sensationalistic theory which reduces causation to a mere sequence of
events, since for such a theory the words ‘I do’, ‘I act’, I think’ are com-
pletely devoid of sense. Ghazali admits activity in God, but does not define
the word; he would hardly be able to hold (as Averroés sees) that God’s
action is nothing but a habit in Him, i.e. an habitual sequence of events.

_Pp-325- 1. The formula in itself leaves the question open ; if knowledge is
simply the recording of external data, there is no objection to Ghazali’s
theory ; it belongs, however, to man to foresee, to intend, and to act, which
implies law and a knowledge of law; and this is what Averroés wishes to
express, as can be seen from what follows.

P- 325. 2. i.e. if the agent, God, could do anything, and anything could
be done to the creature, i.e. the substratum. (However, the omnipotence of
the creator already implies the possibility of omniformity in the creature.)

P- 325. 3- i.e. if anything may happen in the future.

P- 325. 4 I do not think that Averroés’s position is very acceptable from
a theo!oglcal point of view, for it does not leave any liberty to God what-
ever, since God must conform to the law. One might perhaps say that God
has chosen the law Himself; however, once this law is chosen He can no
longer infringe it.

P- 325. 5. ‘created’, i.e. revealed or inspired.

P- 325. 6. This seems to mean that even revealed or inspired knowledge
must be in agreement with what is possible according to the laws of nature.

P- 325. 7. I think this means that if we know that an event is possible—
and wemay know this either through revelation or through reason or through
both—there must be in reality potentialities which make this event possible.

p- 325. 8. This contradicts what he said on p. 320 (see note 320. 4).

P- 325. 9. i.e. knowledge, even divine creative knowledge, implies always
a thing known with which it is in agreement.

P- 325. to. ‘the nature of the actually existent’, i.e. the fact that Zaid is
coming,

p- 325. 11. This seems to mean that knowledge can only refer to facts, an
assertion which is surely false. '

p- 326. 1. i.e. through God’s knowledge, Zaid’s coming (for example) is
attached to Zaid. This would seem to imply that God’s knowledge is the

only cause of everything that happens. See, however, the next sentence in
the text and the next note. The whole passage is of course very confused ; the
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term ‘nature’ is used in a very vague and indefinite sense and the concept of
creative knowledge involves in fact a contradictio in adiecto. The general sense
of the passage, however, seems to be that God cannot infringe natural law.

p- 326. 2. i.e. through our ignorance of the causal laws which determine
(for example) Zaid’s coming.

p- 326.'3. It would seem from the next sentence in the text that opposites
are always in equilibrium in themselves, since the cause of their actualiza-
tion, i.e. the preponderance given to the one over the other, seems to lic in
‘the knowledge of the existence of this nature’, i.e. God’s knowledge that
this opposite will be realized.

p- 326. 4. Koran xxvii. 66.

p- 326. 5. Cf. note 320. 4.

p. 326. 6. The consequences mentioned, pp. 323-4-

p- 326. 7. In this section Ghazali abandons the Ash‘arite theory of the
denial of causation, and reverts to the rationalistic supernaturalism of the
Muslim philosophers (i.c. their attempt to justify supernatural facts by
rational arguments, by theories, for example, of influences emanating from
the soul or of a universal natural sympathy) which ultimately derives from
Stoicism. The philosophers limit supernatural possibilities arbitrarily to
certain categories; but the Ash‘arites, who do not show any logical con-
sistency, assert that, once philosophical principles are admitted, there is no
limit to God’s omnipotence but the logically impossible and absurd. The
whole problem was much discussed in Scholastic philosophy. Leibniz’s
position on this question is almost identical with the Asharite view.

p. 327. 1. Compare Leibniz, Theod. 1, ‘Discours de la conformité de la foi
avec la raison’, 3: ‘Il se peut qu'il y ait des miracles que Dieu fait par le
ministére des anges, ot les lois de la nature ne sont point violées, non plus
que lorsque les hommes aident la nature par lart, Partifice des anges ne
différant du nétre que par le degré de perfection.’ It is interesting to see that
Newton’s discovery of the law of gravitation was used for the explanation
of such possibilities; cf. Leibniz, op. cit,, 19: * . . le célébre M. Locke a
déclaré, en répondant 2 M. Pévéque Stillingfleet, qu’aprés avoir vu le livre
de M. Newton, il rétracte ce qu'il avait dit lui-méme, suivant Popinion des
modernes, dans son Essai sur I'entendement, savoir qu’un corps ne peut
opérer immédiatement sur un autre qu’en le touchant par sa superficie et en
le poussant par son mouvement: et il reconnait que Dicu peut mettre des
propriétés dans la matiére qui la fassent opérer dans I’éloignement.’

p. 327. 2. For plants as composed of earth, cf. Aristotle, De an. I' 13.
435"

p. 327. 3. Blood is the final form of food, éoxdr Tpodn) 16 alpa, cf. e.g.
Aristotle, De gen. an. A 19. 726%3.

P- 327. 4. For the theory of sperm as coming from blood see Aristotle,
De gen. an. A 17~20.

P- 327. 5. In the sperm there is the form of the animal; cf. Aristotle, De
gen. an. B 1. 73332 sqq.

P. 327. 6. The theologians and Ghazali admit a scala naturae, a necessary
order and succession, 76 éfefis, in all things; cf. Aristotle, Hist. an. H 1.
5884 5qq. and also De an. B 41428 : sensation, for example, is a condition
of intellect, nutrition of sensation, &c. Compare Thomas Aquinas, Contr.
:gent. iii, c. 99, where he declares that God can produce an effect without
its proximate causes.

p- 327. 7. Cf. Leibniz, op. cit. 2: ‘il est donc vrai que ce n’est pas sans
raison que Dieu les (i.e. les lois générales) a données, car il ne choisit rien
par caprice, et comme au sort, ou par une indifférence toute pure; mais les
raisons générales de bien et de Pordre, qui I’y ont porté, peuvent étre
vaincues, dans quelques cas, par des raisons plus grandes d’un ordre
supérieur.’

P- 328. 1. According to Aristotle’s principle of synonymity, everything
;:‘;mszinto existence from the synonymous, e.g. warmth from warmth; cf.

el. 4 9.

p- 328. 2. For the spontaneous generation of worms, the so-called ‘earth-
guts’, yijs évrepa, see Aristotle, De gen, an. I 11. 762b27, and Hist. an. Z 16.
570%15; see also Hist. an. E 19. 550%1 for the spontaneous generation of
grubs, oxdnxes; for the spontaneous generation of mice compare the
curious passage in Aristotle, Hist. an. Z 37. 580%30, and Pliny, x. 85, who
says that according to Aristotle the generation of mice takes place lambendo,
non coitu. Scorpions according to Aristotle (fr. 367 Rose) are generated
from rotten bergamot-mint, éx 7&v owovpPpiwv camévtwy; as to serpents,
they are oviparous (see Arist. Hist. an. Z 1. 558 1), and Aristotle nowhere
says that they might be generated spontaneously.

p- 328. 3. ‘non pas par caprice, et comme au sort, ou par une indifférence
toute pure’. .

P- 328. 4. Although Aristotle himself does not seem to admit the possi-
bility of the generation of men from earth (see Arist. De gen. an. I' 11.
762b28), there was an old Greek tradition that such a generation had taken
place (cf., for example, Plato, Plt. 269 b and Herodotus viii. 55).

P- 329. I. In these two examples, although they are logically impossible,
something more than the simultaneous affirmation and negation of one
isolated entity is involved: in the definition of will, for example, a relation
to knowledge is implied. All definition states a necessary relation between
two concepts, and to deny the logical implication is logically impossible
since it destroys the definition.
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P- 329. 2. There is some confusion here. There is no logical impossibility
in the supposition that God creates purposeful actions in a dead man (or
in a living animal that acts by instinct). But the Ash‘arites hold that God
is the sole agent, and that the actions of living men are created by Him, and
then the question arises what difference there can be between voluntary
and involuntary action in man (for the distinction between voluntary and
involuntary action see Galen, De motu musc. ii. 5). The same objection was
made against the Stoics: if no atom can move without God’s will, if every-
thing depends on fate, there is no longer any sense in man’s deliberation
and will (cf. Plut. De comm. not. 34 ; Alexander Aphrod. De falo i. 33 ; Neme-
sius, De nat. hom. 39). Another unavoidable consequence is that vice occurs
not only of necessity or according to fate, but also in accordance with the
Reason of God and with what is best (cf. Plut. De Stoic. rep. 34).

P- 329. 3. Aristotle expresses the principle of contradiction in the same
way: opposites cannot inhere in the same substratum simultaneously
(Met. I 3. 1005P26).

P- 329. 4. Leibniz (op. cit. 19) does not seem to regard this as impossible ;
he thinks the dogma of the real and substantial participation may be
_explained perhaps by the fact that one body can have an immediate influence
on others ; divine omnipotence might perhaps cause one body to be present
in others, there being no great difference between immediate influence and
presence.

p- 329. 5. I do not know to whom Ghazali is referring; perhaps it is to
Ibn Hazm, according to whom God can do also what is logically impossible
(cf. op. cit. ii. 181) ; but as a matter of fact it is the theory which the Ash‘ar-
ites and Ghazali himself hold, since according to them God at every moment
re-creates afresh the whole world, in which there is no stable element nor
any connexion. For Aristotle, however, whose theory Ghazali (cf. Phys. 4
6-10) is going to reproduce, change implies a substratum, a matter which
changes and is the underlying stable element to which the changes occur.

p- 330. 1. He should, of course, say ‘the illusion of power’, for if God acts
in us we do not act ourselves, although we may in ‘voluntary action’ labour
under the illusion that we do. ‘Power’ seems here to be a translation of 76
&4’ Hpiv and Ghazali, following al-Ash‘ari, who also distinguishes between
voluntary action and a reflex action like shivering (see Shahrastani, Relig. and
Philos. Sects, 1. 68), here gives the answer of the Stoics to their critics (see, for
example, Aulus Gellius, Noct. 4it. vii. 2) : although everything is determined
by fate, everything acts according to its nature; if, for example, you throw
down a stone the impulse is given by you, but the stone rolls according to
its own nature, and man acts according to his nature when he acts deliber-
ately and by will. The ultimate dilemma, and that not only for the Stoics
and the Ash‘arites, is this: T am only responsible for those acts which I have
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freely chosen, and my choice depends on my character (or nature). But
there are only two factors which determine my character: the internal
initial characteristics transmitted to me by my parents, and the external
conditions in which I find myself; and I have freely chosen neither of these
factors. The whole problem belongs to that of objective possibility, which 1
have discussed before : My will implies the possibility of doing or not doing,
but only when all the conditions are fulfilled can the possible happen ; then,
however, it is necessary.

P- 330. 2. I think he means that we attain the knowledge that these
movements are performed by a living being like ourself, possessing will.
I do not think he means God here,

P. 331. 1. This is badly expressed; what he means is that certain acts
which are éxpected need not necessarily occur.

P. 331.2. Since the theologians admit definitions, and in the definition,
a(.:cordmg to Aristotle, the genus takes the place of matter, the specific
difference the place of form (cf. e.g. Arist. Met. 4 6. 1016%28).

P- 331. 3. Le. in sublunary living beings.

P- 331. 4. The theologians admit, as we have seen (p. 319), that life is a
condition of rationality; i.e. they accept the definition of man as a rational
animal, but do not regard warmth and moisture, which are the active
qualities of the elements (cf. De gen. et corr. B 2. 329b24), as a condition of
life, because these qualities do not enter into the definition of life. For the
Aristotelians, however, there is a steady progress, an uninterrupted scala
naturae, from the simple elements through the homogeneous parts (Spotopepij)
and the organic towards man, in whom earthly nature finds its highest per-
fection and its supreme end: the lower is a condition of the higher, which
is its end (cf. Arist. De part. an. B 1. 646%12). It is warmth (or pneuma)
which generates life according to Aristotle (De gen. an. B 3. 73629 5qq.).

P- 331. 5. Every organ is adapted to its function, whose means it is ; shape
and function are intimately related (cf. Arist. De an. 4 3. 407 b13).

P- 331. 6. For the hand as an organ of the intellect see Aristotle, De part.
an. 4 10. 68797 sqq.

P- 332. 1. i.e. every species has its peculiar qualities, i{81a, which do not
define the species although they characterize it (cf. Arist. Top. 4 4. 10151 9).

p- 332. 2. Koran xxiii. 12~14.

P- 332. 3. We have seen that some Greek authors also believed this.

P- 332- 4- Such a theory is in fact akin to those theories (see e.g. J. S.
Mill, Syst. of Logic, ii. 7. 5) which derive the laws of thought from experience.
Averroés here refers to Ibn Hazm, who (op. cit. ii. 181) distinguishes four
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classes of the impossible, declares that the third class, that of the logically
impossible, e.g. that 2 man should at the same time sit and stand, is possible
for God in another world, although we know necessarily by the actual
organization of our mind ( JixJl 4.5) that it is not possible in this. The
Asharites do not assert that the logically impossible is possible for God (see
Ibn Hazm’s polemics against them, op. cit. v. 214).

p- 333- 1. It is rather strange that Shahrastani in his Religious and Philo-
sophical Sects, pp. 70~71, reproaches Abu Ma'ali (i.e. Juwaini, surnamed the
Imam of the two Holy Towns, an Ash‘arite and the teacher of Ghazali) for
acknowledging a causal nexusin nature and coming near to the philosophical
point of view.

P- 333. 2. Koran xxxiii. 62; xxxv. 41 ; xlviii. 23.

P- 333- 3. Cf. note 332. 4, and see also Ibn Hazm (op. cit. ii. 182), where
he says that what is logically impossible for our understanding is so only
because God has made it impossible ; if God had wished, it would no longer
be impossible, and a thing both could be and could not be at the same time,
or a body could be at the same time in two places or two bodies in the same
place.

P- 333. 4. i.e.sincethesoul hasno spatial magnitude it cannot be localized
anywhere.

p- 333. 5. In the following, Ghazali summarizes Avicenna’s doctrine
found, for example, in his Salvation, pp. 259 sqq., from which, however, he
deviates in certain points of terminology, as I shall indicate.

P- 333. 6. It seems contradictory to say that although the soul is not im-
pressed on a body its faculties are so impressed ; the same difficulty exists
for Aristotle also, but the question will be discussed at length below. It may
be added that both in Greek and in Arabic the term for sensation, aiofyats,
il , can also mean ‘sense-organ’.

P- 333. 7. The term ‘internal sense’ is not found in Aristotle. But Aétius
tells us (Plac. iv. 8. 7; Stoic. Vet. Fr. 1i. 39) that the Stoics called Aristotle’s
‘common sense’ évrds dgrj, internal touch (touch, in accordance with their
general materialistic view), a term translated by Cicero as tactus interior
(Acad. post. 7. 20); and Alexander of Aphrodisias opposes the objects of
davraoia (for the relation of gavrasia to common sense see note 334. 1)
as internal percepts, aioffyrd évrds, to the objects of the senses, aiofnyrd éxrds
(De anima, Bruns, 68. 31). The expression, ‘internal perception’, % alofnrucy
1) édov dvvajus, is used in Neoplatonism (cf. e.g. Plotin. Enn. iv. 8. 8), and
Augustine under Neoplatonic influence speaks of an internal sense which is
conscious of its own perception and in which everything the external senses
provide is collected (e.g. De l¢b. arb. ii. 4 and ii. 23). -
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P- 333. 8. The location of sensation in the brain is based on the discovery
of the nerves and the anatomical study of the brain by the Greek physicians
Erasistratus and Herophilus.

P- 334- 1. Aristotle in his theory of the common sense, # xouws) atobyois,
made a first and interesting attempt to explain the unity of the perceiver
and the thing perceived, i.c. to explain (1) the fact that the same man (the
same ego) can perceive sensations of different senses or compare the different
sensations of one and the same sense (he did not observe the fact that he is
conscious of his own identity, although he attributes to the common sense
the faculty of perceiving that we perceive) ; (2) the fact that, for example,
when we perceive yellow honey, we are aware that it is sweet, although we
only see it (cf. De an. I' 1. 425*22). On the second point Aristotle confuses
the unity of the qualities in the external thing (although he does not doubt
the objectivity of these qualities) with our conviction that the identical thing

‘which is seen may be touched and eventually tasted (one must distinguish of
course between the unity of the external object and our knowledge, or our
imagining, that it is a unity of such-and-such qualities) and with some
faculty in our soul of unifying the subjective sensations; if, as a matter of
fact, the external world were simply a construction out of sensations, there
ought to be such a unifying faculty (the primitive and irreductible fact that
the self-same thing which is seen can be touched belies the possibility of such
a construction, for a visual sensation, even if visually extended, can never
be touched, since by definition it is not in the objective space in which we
move: heterogeneous sensations cannot be combined). As to ¢avracia
(representation, imagination), it is primarily, according to Aristotle, a func-
tion which transcends the actual sensation (cf. De an. I' 3. 428%g). Since,-
however, there is also in the sensus communis an awareness of a non-actual
sensation (as in the example of honey given above), he cannot delimit
$avracia from common sense ; and indeed he ascribes to gavraoia some of
the functions he attributes to the sensus communis, e.g. awareness that the
white object actually perceived has such-and-such non-perceived qualities
(cf. De an. I' 3. 42828) and also (428b22) awareness of the common sensibles
(which, for instance at De an. I' 1. 42517, he attributes to the common
sense). The commentatorssaw the difficulty, and, forexample, Ps.-John Philo-
ponus tries—Comm. in de an. libr., Hayduck, 507. 16—to establish a distinction
between common sense and gavracia : common sense is the receptacle of the
sensible forms through the medium of the particular sense, afofyais pepuci,
whereas ¢avracia receives them both through the common sense. The con-
fusion in the Aristotelian theory isincreased still further in Muslim philosophy
through certain Stoic developments, as I shall show, and also through ter-
minological difficulties, the terms used here for the first three internal senses
being different translations (whose sense is not absolutely fixed) of the Greek
word gavracia ; the word, for example, which I translate by ‘representative
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faculty’ (4JL3| 343)1) is used by Avicenna (who calls it also (3 sas)l 3931)
for what Ghazali calls the ‘conservative faculty’, whereas Avicenna desig-

nates the sensus communis by the Greek word (in Arabic transcription,
Luola:s). For the expression judging element’ compare note 334. 6.

P- 334. 2. The estimative faculty (L.es s}l 543)l): the term is one of the
different translations of the term ¢avraatia, but has acquired a special sense~—
in the Latin translations it is called vis aestimativa.

P- 334 3. The intentions, jlxoJl (in the Latin translation intentiones).
The word  jlxodl, as we have seen—note 3. 6—is a translation of the Greek
7& Aexrd, and instead of ‘intentions’ I might have translated it ‘meanings’

or ‘significations’. The term shows that here we have Stoic influence, and -

indeed the Stoics define Aexrdv through davraoia: Aexrdv 8¢ Sndpyew daot 76
kard. Aoyucy davraolay ddiorduevoy, an intention is what subsists in con-
formity with a rational presentation (Sext. Emp. Adv. log. ii. 70). Now the
Stoics distinguish six classes of ¢avrasiar (Diog. Laert. vii. 51 ; Stoic. Vet. Fr.
ii. 24. 15) : the sensational (alofymixal), the non-sensational (odx alofyrikal),
the rational (Aoyweal), the non-rational (dAoyor), the artful (reyvixal), and
the artless (dreyvor), i.e. natural, unmethodical ; the non-sensational appre-
hend through insight (8idvoia) the incorporeals and the other conceptual
notions; the rational exist only in man and are thoughts (vorjoeis), whereas
the non-rational, which animals possess, have no name (od rervyfraow
dvdparos). It seems to me from this that the later Stoics may have recognized
a non-rational, but at the same time non-sensational, $awacn’a. on which the
instinct of animals depends, and that the Arabs may have applied to this
$avraoia, to which the Greeks had not given a distinctive name, the term
‘estimative faculty’. In any case, that there is Stoic influence here may be
seen from Seneca’s epistle 121, where he asserts that animals also have a
constitutionis suae sensus (constitutionis suae sensus is the translation of owveidnats,
the Stoic counterpart of Aristotle’s sensus communis in so far as sensus com-
munis means the consciousness of one’s own activity), and to this sensus he
ascribes all the instinctive actions of animals and, for example, the fact that
the hen flees from the hawk, but not from the peacock or the goose (I have
not met in classical literature the example of wolf, sheep, and lamb which
seems to be a common example among the Arabs and which, e.g., is found
in Farabi’s Gems of Wisdom and in Ghazali’s Vivification of Theology, vol. iii,
P- 7)- Cf. note 304. 7.

P- 334- 4. The forms, i.e. the individual sensible forms which exist in the
Sensus communis.

P- 334- 5- According to Avicenna this faculty is located at the end of the
middle ventricle of the brain (Salvation, p. 266).
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P- 334. 6. Aristotle distinguishes between ¢avracia alafyrucy (or Bover-
Tuct)) and davracia doyioruci (De an. I' 10. 433b29), sensational and intel-
lectual or deliberative ¢avracia (a term which in a way is a contradictio in
adiecto, since gavraoia is by definition alobyrucy, an image) ; but he does not
indicate how the animals can perform their actions by mere gavracia (and
desire), without any rational element (on the other hand, he regards sensa-
tion already as having a kind of rational element akin to Jjudgement, De an.
I’ 7. 431*8, and in De memoria 1. 4501 5 he regards all avracia as having a
conceptual element), and John Philoponus simply says (op. cit. 515. g):
‘You must know that what in us is the intellect is in an animal the dar-
7aoia’ ; from which it would appear that the imaginative faculty can per-
form what the estimative faculty is supposed to do, and the estimative
faculty is therefore superfluous, as Averroés asserts later (p. 336)-

P- 334. 7. Here, too, there is some Stoic influence. The Stoics (but not
Aristotle) have the term gavracia ovwBeruc, ‘combining ¢avraaia® (cf. Sext.
Emp. Ady. log. ii. 276), and Ps.-John Philoponus (op. cit. 509. 16) distin-
guishes two kinds of ¢avraoia, one that accepts the forms and one that
combines at will representations of phantastic beings.

P- 334- 8. Avicenna says, loc. cit., that this faculty is located in the middle
ventricle of the brain near the vermiform process (s Jaus¥| iy Il &
. =13
ssll e L), d

P- 334. 9. See note 335. 2.

P- 334. 10. Galen, De plac. Hippocr. et Plat. vii. 3 (K. v. 605), says that
anatomical research on the brain has shown that a lesion in the last ven-
tricle affects the sensibility and motive power of the animal more than a
lesion of the middle ventricle, and a lesion in the middle ventricle more than
one in the first. Aristotle himself regarded the heart as the central organ of
sensation (see e.g. De iuvent. 2. 469°11).

P- 334 11. This isa very questionable logic, especially in view of the fact
that representation itself implies memory; but the comparison with water
is found also in Avicenna, loc. cit. It is inspired by a passage in Aristotle’s
De memoria 1. 450 ®1-3, where he says that people in violent emotion do not
remember well; it is as if a seal were stamped on running water. And
Plotinus says, Enn. iv. 7. 6, that if one should imagine sense-impressions to

be impressed on a liquid like water, they would run away and there would
be no memory.

P- 334- 12. Avicenna calls the memorative faculty the retentive-memora-
tive: 5,5 11 dastdl ¢93)l. In this distinction of two memories, one for
sensible affections, one for thoughts, there seems to be some Neoplatonic
influence, for Plotinus in his subtle and profound discussion of memory
(Enn. iv. 3. 25-33) distinguishes between them and attributes the former to
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the lower soul, the latter to the higher (Enn. iv. 3. 15-22). He has, however, a
much more idealistic view of memory, which, according to him, belongs
exclusively to the soul, and at Enn. iv. 3. 26 he refutes the Stoic view which
compares memory with the imprint of a signet-ring on wax (a view which,
however, Chrysippus did not share, cf. Sext. Emp. Adv. log. i. 229).

P- 335- 1. What Ghazali relates here of the motive faculties is almost (see
note 335. 4) a textual quotation from a passage in Avicenna, Salvation,
p. 259. It is, although simplified, materially in agreement with Aristotle, cf.
e.g. De an. I 10. 433213 sqq. Aristotle has simply the term davraoia: the
appetitive animal cannot be without gavrasia (43328).

P. 335. 2. There is here some terminological confusion. Ghazali here
copies Avicenna, who understands by ‘representative faculty’ the fourth
internal sense, whereas Ghazali meant by it the first. According to what
Ghazali says (p. 334) about the relation between the third internal sense
and the motive faculty, one would have expected him to have mentioned
this third faculty here. But I admit that the meaning of all these terms is
very evasive. '

P- 335- 3. This is the only sentence Ghazali adds to this passage.

P- 335- 4. Cf. Aristotle, De an. I' 10. 43325 : all animals move by pushing
and pulling, dois xai E\éis; there must therefore be in them z fixed point
from which the movement starts (cf. also Arist. Phys. H 2. 243%15).

P- 335. 5. ‘discursive’ from ‘discourse’ (i.e. speech). By this I translate
&b, derived from 3k; like doyroruds from Adyos, both the Greek and the
Arabic word meaning both ‘speech’ and ‘reason’.

- P. 335. 6. This is also stated by Avicenna, loc. cit.

P- 335- 7. ‘Conditions’ and ‘modes’ are here synonymous; by these terms
the theologians expressed the unreality of universals, which existed only for
the mind (cf. note 3. 6).

p- 335- 8. This is a very simplified summary of Avicenna’s chapter ‘On
the faculty of the speculative soul and its degrees’, op. cit., p. 269. The idea
that the soul receives its vices by inclining to the body and being subjected
by it, and its virtue by contemplation of intellectual realities, is derived from
Neoplatonism ; cf. e.g. Plotinus, Enn. i. 6. 5-6.

p- 336. 1. The soul is not really subsistent by itself for Aristotle (it is so
for Plotinus), since it is the form of the body ; but although it is incorporeal
it performs its functions (except the highest, the intellectual) through organs
in which it is located, and only the active part of the intellect is separable
from the body (how this is possible, when the soul is regarded as a unity, is
another question). The arguments that will be given try to prove the
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intellect’s independence of any bodily organ (the terms ‘intellect’, vos,
and ‘soul’, Yuxrj, are often confused).

P 336. 2. I think Averroés here means by ‘imaginative faculty’ imagina-
tion in the more gencral sense of gavraoia, common to men and animals,

P- 336. 3. This sentence is rather confusing. Avicenna evidently does not
think that the estimative faculty in the animal replaces the cogitative in
man, nor could Avicenna mean (if indeed he said that the ancients called
!:he estimative faculty the imaginative) that the estimative faculty and the
imaginative are identical, as Averroés seems to imply, but only that the
ancients did not distinguish clearly between them.

P 3‘36. 4. i.e. to the sensus communis; shape (oyfua), being a kind of
magnitude, is one of the common sensibles and is apprehended through
motion by the sensus communis (Arist. De an. I' i. 425 *16) which, according to
the Muslim philosophers, is located in the front part of the brain.

P- 336. 5. i.e. the imaginative faculty is not mere imagination, but per-
ceives what happens in the external world.

P- 336. 6. i.e. they are not derived from sensible experience; this seems
to contradict the Aristotelian principle ‘nihil in intellectu quod non prius
in sensu’.

P- 336. 7. Nothing is found in the De sensu about this question, but
Avcrro'c-'ﬁ is probably referring to De memoria 1. 450%15, where Aristotle says
that animals possess gavraoia, because it is primarily a perception and not
one of the conceptual faculties, although it is accidentally such a faculty
(it seems to be, like memory, something intermediate between perception
and thought; cf. ibid. 449®26).

P- 337. 1. Thisis the thesis of Avicenna (Salvation, p. 285) in the chapter
on the immateriality of the substratum of the intelligibles. See below in the
text,

P- 337- 2. Some theologians held that thought was located in an atom in
the .hcart. The Stoics also had placed the Fyeuonixdy in the heart (or in the
brain; according to Plutarch, De comm. not. 45, the Stoics regarded it as a
mopos areypaios, a passage not bigger than a point, in the heart).

P- 337- 3. The question of the indivisibility or divisibility of time, space,
and matter was discussed copiously by the Muslim theologians. How well
the Greek arguments for either point of view were known can be seen from
the long discussion of this question by Ibn Hazm, and his refutation of
Ash‘arite atomism, op. cit., vol. v. g2-108 (the arguments for indivisibility
are mainly based on Aristotle). Curiously enough the older theologians were
also interested in this question.

_P-337-4. i.e. of a plurality in the atom, since this atom would have two
sides and would therefore be divisible. This is the argument found in
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Aristotle, Phys. Z 1 (ad init.): indivisibles could not touch, because they
would not have parts and therefore their wholes would coincide. It is also
given by Avicenna, p. 286, in the chapter mentioned in note 337. 1.

p- 338. 1. Throughout this problem perception and $avraoia are regarded
as images on an extended substratum, and, of course, Ghazali is right in
regarding it as impossible, as the philosophers hold in the case of other uni-
versals, that an abstract entity like hostility should be impressed on a surface.

p- 338. 2. But this is not an argument against the intelligibles, for the
philosophers do not hold that intelligibles can be impressed on matter,
although inconsistently they hold this to be possible for hostility. On the
contrary it is an argument against the materialism which Ghazali has set
out to defend.

P- 338. 3. This argument against the philosophers is correct, if by ‘know-
ledge’ is meant sensible knowledge, i.e. perception and gavrasia.

p- 338. 4. This is a curious remark, since Ghazali has just argued that
there can be no relation between hostility and a body. It can only mean
here: ‘like the relation of hostility to the body according to the philosophers,
a conception I have shown to be false’.

P- 339. 1. i.e. the colour white, for example, is evenly extended over the
whole body, and when you take a part of the body you take also a part of
the white, and the white of the part is the same white as the white of the
body.

P- 339. 2. Here there is another conception of sensation; i.e. it is con-
ceived not as an impression, but as a faculty, a capacity for action (and
reception), and therefore shapeless (‘without a specific shape’, says Averroés,
but this seems to me a contradictio in adiecto) ; but how can the shapeless be
extended over the extended? There is here a reference to the theory found
in Aristotle, De an. A 5. 411226. Cf. note 343. 2.

P- 339 3. i.e. sight, which is an attribute of the eye, is, like whiteness,
found in every part of its substratum, i.e. the eye, but some eyes or some
parts of the eye have a greater receptivity for sight than others, and in old
age this receptivity of some parts of the eye becomes less and therefore the old
see less well than the young (Aristotle says, De an. 4 4. 408b21, if an old man
could acquire the eye of a young man, he would see as well as a young man).

P- 339 4. i.e. sight and (the same shade of) white have in all individuals
the same definition, but they are quantitatively divided, i.e. spatially and
through being in different individuals.

P- 339. 5. He probably means by ‘that they cannot be divided into any
particular part whatever’ that, for example, some eyes lose in part their
receptivity for sight. :
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P- 339. 6. i.e. the part which has vanished acts (or acted) with a greater
intensity.

P- 339. 7. Even colours cannot be divided absolutely, for they terminate
in a point at which they cannot be seen any more (namely at a certain
distance). This refers to Aristotle, De sensu 7. 449°22 sqq.

P- 339. 8. This refers to De sensu 6. 44528, where Aristotle says that only
the continuous per s¢ (a6’ ad7d) falls into a finite number of equal parts.

p. 340. 1. He means that Ghazali treated estimation as if it were an
impression, whereas it is a faculty; Averroés, however, has not shown in
any way how Ghazali’s argument could be refuted by regarding estimation
as a faculty.

P- 340. 2. In the chapter quoted in note 337. 1.

P- 340 3. This completion is given by Avicenna in the chapter indicated
in note 346. 6.

P- 341. 1. Curiously enough this is nowhere explicitly stated by Aristotle.
The argument is found in Avicenna (see below). It may be inferred from the
passage at the beginning of De an. I' 4, where Aristotle agrees with Anaxagoras
that the mind must be unmixed, duys, and asserts that it cannot be mixed
with the body or have an organ, and cannot have a form of its own, since
the appearance of such a form would obstruct everything else. This connects
with the passage (De an. B 5. 417°2) where he asks why the sense-organs
cannot have a perception of themselves.

P- 341. 2. This is the argument given by Avicenna (Salvation, p. 290). It
is based on the argument found in Aristotle, De an. 4 3. 4072 5qq., where
Aristotle attacks Plato’s conception, found in the Timaeus, of the soul as
implying magnitude. Aristotle says in substance that, the meaning Plato
gives to ‘soul’ being undoubtedly ‘intellect’, the unity of the intellect is not
the unity of a magnitude. If it were a magnitude, with which of its parts
would it think? And if it thought with some only of its parts, the others
would be superfluous; besides, if the term parts’ means points, there would
be an infinity of them and infinity cannot be traversed, and if all the parts
collectively were in contact with the thing thought, what could be meant by
this contact?

P- 342. 1. Cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic. Z 1. 1139P4: 4 dpexrixds vods 1 mpo-
aipeas 7) Spefis Siavonrui, kal 7 roradry dpys) dvfpwmos: will is either desiring
reason or reasoning desire, and such a principle is man (in his totality).

P- 343. 1. This in a way contradicts what he said on p. 339, where he
regarded this second class as that of things by definition divisible through
the divisibility of the substratum, although with different degrees of intensity.

P- 343. 2. The problem of the faculties is discussed in De an. 4 5. 411% 26
54q., where Aristotle asks what it is that holds the soul together if it can be
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divided by nature through the different operations of its organs. Should we
noi rather say that each of the operations of the soul belo.ngs to the soul in
its entirety ? Is not the soul a unity? However, although in this passage he
seems to regard the soul as a unity, he regards only the m.tcllcct as self-
subsistent and imperishable, for, says he, if there were anything that could
destroy it, it would be decrepitude (De an. A 4. 408Y18-20).

P- 343. 3. After the passage where Aristotle asserts that only decrepitude
could destroy the intellect, he says that the same thing seems to apply t? tl}e
sense-organs; and then the sentence quoted by Averroés follosz: € yap
AdBot & mpeafirns Supa Towovdi, PAémor dv domep kal S véos (loc. cit., Par).

P. 343- 4. Aristotle says, loc. cit., b22: ‘Decrepitude is not due to some
affection of the soul, but to that in which it resides, just as in drunkenness
and illnesses.” However, for Aristotle sleep and fainting, Awroyfvyia, are not
due to any affection of any sense-organ, but to the inactivity of the central
sense, the sensus communis (cf. De somn. 2. 455°26 sqq.)-

P- 343. 5. It is found that plants and certain insects live when they are
cut in two, and it seems that the same soul resides specifically, although not
numericaﬂy, in the two parts (Arist. De an. 4 4. 409%9; cf. B 2. 413%16).

P- 343. 6. Koran xvii. 87.

P- 343- 7. The parts, i.e. the organ and the soul: the organ bec?ma
inactive, and the soul remains both in sleep and in deaty (but can it be
active after death?). But this is not the conception of Aristotle, for whom
both waking and its opposite, sleep, are common to body and soul (cf. De
somn. 1. 1) and due, as we have seen, to the inactivity of the centrz'\l sense;
the term ‘common sense’, however, is ambiguous and may mean cither the
central organ (in animals that have blood this is the heax:t) or its counter-
part in the soul ; both meanings are intended here. For .:\nstotle (cf: De gen.
an. E 1. 778b30) sleep is a borderland (ue@dpiov; (38l is the Arablc. term,
well known in Muslim mysticism) between life and death, between existence
and non-existence. Sleep is the first state of the animal, because through it
it passes from non-existence to existence (the Homeric metaphor of Slce!)
as the brother of Death was well known in Islam, see, for example, Ghazali,

Vivification of Theology, iv. 291).
p- 343- 8. Koran xxxix. 43. -
. 344. 1. Compare note 342. 1; for Aristotle, however, man in
totgli%y‘*tonsists ofphis body and soul, for Ghazali’s materialism, in his body
exclusively. .
P- 344. 2. If the soul is a unity, as Averroés has just asserted, there is
certainly such an analogy, as Aristotle also holds (see next note).

P- 344- 3- Both Aristotle and Averroés hold at the same tin.le three
different theories about sensation: (1) that sensation is an impression on a
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sense-organ; (2) that it is a faculty of a soul in which all faculties are united ;
(3) thatit is a faculty of that (for Aristotle, at least, inseparable) synthesis of
body and soul which constitutes man. Here Averroés seems to hold that one
ought really tosay that the eye sees, and that ‘a man sees’ is only an idiomatic
expression. Aristotle, however (De an. 4 4- 408b13), says: Bédriov ydp fows
B Myew iy Juyiy EXeeiv 5 pavbdvew 7 Siavociofas, dAAG Tov dvBpwmov Ti
Yuxf: ‘It would perhaps be better not to say that the soul has pity or learns
or thinks, but that the man does so through his soul.’

P- 345. 1. ‘Judgement of his sight.” For Aristotle there is in sensation
already a cognitive element (De an. B 10. 424%5; cf. 432°16).

P- 345. 2. Such absurdities are a consequence of all materialization of
mental phenomena ; compare with this section Plutarch, De comm. not. 45.
This theory is directed against the materialism, Stoic in origin, of those
theologians for whom all reality consists only in body, and for whom the soul
is nothing but the material vital spirit (mvebpa, spiritus, &) yy) which is dis-
persed through the whole body (cf.‘e.g. Alex. Aphr. De an. libr. mant. 115, 6,
Bruns; Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 218. 25) although its principle is in the heart (or
the brain). The origin of the argument is unknown to me, and seems to
have been so to Averroés, too, but it is based on problems discussed by the
Stoics ; Chrysippus objected to the impression-theory on the ground that, if
the mind thought at the same time of a triangle and a quadrangle, the same
body would be at the same time triangular and quadrangular (cf. Sext.
Emp. Ado. log. i. 229). It may have been offered either by someone who
believed the seat of the soul to be an indivisible body, an atom, or by one
who believed the soul to be an indivisible immaterial substratum (if the
latter, one should not be shocked by the idea that it is said to be in a place;
Aristotle himself calls the intellect a rémos elS@v, De an. I’ 4. 42927, a place
for universals, and our modern philosophers say that things are ina conscious-
ness). It asserts that, since we cannot assert two opposite ideas at the same
time and cannot, for example, possess at the same time ignorance (regarded
as something positive) and knowledge, there must be room in the soul for
only one of two opposite notions, and therefore it must be indivisible. The
last sentence of the passage means that the theologians might retort that
in one indivisible place ignorance and knowledge could be opposed, since
in one place they might form a unity—i.e. the notion that ignorance is not
knowledge ; but their adversary can then object ad hominem that the Stoic
conception, that the principle of the soul is in the heart or in the brain and
that at the same time it is a unique vital force extended over the whole body,
is contradictory. This objection seems legitimate, but if such a vital force is
acknowledged it destroys the assailant’s thesis also. (It is curious to see that
Plotinus argues the other way round. He says, Enn. iv. 7. 8, that if the soul
were the entelechy of the body and therefore dispersed through the whole
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body, a human being could have only one sentiment and never be in dis-
cord with itself. In a little treatise, ‘On happiness and on the ten arguments for
the substantiality of the soul’—published in Seven Treatises by Avicenna, Haid-

_erabad, H. 1353, and where Avicenna follows largely Plotinus—Avicenna
says, p. 8, that if the intelligible form were in a body, it would be impossible
to perceive at the same time two opposites.

P- 345. 3. Compare Chrysippus’ definition : % Juys) mvedpd éore cludurov
Huiv owvexds mavri 7@ odpare Sifjcov (Stoic. Vet. Fr. ii. 238. 33). Plants and
animals are joined through one single s, junction (Sext. Emp. A4dv. log.
i. 102; Adv. phys. i. 81: three cohesive forces are distinguished, &us for the
inorganic, ¢vous for the plants, Yux for the animals).

p- 346. 1. Aristotle, e.g. Anal. Pr. Ai. 24%21: 1dv &vavriwv elvas Ty admip
émaripy.

p- 346. 2. Bodily or in the body; as we have seen, Aristotle also confuses
a theory of the common sense as a faculty of the soul subsisting in the body
with a theory of the common sense as corporeal. The intellect distinguishes
or joins intellectual opposites, the comman sense sensible opposites.

P. 346. 3. i.e. this fifth argument.

P- 346. 4. d\\d kard plav Svapr xal dropov xpdvey piav dvdyxn elvas Ty
&vépyeay, i.e. a single faculty can have only one activity at the same moment
(Arist. De sensu 7. 447%17).

P- 346. 5. This takes place through the common sense.

p- 346. 6. This is proved by Avicenna, op. cit., p. 292, cf. note 341. 1.

P- 347- 1. Cf. note 260. 2; we have the following mixed hypothetical
syllogism : if the intellect perceives the intelligibles through a bodily organ,
it does not know itself; but it knows itself, therefore it does not perceive the
intelligibles through a bodily organ.

P- 347-2. It would perhaps be better to translate: ‘It does not see the
eyelid’ (since colour is the condition of sight (dpdrat 8¢ xpdpua % 76 éxov)
Arist. De an. I 2. 425b18).

p. 347. 3. What is placed on the sense-organs is not perceived, but what
is placed on the flesh is (Arist. De an. B 11. 422°34).

P- 347- 4. This would be difficult for Averroés to explain according to
Aristotelian theory, since for Aristotle the sense-organ receives the form of
the percept without its matter ; nor is there any duality in the act of seeing,
for ‘to act’ here means for Aristotle ‘actuality’ (the verb becomes a sub-
stantive), and either the percipient becomes the percept or the percept the
percipient.

p- 348. 1. Through this theory of identity not only is thought about other
things abolished, but also self-consciousness itself. It was just because of the
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duality in all thought that Plotinus denied it to the First. As was said above,
the idea that thinking by adding something to reality falsifies it led
Aristotle to a theory which annuls thought itself.

p- 348. 2. The sixth proof is identical with the fifth: if the intellect per-
ceived through a bodily organ, it could know neither itself nor its organ,
which would be itself or part of itself; it is in this way that the thesis is set
out by Avicenna, loc. cit.

p- 348. 3. That of all animals only the crocodile moves the upper jaw
was a fact already known to Herodotus (ii. 68). Aristotle mentions the fact
in different passages, e.g. Hist. an. A ii. 492523 xwei 8¢ wdvra 7d {Ga ™
xdrwlev yévov, whiy 706 moTaplov kpokodeidov: ofiros 8¢ Ty dvw udvov. This
is given as an example against induction by Sextus Empiricus, Hyp. Pyrrh.
ii. 195 : since most animals move the lower jaw, only the crocodile the upper,
the premiss that every animal moves the lower jaw is false. The general
argument against induction (émaywyd, el @ul) is given op. cit. ii. 204:
énel ydp dmd TGV katd pépos morobobar fovdovrar 81> adris (i.e. émaywyids) 70
xaBéov, djror mdvra émdvres Td kard pépos Tobro moujoovow 7 Twd. dA’ €
pév wd, dBéBatos éaras 1) émaywyr, évdexopévov Toi évavriobolar TG Kalbddov
Twe T@v wapadamouévay kate pépos év Tff émaywyfi € 8¢ mdvra, dddvara
poxbhjoovow, duelpwy Svrwy 7dv katd pépos rxal dmepioplaTwy: when one tries
to reach the universal through induction, one can do this by examining
cither all the instances or some;; if the latter, the induction will be unreliable,
since some of the neglected cases may be in opposition to the universal, if the
former, one is attempting the impossible, since the particulars are infinite
and inexhaustible. Curiously enough, Nemesius, De natura hominis, ii
(Migne, xl, col. 548), uses exactly the same argument to refute Cleanthes’
opposite thesis that nothing incorporeal can partake of the corporeal,
pndév dodparov odpare ovpmdoyxew. The De natura hominis was known to
the Arabs.

P- 348. 4. What follows is a free interpretation of Avicenna’s proof (op.
cit. p. 292) that, if the intellectual faculty thinks through an organ, it must
always be conscious of that organ (l..;b LT Jis5 Ol 2x). Avicenna;
however, speaks only of the organ, not of the body (compare Averroés’s
answer below in the text).

P- 349. 1. Compare William James, The Principles of Psychology, vol. i,
p- 291 : ‘In its widest possible sense, however, a man’s Self is the sum total of
all that he can call his, not only his body and his psychic powers, but his
clothes and his house . .

P- 349. 2. The organ of smell (consisting of the two olfactory nerves) is,
according to Galen (Deusu part. viii. 6, Helmreich, i. 469), the only one in the
skull placed in the foremost ventricle of the brain,
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P- 349. 3. CFf. Aristotle, Top. A 1: induction based on common opinions
or the opinions of the majority or the wise (&8ofa 8¢ rd Soxoivra wiow 3
Tois wAelorois 7} Tois oodois) has only dialectical value, and its conclusions
provide only probability.

P- 350. 1. Aristotle, De an. I' 1 ad init., proves that there cannot be more
than five senses. '

p- 350. 2. €.g. the sensus communis and davracia are neglected.

p- 35’1. 1. This argument, which is given by Avicenna, Salvation, p. 294,
whom Ghazali follows almost verbally, is found in Aristotle, De an. I" 4.
42929 (cf. I" 2. 426230), with the exception that the tiredness of the intellect
is not discussed and therelore is not ascribed to the imaginative faculty; in
fact this addition invalidates the whole argument, for thought is constantly
accompanied by imagination (od8émere voei dvev davrdopares % Yuy,
De an. I" 7. 431416).

P- 352. 1. For the Greeks forty years is the dxusj of a man, both physically
and mentally; the Arabs, however, ascribe greater wisdom to the old.

_ p. 352. 2. i.e. from if a is, then either b is or not-b’ no inference can be
drawn. But Ghazali does not seem to see that through this exception the
whole argument is invalidated. Of course, it may be that for different reasons
the sense-organs and the intellect decline in old age, and that it is this which
the argument sets out to prove; but this is a new thesis or hypothesis. The
argument is taken from Avicenna (op. cit. p. 295), who first gives as a proof
of the immateriality of the intellect that it does not decline with age whereas
the senses do, and who then makes the objection that the intellect also
declines through illness and dotage, an objection which he rebuts in the
way indicated by Ghazali below in the text. (That the objection was made
can beseen from Galen, Quod animi mores corporis lemperamenta sequuntur, where
he asks, 3 (Mueller 9. 11): ‘Why, if the soul is immortal as Plato has it,
does it leave the body when the brain is too cold or too hot, too dry or too
moist, and why does a great loss of blood, or the taking of hemlock or a
high fever, make it leave it? And’, he adds ironically, ‘if Plato were still
alive, I should be delighted to learn it from him.’) The argument is based
erroneously on the passage of Aristotle (De an. 4 4. 408 P18) discussed above,
over the interpretation of which the commentators differ; there it is said
that the senses decline through the decay of the organ, not through the decay
of the faculty, and Aristotle admits (408b24) that the intellect declines in
old age.

P- 352. 3. The conception of fear as a disease is Stoic. Any permanent
disposition to a violent emotion is called by the Stoics ¥donua, disease (cf.
Stoic. Vet. Fr. iii. 105. 6).

P- 353 1. According to the Stoics man acquires reasoning power during
the first seven years of his life (Aét. Plac.iv. 11. 4) ; in the second seven years,
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or thereabouts, he acquires the notions of right and wrong (Aét. Plac.v. 23.1).
According to Varro—see Censorinus, De die natali, 14—Iife is divided into
five equal epochs, each of fifteen years, except the last. The first epoch
which lasts to the fifteenth year embraces childhood.

P- 353. 2. Natural heat, i.e. mvefua.

P- 353 3. This passage is closely related to a passage in Plutarch, De
Ei apud Delphos, 18 (p. 392 c). I give it here in the translation of Montaigne,
who quotes it in his Apologie de Raymond Sebond (ad fin.): ‘De‘facon que ce
qui commence A naistre ne parvient jamais jusques 4 perfection d’estre, pour
autant que ce naistre n’acheve jamais, et jamais n’arreste, comme estant
a bout, ains, depuis la semence, va tousjours se changeant et muant d’un
4 autre; comme de semence humaine se fait premierement dans le ventre
de la mere un fruict sans forme, puis un enfant formé, puis, estant hors du
ventre, un enfant de mammelle; aprés il devient garson, puis consequem-
ment un jouvenceau, aprés un homme faict, puis un homme d’aage; &
la fin decrepité vieillard : de maniere que aage et generation subsequente
va tousjours desfaisant et gastant la precedente.’ The idea of the Heracli-
tean flux, the constancy of inconstancy, is a favourite subject in later
Greco-Roman philosophy. Compare also, for example, Seneca, Epist. 58,
22: ‘nemo nostrum idem est in senectute qui fuit juvenis, nemo nostrum
est idem mane qui fuit pridie. corpora nostra rapiuntur fluminum more.
quicquid vides, currit cum tempore. nihil ex iis quae videmus manet et
ego ipse, dum loquor mutari ista, mutatus sum’: none of us is in old age
the same as he was in youth, none of us is in the morning the same as he was
the previous day. Our bodies are carried away like streams. Everything you
see hastens away with time. Nothing of what we see remains. And while
I am saying that all this is changing, I myself am changed.

P- 353. 4. This proof is Platonic and Neoplatonic. At the end of the
Cratylus (440 a) Socrates says: ‘Can we truly say that there is knowledge,
Cratylus, if all things are continually changing and nothing remains? For
knowledge cannot continue to be knowledge unless it remains and keeps its
identity. But if knowledge changes its very essence, it will at once lose its
identity and there will be no knowledge. And if it is for ever changing,
knowledge will for ever not be and there will be no one to know and nothing
to be known. But if the knower exists and the known exists and the Beautiful
and the Good and everything real exist, then I do not think that we can
truly say what we just asserted, that they are, as it were, in flux and transi-
tion.” ‘Every body is in flux and in perpetual movement’—says Plotinus,
Enn. iv. 7. 3—‘and the world would immediately perish, if everything were
body’.

As for Plotinus, we have also the beautiful and important passage in Enn.

iv. 7. 10: 8¢t 8¢ Ty Pow éxdarov axomeiofou els 76 kabapdy adrob dpopivra
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nelmep 16 mpoorebéy dumddiov del mpos yvdow 7Tob & mpooeréln ylyveras.
oxéme. 8 deddv, pdlov 8¢ & deddy éavrdv iérw, xai moTeloer dfdvaros
elvas, Srav éavrdv Dedomrar év 7 voqr xal év 7@ xalflapd yeyernpuévov. Sferar
ydp vodv Spdvra odk alobnrv T 008¢ T@Y Bynraw TovTwY, S\’ didiw 76 diioy
xaravoodvra: ‘one should contemplate the nature of everything in its purity,
since what is added is ever an obstacle to its knowledge ; contemplate there-
fore the soul in its abstraction, or rather let him who makes this abstraction
contemplate himself in this state, and he will know that he is immortal,
when he sees himself in the purity of the intellect ; for he will see his intellect
contemplating nothing sensible, nothing mortal, but apprehending the
eternal through the eternal.’ These words suggested to Avicenna (in the
psychological part of his Recovery, v. 7) the example of a man veiled, hanging
in mid-air without the possibility of any sensation even of his own body, who
would still be conscious of his ego, his immaterial intellect. (This conception
sins against the Aristotelian principles that all thought is accompanied by
davraoia and that nihil in intellectu quod non prius in sensu; however, so does
Aristotle’s own conception of the self-consciousness of God.) I do not know
whether Avicenna had any direct knowledge of the passage in Plotinus;
the beginning of chapter iv in the so-called Theology of Aristotle also refers to
it. ‘He’, it says, ‘who is able to divest himself of his body and to quiet his
senses and their suggestions and movements, will be able to revert with his
thought to his own essence and to ascend with his intellect into the intelli-
gible world.” But the Plotinian and Cartesian principle, that one should
contemplate things in their purity abstracted from all extraneous matter,
though mentioned by Avicenna, is not in the Theology of Aristotle.

p- 853. 5. This is an answer any Stoic would have given, since the Stoics,
as we have seen, acknowledged three material unifying forces, &is, ¢ors,
Juys. Not only is the identity and unity of our Self a mystery, but the unity
and identity of any reality, be ityerganic or inorganic, is a problem, the
whole being more than the parts.

P- 354. 1. i.e. it is not a 7d8e 7.

p- 354 2. CF. Aristotle, Anal. Post. A 4. 73%26: xab6Aov 8¢ Myw 8 dv katd
navrés Te Smdpxn kal kaf® adrd xal § adrd. pavepdv dpa Sri Soa xabdlov éf
dvdyxns Smdpyet Tois mpdypaow: I call universal that-which is valid of every=-
thing, per se, and so far as it is this thing; it is therefore clear that everything
that is universal pertains to things necessarily. The intellect is receptive of
the form and potentially like the form (Aristotle, De an. I' 4. 429°15).

p- 354. 3. The theory of the theologians which will be expounded here is
essentially the same as the sensationalism of the Stoics (cf. e.g. Sext. Emp.
Adb. log. ii. 58-60; Ado. phys. i. 393-5). The essence of all nominalistic and
sensationalistic theories (ancient or modern—plus ¢a change, plus c’est la
méme chose) is that thought is reified and regarded as a joining or severing of
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mental impressions, that in fact thought and representation are identified;
and since there are no representations of universal things—you can rcprc:
sent a particular hand, but not a universal hand—the existence of universals
is denied (the theories are mostly so confused—one cannot be a consistent
nominalist—that they both do and do not deny the universal). Berkeley’s
fhcory in his introduction to the Principles of Human Knowledge, Intr. §§ 10~-12

is practically identical with Ghazali’s conception. ‘I can consider’, he says,
fthe }}and . . . separated from the rest of the body, but whatever hand . . . I’
imagine must have some particular shape. . .. I believe we shall acknowledge,
tha}t an idea which, considered in itself, is particular, becomes general, by
being made to represent or stand for all other particular ideas of the same
sort.” But how can a particular idea represent—whatever the word means—
all particular ideas of the same sort and become general in this singular
fashion, and what do ‘the same sort’ and ‘general’ mean on a theory which
onl'y acknowledges particular ideas? Ghazali, too, both affirms and denies
universals at the same time ; he asserts that one shape of hand can represent,
or, as he expresses it, can be related to, both a big white hand and a small
black hand; he too may be asked how this can come about.

P- 355. 1. i.e. the individual impression which is retained in the soul.
P- 355. 2. ‘the thing thought of’, this is how I here translate dji.-..

(which can also mean ‘intelligible’), since I take it that Ghazali here means
something outside the mind.

_P- 3553 The Aristotelian term ‘form’ probably means here both sen-
51.ble :ﬁgm and external shape (it is susceptible of both meanings in Aristotle

P- 355- 4. i.e. the only immaterial being is God.

P 35’6. I. ’Cf e.g. Aristotle, Met. Z 8. 103355 098¢ 76 eldos yiyverar o8’
€orw adroi yéveois. Concepts are timeless, every real thing may be inconstant,
but the concept ‘inconstancy’ is constant.

P 356: 2. i.e. the absolutely individual cannot be shared, cannot be
communicated : individuum est ineffabile, this is the basic argument against all
nominalism.

P-3 56. 3. As I have said before, this theory of identity rests on the con-
fus§on of the identity of the thing thought with the identity of the thinker.
.Zald 'and Amr may have an identical thought just as they may perceive an
fdenncal thing, for we all live in one common universe; but this does not
imply that Zaid and Amr, the thinkers, are identical.

P 35'6. 4 This would seem to mean that in the soul also there is a prin-
cipium t.ndwzduationis through which the soul of Amr, even if it is separated
from his body, is distinguished from the soul of Zaid. However, such a view
could not be ascribed to the most famous philosopher of them all, Aristotle.
(Cf,, however, note 14. 4.)
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p- 356. 5. i.e. for Ghazali the animality in Zaid is numeﬁ?aﬂy i(!entical
with the animality in Khalid. It is as if one said that Zalc} carried the
numerically identical book that Khalid carried at the same time, but.two
cannot be one and the same book cannot be in two places at the same time.
Ghazali, as Averroés rightly observes, confuses the identity of the individual
with that of the universal.

P- 356. 6. Averroés omits to mention the second proof, which is (Ghazz.lli,
Incoherence, Bouyges, 339. 10) that no immaterial substance can perish
(r.bdl ade Joried Jome & e 83> (£), but of course tl‘fls. second
proof is a part of the first. Avicenna, op. cit. 302, has two propositions: (1 )
that the soul does not die with the death of the body; (2) that the soul is
absolutely incorruptible.

P- 357- 1. This is the principal Platonic argument (Phafdo 102 a-107 b):
a concept can never change into its opposite, and sincc- life belongs to the
concept of the soul, it can never be changed into its opposite, deat-h (Plotinus,
who wrote a special treatise on Immortality, Enn. iv. 7, gives thxs argument
at iv. 7. 11). The argument rests on a confusion between the umvc.rsal and
the individual (it belongs to the paradoxes of the history of philosophy
that Plato, for whom all individual things are transitory, regards the
human personality, individuality par excellence, as eternal), a.m.i i.t cer-
tainly cannot prove the immortality of the individual soul; but if it is true
that the living can only proceed from the living, life itself would seem to
have no origin—and indeed the origin of life and of consciousness remain
insuperable cruces for any theory of evolution.

p- 357. 2. This has been shown in Chapter I1.

P- 357. 3- Avicenna accepts, as does Plato, the immortality of the soul,
but denies with Aristotle its pre-existence (which invalidates, of course, all
his Platonic arguments for the eternity of the soul). There can be no pre-
existence of the soul, says Avicenna, Salvation, pp. 300sqq. ; foreither all souls
would form a unity before their union with the body, which brin.gs. about
many impossibilities, as Averroés says, or they would be individually
differentiated ; but they can only be individually differentiated by matter,
i.e. their bodies. But how, then, can they be individually differentiated after
death ? This is a question to which Avicenna has no satisfactory answer.

p- 357- 4. Here and throughout this passage Averroés. leaves his Aristotl.c
and accepts the notions of the Stoics and the Neoplatonists. The passage is
rather confused, and Averroés does not seem to distinguish clearly between
the souls of the 8aiuoves (intermediaries, like the Adyor omepparucol, be-
tween God and man) and the disembodied souls of men. According to
Plotinus the souls of the Saiuoves have bodies of air or of fire, sipara dépwa 4
mdpwa (cf. Enn. iii. 5. 6). According to Sext. Emp. Adv. phys. i. 71-73, t.hc
Stoics held that souls consist of fine particles not less like fire than like
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nveipa. Compare also for the Saiuoves, e.g. Sext. Emp. Ady. phys. i. 87, and
especially Plutarch, De orac. defectu (cf. G. Soury, La Démonologic de
Plutarque, Paris, 1942).

p- 358. 1. See note 127. 6.

P- 358. 2. ‘the soul creates and forms the body’, i.e. it makes its matter a
living organism. This sentence is not Platonic, but Plotinian. Plato and
Plotinus seem to have been often confused by the Arabs. The sentence refers
to Enn. iv. 7. 11: 4) ndfos émaxtdv 7§ SAn Ayovres v Lanjy, map’ Srov Tobro
76 mdfos éjAvBev els iy SAq, adrd éxeivo avayxaabhjoovra: Spoloyeiv d8dvaror
elvau: if it is said that life is a condition imposed on matter, one is forced to
admit that the principle which has given this condition to matter must be
immortal.

p- 358. 3. The functions attributed by late Greek philosophers to the
Saipoves are ascribed by Muslim authors to the Jinn.

P- 358. 4. The bestower of forms is identified by Avicenna with Aristo-
tle’s active intellect.

P- 358. 5. Averroés seems to assume here that the idea of a bestower of
forms implies a temporal creation, a change both in the giver and in the
receiver ; but the only change permitted in the celestial world according to
Aristotle is a change of place. However, for the theory of emanation the
giving is timeless and changeless. What is in the giver is simultaneous in the
receiver, and emanation is a timeless immutable transaction. This is a self-
contradictory theory, but Averroés also accepted it.

p- 358. 6. Itis not clear from this isolated sentence what is meant here by
‘material intellect’ ; if the counterpart of the active intellect is meant (which
is its usual meaning), Averroés here identifies the active intellect with God,
as does Alexander of Aphrodisias. But he may understand here by ‘material
intellect’ simply an intellect in contact with this world, whereas the abso-

lutely immaterial intellect, God, is free from all earthly contact. However,
Allah knows best!

p- 358. 7. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 3. 984b15. Averroés here identifies
Anaxagoras’ vois with the Aristotelian prime mover.

P- 359- 1. In the last chapter of his Incoherence Ghazali attacks the argu-
ments of the philosophers, who in their eschatological theories, taken from
late Greek philosophy, deny the resurrection of the flesh and interpret the
materialistic conceptions expressed in the Koran symbolically in accordance
with their system. According to Ghazali a literai interpretation is possible
(cf. Incoherence, 355. 4), and the philosophers through their denial of the
express words of the Koran place themselves outside the community of
Islam. Averroés in his last chapter touches on this problem only slightly,
but he aims 3t defending the philosophers against the accusation of heresy.
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His approach to religion is pragmatic and utilitarian. He asserts that religion
has no other aim than philosophy in its search for the summum bonum and
the development of those moral qualities upon which the order of society
depends and which the masses never could attain without the guidance of
divinely inspired men. His attitude stands midway between the material-
istic and utilitarian view of religion which sees in it an astute human inven-
tion, aiming at enforcing moral conduct on the masses through the fear of
an invisible and omnipresent supervisor (émioxomos, see Sext. Emp. Adv.
phys. i. 54), and the supernatural conception of religion as the revelation of
the supreme divine truth. With the latter it considers religion as inspired
and expressing the one fundamental truth of the existence of a supreme
spiritual deity; with the former it takes the purely pragmatic view of
regarding religious dogmas, which are amenable to a rational interpretation
and in which an element of pious fraud seems to be involved, as a means
of establishing the order and the preservation of society, which forms the
condition of all human activity. It had not been difficult for an acute
dogmatist like Ibn Hazm to confute this line of thought (cf. op. cit. i. 94),
which is based—as I have shown—on Stoic ideas, was already followed by
Farabi, and was later adopted by Spinoza in his Tractatus theologico-politicus.

p- 350. 2. Indications of a belief in bodily resurrection are few and late
in the Old Testament ; they are found in Daniel and especially 2 Maccabees,
and there is a suggestion of resurrection in Psalm Ixxxviii. 11. How well the
Arabs were informed about Judaism and Christianity may be seen from
the lengthy exposition and criticism of both religions in Ibn Hazm, op. cit.
i. 116-ii. 75.

P. 359. 3. Cf. Ibn Hazm, op. cit.i. 35. 5: O35 Ladl Joxs (M1 O
Ll e Il el aay Jde OLaY! 4431, the religion of the
Sabaeans was the oldest and the most widely accepted. About the Sabaeans
there was some confusion in Islam. They are mentioned in the Koran (ii.
59, V. 73, xxii. 17), but there a sect in Mesopotamia seems to be meant, also
called Mandaeans. The sect whose dogmas are described under this name
by the Muhammadan authors (e.g. Shahrastani in his Rel. and Philos. Sects
and Ibn Hazm) was a Gnostic sect in the city of Harran, an ancient city of
Hellenistic culture; a strong Neoplatonic influence can be discerned in its
tenets and it may have contributed to the spread of Neoplatonic ideas in
Islam.

P- 359- 4. i.e. his edSatpovia.

P- 359. 5. For the distinction between ethical and dianoetic virtues
compare Aristotle, Eth. Nic. A 13. 11033,

p. 359. 6. “The practical virtues’, i.e. the moral virtues.

p. 859. 7. Cf. e.g. Francis Bacon, Advancement of Learning, 1. 5. 1: ‘“The
knowledge of man is as the waters, some descending from above, and some
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fpringing from beneath ; the one informed by the light of nature, the other
inspired by divine inspiration.’

P- 360. 1. Cf. Spinoza, Tract. theol.-polit. xiv. 14: ‘fidem non per se, sed
tantum ratione oboedientiae salutiferam esse’.

P 360. 2. This is a Stoic doctrine; cf. Seneca, Epist. 5. 4: ‘hoc primum
philosophia promittit: sensum communem, humanitatem et congregatio-
x,lem.: Cf. also Sext. Emp. Ady. phys. i. 131 : 4 Swcatootvy kard Twva kowwviay
dvlpdraw wpos AAajovs kai dvBpdrmawy mpds Beods vevdyras: Justice is a certain
brotherhood between men and men, and between men and the gods.

P- 361. 1. Spinoza, op. cit. ii. 1, is opposed to this view : the prophets were
not men of special intellectual gifts, but had a strong moral sense and a
strong ‘imaginatio’ (¢avracia) ; prophecy has never made prophets learned
men (op. cit. ii. g).

P- 361.2. This well-known saying may possibly come from a Jewish
source.

p- 361. 3. Koran xiii. gs.

P- 361. 4. There are, however, many traditions giving a realistic descrip-
tion of Muhammad’s vision of heaven during his ascension (Cl | ). Cf.
Asin y Palacios, La escatologia musulmana en la Divina Comedia, 2nd ed.
Apéndice I, p. 425. ’

P- 361. 5. i.e. the words we apply to the other world are meant in a sense
absolutely different from the ordinary; cf. e.g. Spinoza, Eth. i, prop. xvii
s.x:hol.: ‘intellectus et voluntas, qui Dei essentiam constituerent, a nostro
intellectu et voluntate toto coelo differre deberent, nec in ulla re, praeter-
quam in nomine, convenire possent; non aliter scilicet, quam inter se
conveniunt canis, signum coeleste, et canis, animal latrans.’ Even Spinoza
does not seem to have seen that this absolutely deprives these words, as
applied to the Divine, of any sense. Many traditions were attributed to Ibn
f&bbas, a paternal cousin of Muhammad; this one seems to have been
inspired by an anti-literalist. To the same Ibn Abbas is attributed a tradition
of a realistic character about Muhammad’s ascension. Cf. Asin, op. cit.,
P- 432.

P- 362. 1. Simulacrum: ef8wlov—see for this word and the theory Por-
phyry, Sentent. 32. For the theory of the pneumatic or astral body compare
also Plotinus (Enn. iii. 5. 6). Proclus (Inst. 205) and Iamblichus (Myst. 5.
12) call this body éxjua. '

p- 362. 2. He refers here to Ghazali’s Balance of Action, Cairo, H. 1328,
where, p. 5, Ghazali distinguishes four classes of people as to their opinions
about the life hereafter. The third class to which the Sufis belong declare
that in death the soul is for ever severed from the body.

P- 362. 3. Universal consent, Cl.?l, in Islam confers the sanction of
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legitimacy on a dogma. The idea seems inspired by the Stoic notion of
universal consent, ‘omnium consensus naturae vox est’ (Cic. Tusc. i. 15. 35) ;
‘apud nos veritatis argumentum est aliquid omnibus videri’ (Seneca,
Epist. 117. 6).

P- 362. 4. In his ‘Ignominies of the Allegorists’ (p. 11 of the text in
Goldziher’s Gazali’s Streitschrift gegen die Batinijja) Ghazali repeats his attacks
on the denial of a bodily resurrection.

P- 363- 1. I have not found the exact sentence in Galen. Galen says,
however, De facult. natur. subst. ii. 10 : those who want to know anything
better than do the masses must far surpass all others by nature and by early
training ; such people, however, can be only very few in number, elev 8* v
dAlyor mavrdmaow odroe. It was in the Stoic tradition that the wise man was
rare; as rare as the phoenix which is born once in five hundred years (cf.
Seneca, Epist. 42. 1).
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disposition, 4.

divination, 167.

divisible, 15.

dreams, 167, 168.

dualism, 24.

eclipse, 150.

‘ecliptic, 21.

effect, s, 68, 115.

ego, 12, 117, 120, 195, 200; cf. self-
consciousness.

clements, 22, 83.

emanation, 63, 73, 75, 85, 92, 94, 100,
115, 203.

Empirical physicians, 176, 199.

Empiricism, 16.

essence and existence, 136 ff.; cf. exis-
tence.

estimation (aestimatio), 188, 193. -

Eternity, 1; of the world, 56, 67; time-
less, 1, 54.

ethics, 170.

event, 4.

evidence, 16.
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existence, 112; potential e., 58; possible
and actual e., 10; non-e., 10, 46, 47,
48, 52; cf. being, essence.

existent, necessary, 106,

extension, 3I.

faith, 124.
fallacy, 3.
falschood, 42.
davraoia (cf. imagination, representa-
tion), 122, 161, 188 f.
fate, 38.
fear, 198.
fire, 180.
first agent, 135.
— cause, 9, 95.
— effect, 95.
— principle, 93, 139
flux, 60, 199.
Form; acceptance of, 18g.
— as active element, 127.
— as thoughts, 68.
— bestower of (active intellect), 200,
203; cf. dator formarum.
—— change in, 48.
— different definitions of, 81, go.
— distinctions in, 14.
— entry into matter, 23.
—-eternity, immortality of, 44, 61,
91, 7144.
-~ God providing, 25, 69.
— God the, g1.
~— humanity, g9.
— imperishable, 32.
— individuality, individual, 51, 86,
133, 188.
— in blood, 182. *
— in colouredness, 89g.
— in sperm, 183.
— intellect receptive of, 200.
— intelligible, 196.
-— mind and, 1g93.
— non-becoming of, 44.
— non-self-subsistence of, 52.
— One through, 12, 14.
— of object, 62.
~— of percept, 1g6.
~— perception of, 84.
— perfection of, 166.
— proximate, 146.
— pure, 81, 125.
- relation of matter and, 24, 48, 52,

65, 71, 81, 93, 94, 96, 119, 121, 132,
139.

| —soul as, 49, 120, 172.

— specific difference in place, 185.

— substances having, 159.

—— sweetness in wine, 132.

— transient, 133.

— unity based on, 15.

— universal, as universals, 25, 51, 121,

179.
formative faculty, 83.

generation (cf. procreation), 139; spon-
taneous g., 140, 183.

generosity, 114.

God, acts of, 5.

— attributes of, 4, 108, 109.

— cause of human actions, 198.

— efficient cause, 70.

— essence and existence coincide, 134.

— eternal agent, 1.

— eternal man, 144.

— generosity, bounty, 64, 114.

— joy, happy condition, 114.

— knowledge, 119, 121, 151, 152, 153,
155, 159, 170, 181; active or creative
knowledge, 154; self-knowledge, 7;
his knowledge of the infinite, 169; his
knowledge of-individuals, 81, 85, 89.

— life of, 114.

— mercy of, g8.

— new decisions in the mind of G., 1, 3.

— new volitions in G., 3.

— no composition in G., 88.

— omnipotence of, 181.

— omniscience of, 86, 151.

— only active principle (Stoicism), 176.

— providence of, 82.

— power and majesty of, 77.

— power to do one of the contraries, 5.

— prime mover, 20, 9I.

— self sufficient, 118.

— simplicity of, 87.

— supreme end, 20, 91.

— synectic cause, 65.

— uniqueness of, 87, 108, 150.

—- unity of, 4, 108, 109 f., 112, 113.

— will of, 113, 141, 148, 159; eternal
will of, g, 6.

— words of, 4.

habit, 179, 180.
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hand, 115, 185.
heart, 191.
heaven, 23.
heresy, 203.

hypothetical propositions, 178; cf.

syllogism.

ideas, Plato’s theory of, 88, gg.

identity, 12, 14, 60, 178, 199 f., 201.

immortality, 12, 202.

impossible, 36, 40.

indestructible, 1.

imagination, 35, 83, 89, 161, 166, 174 f.
(influence on body), 187, 191.

impressed, 49.

inclination, 158.

individuality, 49.

induction, 197.

inference, 147.

infinite, actual, potential, 8; number, 7;
time 8, 10; God’s knowledge of, 109
infinite series, 26 (cf. regress), 13, 14.

instant, 30.

instinct of animals, 168.

intellect, 13, 72, 84, 120; active, 3, 15,
74, 81, 83, 115, 146, 203; first, 74,
166; immaterial, 198, 200; material,
3, 74, 81, 203; passive, 3, 13, 74,
154; potential, 3, 15, 74; practical,
113; separate, 135; theoretical, 113.

intention, first, 111; second, 111, 113,
120 {.; intentions, 188.

internal sense, internal perception, 186.

interpretation, allegorical, 165, 166.

intuition, intellectual, 155; cf. appre-
hension.

Jinn, 203.
judgement, 83.
Jjump, 30, 38.

Kings philesophers, 170.

knowledge, 153; creative, 84; rela-
tional, 50; traditional, 16; self-
k., 122f; unity of, 123; God’s
knowledge, see God.

Kumiin, 48.

law, 41.

liberum arbitrium, 18.
life and death, 68 f.
light, 15, 49.

Logic: Aristotelean, 1, 2; Stoic, 178, 1 79.
logical and ontological, 103, 104.

love, 20, g1 £, 151, 161.

lumen naturale, ix, 7.

macrocosm, 9o.

magic, 172, 175.

man a mortal God, 156.

materialists, 105, 142.

matter, 3, g5, 106, 116 f., 119, 139, 178,
191 ; proximate, 25, 146.

meaning, 4.

measure, 35.

mediation, 71, g7.

medicine, 82, 171.

memory, 89, 166, 189 f.

microcosm, go.

miracles, 97, 124, 173, 175.

motion, 160; circular, 158 f.; essential
and accidental, 26; self-m., 145.

motive faculties, 1g0.

movement, 157, 161; principle of, 2;
two definitions of, 42.

Mover, eternal, 79, 93; prime, 26, 149;
unmoved, 2, 75.

mystical, intuitive apprehension, 11,

nature, 83, 142, 149 £, 159, 180, 182;
atomic structure of n., 8.

necessity, 138; objective, 45; logical
and factual, 40, 103.

negative theology, 88.

nominalism, 15, 51.

nothingness, 58, 59.

notiones transcendentales, 8o.

optimism, Aristotelean, 20.
organ, 18s.

paradox of continuity, 33.
paronomasia, 109, 131.

particular, 168.

Pen, 166.

perception, 83, 84, 89, 147, 154
physiognomy, 172.

plants, 182.

plurality, 23, 71, 106.

pluralization, 63.

pneuma, go.

possibility, 16, 95; objective, 37, 38, 39,
45, 185; subjective, 10; coextensive

with reality, 38, 44.
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possible, 2, 10, 36, 40, 180.

potency, active, 146; passive, 146; as a
dormancy, 39.

potentiality, 1, 2, 10f.

principium continui, 28.

principium identitatis indiscernibilium, 13.

principium individuationis, 117, 201.

principium melioris, 16.

principle of contradiction, 7, 184; of
movement, 2; of synonymity,183; de-
termining p., 2, 17; first principles, 6.

priority and posteriority, 29.

privation, 32, 48, 63, 150.

process and result, 68.

procreation, 83, 105, 143; cf. genera-
tion.

progress, 165.

prophets, 124, 165, 167, 174, 176, 205.

providence, 22, 82, 123, 154, 165; cf.
God.

purpose, 5.

quality, 6qg.
quiddity, 109, 130.

ratio recta (3pBds Adyos), 7, 49.

reality, 110; dichotomy of r., 103;
trichotomy of r., 66, 104.

recipient, 46.

regress, infinite, 60, 87.

relation, 6o, 81, 115, 122, 124, 152 f.

religion, g8, 180, 203 f.

representation, 148, 166, 168; cf.
davraoia.

resurrection of the body, 173, 203, 204,
206. .

rhetorician, 145.

right and left, 23.

scala naturae, 183, 18s.

sciences, 97, 171; division of, 171.

self-consciousness, 12f., 73, 113, 120,
122, 144, 200; cf. ego.

sensation, 122, 187, 194 f.

sensationalism, 181.

shape, 191.

sign, 179.

simultaneity of cause and effect, 29.

sleep, 194.

something, 4, 46.

sophistry, 15.

soul, 12 f,, 50, 102, 159, 171, 172, 186,

190; universal, world, s. of heaven, 83,
84, 165, 166, 170; pre-existence of,
12, 202.

space, 35, 171, 190.

sperm, 183.

sphere, 20, 21, 92.

. spirit, 195.

stars, 22, 78, 96, 157, 158 fI.; cf. body,
celestial.

state, world as, 72, 76.

Stoic philosophy, and Ghazali, 129.

— — and ijmai’, 205 f.

— — classification of actions, 117.

— — divine command, 77.

— — middle terms between belief and
unbelief, 117.

- — pneuma, go.

— — self-preservation, 8g.

— — synectic cause, 65.

— — 7i (entity, thing), 116.

'— — universal divine Law, 76.

— -— universe a unified body, 89.

— — world as a state, 76.

cf. cause.

substance, 112.

substratum, 25.

sun, 20, 57.

supernaturalism, 182.

syllogism, dialectical, 116; disjunctive,
57, 146; hypothetical, 57, 145 ff.

sympathy, 167, 175.

tablet, indelible, 165.

teleological argument, 140 f.

telesmatic art, 172.

theology, negative, 88, 89; per ana-
logiam, per eminentiam, 89.

time, 8, 11, 28, 31 (subjective), 34
(definition), 35 (and movement), 62
(time atom), 151, 154, 156, 171, 191,

treasure, 167.

truth, 15, 45, 103, 110.

ungenerated, 1.

universal, 4, 50, 52, 109, 121, 154, 168,
179, 190, 200, 202.

virtue, 175, 204.

vision, 156.

whole and part, 27.

will, 5, 6, 18, 20, 63, 145, 148, 166, 169;
God’s will, see God.

World, ungenerated, 1.
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SOME CONTRADICTIONS IN ARISTOTLE’S SYSTEM

System teleological and denial of God’s

will, 6.

Common notions as probable and as a
criterion of truth, 6,

The potential infinite can never be
actualized, whereas the potential is
what can be or has to be actualized, 8.

The potential as what can be actualized
and as what has to be actualized,
36, 37-40.

Theory of a first cause and the accep-
tance of an infinite series of causes, g.

Time as what has no beginning nor end,
whereas there are finite times, 10.

The dubious nature of time, 8, 11.

Soul as possessing and not possessing
individuality, 12.

God as the supreme Agent and the
supreme End, 20.

Matier as the principle of plurality,
and the plurality of the immaterial
heavens, 23.

Forms and matter as ungenerated,
whereas only the individual exists,
25.

The transitory individual as composed
of two non-existing eternal elements,
form and matter, 25.

Matter as the possible and eternal,
whereas everything eternal is neces-
sary, 26.

God’s existence as timeless and as
simultaneous with the world, 2g.

The denial of an intermediary between
being and non-being, and the theory
of the potential, 38.

The potential as identical with the
actual, 6, 40.

Monistic and pluralistic views, 75, 93-

Matter regarded as something corpo-
real, 93, 117, 139.

Identification of action (évépyeia) and
end (érredéyea), 43.

Privation as a negation and a positive

existent, 47.
The contradiction in Aristotle’s theory
of becoming, 48.

All reality is individual, all knowledge
universal, 65.

Relation of individual and universal,
99-.

Confusion of logical and ontological
necessity, 103.

Dubious nature of the universal, 111,

121,

The difficulty in the assertion that the
non-existent is, 112,

Identification of knowledge and things
known, 122.

God as an individual universal or a
universal individual, 125,

The ambiguous relation of matter to
form, 132.

The difficulty of the distinction between
art and nature, 142.

Difficulties in Aristotle’s theory of per-
ception, 147.

Difficulty in the trichotomy of things
becoming, 149.

Different conceptions of the cause of
movement of the stars, 158.

Right and left as relative to the observer
and as absolutely attributable to the
universe, 164.

Confusion in the theory of the common
sense, 187,

Contradiction in the conception of
davraoia, 187.

Difficulties in regarding the soul as a
unity, 193.

Ambiguity of the term ‘common sense’,
194, 196.

Three different conceptions of sensa-
tion, 194.

That all thought is accompanied with
davregia is in contradiction to the
concept of pure self-consciousness,
200.
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abadi d¢faprov, 1.

a'da pépea, 48.

‘adam orépnas, 32.

ahdatha causative of ylyveofar, 54.
ahkam voijpara, 4.

al-gjram al-basita 7é dwA@ edpara, 83.

‘ala-l-akthari énl 16 modd, 2.

‘@mm xowdy, 2.

al-an 76 viv, 10.

‘ald-l-agalli ént r6 Edarrov, 2.

‘agl hayilani vois dAuwds, 3.

asfal kdrw, 22.

al-aslah 6 BéAriaTov, 18, 22

asmd ma'dila dvépara dépuara, 134.
azali dyévyrov, 1.

bu'd dudoryua, 31.
burhan dnddebis, 6o.

dafira mAéxapos, 96.
dakr aliw, 54, 105.
dalil onpeiov, 179.
dhét ovela, 109.

— 7i, 110.

dhaug yebos, 11.

fa'il garib éyydrarov airiov, 83.
Jord xardépbuwpa, 117,

Jaug dvw, 22.

Sl dvépyea, 43.

Jfitra lumen naturale, 7.

Sfitra fa’iga dpBds Adyos, 7.
bi-l-fitra $voe, 7.

ghd’ib dvalabyrov, 35.

ghair ma'lim dxardyirros, 54.
ghair ma'riif dxardAnmros, 54.
ghani adrdpxns, 118.

ghdya 1éos, 24.

hads dyxivoea, 173, 181.
hal wos éxov, 4.

— didbeas, 4.

hala wews éxov, 79.
haram dudpryua, 117.
hdssa aiofnais, 186.
hifz ocwrypla, 28, 78.

imtizdj pitis, 142.

istikdl dMolwass, 142.

istikmal évreréxeia, 43.

istigra’ émaywyi, 197.

istithng’ Sidlevis, diaipears, 146.

ittisal ovvdeopos, 28.

Jjd'iz dduddopor, 117.
Juz’ pépos, 27.
Juz't pepuxds, 28.

kulli dAuweds, 28.

lahig oupBefyxds, 117.

lakiga ovpPaivew, 117.

lazim qupBefnrds xal’ aird, 117.
luzim émeopd, 147.

ma'dnt Aexcrd, 4, 60.

mafhim xardAynros, 45.
méhiyya 76 1i éorw, 16 i v elvar, 109.
mail Gppj, pomi, 158.
makrih dnompoyyuévov, 117.
malaka s, 4.

ma'lin kardinmros, 112.
mandib, mponypévoy, 117.
magqdir elpappevor, 38.
mashhir &doéov, 2.

mithdl ovpBolov, 131.

mizdj xpdos, 50.

mubdh aSiddopor, 117.
mudabbir Yyyepovixdv, 143.
muhdl dromov, 43.
al-muktasab 16 ép’ fuiv, 38.
munshdr mplwv, 24.

[ muntabi’ ruvmodpevov, 49.

— dvadpayilipevov, 49.

mugaddam Yyoduevov, 146.

murajjih émndivov, 2.

mugddara’ ald-l-maflib dnreabac Tijs [nrijoews
é¢ dpxis (petitio principii), 55.

al-mushdr ilaihi 6 168€ 7¢, 131.

mustahibb mponypévov, 117.

mustathni peralapfavdpevor, 146.

mutakallimiin Scalextinol, 4.

mutaldhigan dpa xard xpévoy, 54.

mutasdwigan ¢pebis, 54.

muwdti’a ovppwvie, 16.

namiis vopos, 41.
nagl peradopd, 19.
natija ovpnépacua, 146.

natija md yuramu 76 éf dpxijs alreiofa:, 105.

al-gabil T8 mdaxov, 25.

gidam didiérys, 1.

qiyas sharti munfasil Sl evypévov déiwpa, 57.
giyds sharti mutiasil ovvnpuévov dfiwpa, 57.
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al-quuwwa al-mudabbira +8 fyepovixdy, 12.
al-quuwa al-musawwira 4 Svwapes § Sia-
mAacruch, 83.

rabit, rébita ovpmons, 131.

rasm Smoypad, 84, 129.

rik avebpa, 195.

ar-rujiba al-jalidiyya min al-'gin +3 Sadoedls
dypdv 703 d¢8adpod, 63.

saildn 18 peiv, 6o.

shay’ =i, 4, 110, 123.

Jifat nafsdniypa éworjpara, 137.
as-suwar al-hissiyya 7 aloOyra €dy, 93.

tab’ giais, 6, 7, 77.

tabi* mapaxodovfoiv, 135.
tabi‘a Sudxew, 50.

fafra dApa, 3o,

tahqiq avyxardbeass, 1.

taklif mpooraxrixdy, vipos, 77.
at-tali vé émduevov, 146.

tanzih ddaipeats, 88.
‘ald-t-tasawi émi 16 {gov, 2.
tasdig ovyxardBeais, 1.

tilasm rédeopa, 172.

min tilgd dnd radropdrov, .

ufgq pebipiov, 194.
‘unsur arauxeiov, 127.

wad' éas, 6, 77.

wahib ag-suwar xopyyds t@v Adywv (dator
formarum), 25.

al-wajh al-awwal npity Béas, 111,

al-wash ath-thini Sevrépa Oéais, 112.

wdjib xardpfwpa, 117,

bi-la wast dpeoov, 13.
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dyévyrov azali, 1.

dyxivosa hads, 173, 181.

dduddopov mubdh, 117.

aduddopos ja'iz, 117.

aidudrys gidam, 1.

aiobnois hdssa, 186.

aloByré €idy, rd— as-suwar al-hissiyya, 93.

alreiobar, 76 ¢ dpxijs natija ma yuramu, 105.

airiov, 76 éyydrarov— al-fd'il al-qarib, 83.

aldy dahr, 54, 105.

dxardAymros ghair ma'lim, §4.

— ghair ma'ritf, 54.

dMolwars istihal, 142.

dApa fafra, 30.

dua xard xpdvov muralihigan, 54.

dudprypa haram, 117.

dpeoov bild wast, 13.

dvaiofyrov gha’ib, 35.

dvw faug, 22.

dflwpa, Sielevypévor— giyas sharfi munfasil,
57

d., ouvnuuévov— giyds sharfi muttasil, 7.

énAd odparae, Ta— al-gjram al-basita, 83.

dnddeafis burkdn, 60.

dnonpoyyuévov makrih, 117.

dnreobar Tis {ymjoews é dpxils mugidara
‘ala-l-matliah, 55.

dromov muhdl, 43.

adropdrov, dnd Toi— min tilkd . . . , 5.

ddaipeas tanzih, 88.

ddbaprov abadi, 1.

adrdpxns ghani, 118,

Bériarov, v6— al-aslah, 18, 22.

yebais dhaug, 11. )
yiyveola: (causative of . . . ) ahdatha, 54.

Sidlevéss istithnd’, 146.

duibeors hal, 4.

Scalpears istithnd’, 146.

Siadewrinol mutakallimin, 4.

Sdoryua bu'd, 31.

Sidwew tabi'a, 50.

Svvaps Scamraoriny al-quwwa al-musawwira,
83.

elpappévov magdir, 38.
éarrov, én'— ‘ald’l-agalli, 2.
évdofov mashhiir, 2.

évépyeia fi'l, 43.

éworpara §ift nafsaniyya, 137.
évadpaylouevor munfabi’, 50.

érredéxea istikmdl, 43.

éis malaka, 4.

énaywyy] istigrd’, 197.
émudivov, T6— al-murajjik, 2.
émpopd luzim, 147.

éndpevov, T6— at-tdli, 146.
€4’ juiv, 76— al-muktasab, 38.
édetijs mutasdwiyan, 54.

éxov, 16 was— hdl, 4.

- ha_la: 79-

fyepovixdv mudabbir, 143.

fyepovindy, 76— al-quowa al-mudabbira, 12
fyovuevov, 16— al-mugaddam, 146.

8éoes wad", 6, 77.

Oéais, mpdyry— al-wajh al-awwal, 111.

9., Sevrépa— al-wash ath-thani, 111.

{oov, én"— ‘ald-t-taswi, 2.

. kardAnmros ma'lim, 112.

- mafluim, 45.
xarépbwpe fard, 117.
— wdjib, 117.

xdrw asfal, 22.
xowdy ‘dmm, 2.
xpdois mizdj, 50.

Aextd ma'dni, 4, 60.
Adyos, oplds— fifra fa’iga, 7.
lumen naturale fitra, 7.

uebopiov ufg, 194.

uepinds juz'i, 28.

uépos juz’, 27.

peradapPavipevov, 16— al-mustathni, 146.
peradopd nagl, 19.

pibes imtizdj, 142.

puipia a'dd, 48.

volipara ahkdm, 4.

vipos ndmis, 41.

— daklif, 77.

vobs dAwds gl hayildni, 3.

viv, 76— al-dn, 10.

oAuxds kulli, 28.

dvdpare dipiora asmd’ ma'dild, 134.
oppif mail, 158.

ovoia dhdt, 109.

mapaxolovioiv tabi’, 135.
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wdayov, 16— al-gabil, 25. ovpmdonti rdbit, rabita, 131.

petitio principii musidera ‘ali-l-matli, 55.
wAdxapos dafira, gb.

wvedpa rik, 195.

wod, émi 16— ‘ald-l-akthari, 2.

wpiwv munshir, 24.

mponypévoy mandub, 117,

— mustahibb, 117.

wpoaraxrixdv taklif, 77.

peiv, 16— saildn, 6o.
pom] mail, 158,

anueiov dalil, 17q.

orépyons ‘adam, 32.

oroixeiov “unsur, 127.
ovyxardOeors tahgig, 1.

- ‘afdiq’ L.

ovpBalvew lakiga, 117.
ovpPefnxds lihig, 119.
ovpfefinxis xab’ atrd lizim, 117.
ovpfodov mithdl, 131.
ovpnépaopa natija, 146.

ovrdeopos ittisil, 28.
oy, la muwdti'a, 16.
swrpia hifz, 28, 78.

1ékeopa filasm, 192,

Tédos ghaya, 24.

i dhdt, 110,

— shay, 4, 110, 123.

i iy elvas, 16— mdhiyra, 109.

i éorw, 76— mdhiyya, 10g.

168¢ 71, 70— al-mushdr ilaiki, 131.
TUmodpevoy muntabi’, 49.

Vadoedés Typov 106 S$daduob, Té— ar-
rufiba al-jalidiyya min al-‘ain, 63.
vnoypadij rasm, 84, 129.

¢doe bi-Lfitra, 1.
gious fab’, 6, 777

Xopnyds Tdv Myow (dator formarum)
wahib as-suwar, 25.




	Table of Contents
	Introduction
	Notes
	Index of Proper Names

