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P R E F A C E  

Averroes is primarily known for his many commentaries on Aristotle's 
works and for his Tahafut a/-Tahafut, "The Incoherence of the 
~ ~ ~ ~ h ~ r e n c e . "  He was also the author of a number of independent 
treatises dealing with a variety of philosophical and theological topics. 
These treatises contain answers to  questions addressed to Averroes or 
solutions t o  problems posed by him. In them Averroes usually 
develops his own views on the topic under discussion and,- when 
necessary, refutes opinions he holds to  be erroneous. 
The Ma'amar be-'Esem ha-Galgal (De Substantia Orbis) is a collection 
of such treatises which have as their common subject-matter the 
nature and properties of the heavens. N o  longer extant in Arabic, the 
work has been preserved in Hebrew and Latin translations made 
independently of one another from the Arabic original. The Hebrew 
translation is composed of six treatises, five of which appear in the 
Latin version. 
The Hebrew translation from the Arabic is the work of an anonymous 
translator. It has reached us in a number of complete and partial 
manuscripts in a recension made by Moses ben Joshua of Narbonne 
(called Narboni, d. 1362). In addition to  the anonymous Hebrew 
translation of the complete work, there has come down to us an 
independent translation of the third chapter made from the Arabic by 
Solomon ibn Ayyub (fl. middle of thirteenth century). 
The Latin translation from the Arabic seems to  have been made by 
Michael Scotus in the first half of the thirteenth century. It has been 
preserved in over eighty complete and partial manuscripts and in a 
number of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century printed editions. It  
appeared in Manuel Alonso's edition of Alvaro de Toledo's 
Commentario a1 "de substantia orbis," published in 1941, and in 
Antonio Poppi's edition of Pietro Pomponazzi's Super libello de 
substantia orbis expositio, published in 1966. The manuscripts and 
most of the printed editions of the Latin version contain the five 
chapters of  Scotus' translation, but in some of the sixteenth-century 
editions there appear two additional chapters translated from the 

Hebrew into Latin by Abraham of Balmes. The first of these 
additional chapters was translated from the sixth chapter of the 
anonymous Hebrew translation; the second from a text that has only 
recently been discovered. The five chapters of Scotus' version were 
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translated from Latin into Hebrew by Judah Romano (early 
fourteenth century). 
The present volume contains a critical edition of the anonymous 
Hebrew translation of the De Substantia Orbis and an  English 
translation of the work, with an  introduction, explanatory notes and a 
Hebrew-Latin glossary. Fo r  the preparation of this edition I had at my 
disposal complete and partial manuscripts of the anonymous Hebrew 
translation, the chapter translated by Ibn Ayyub, and, for purposes of 
comparison, a sample of the early printed Latin editions and of the 
text appearing in Alonso's volume. The linguistic similarity between 
Hebrew and Arabic justifies the use of the Hebrew version, in 
preference to the Latin, as  the basic text for the English translation. 
Since, however, the Latin is an independent translation from the 
Arabic original, I did not hesitate to  use it when it proved to  be of 
help. Thus I made use of the Latin translation in those instances in 
which the Hebrew text was corrupt o r  defective while the Latin version 
had preserved the correct reading, as well as  in those instances in 
which, while the Hebrew text was intelligible, the Latin seemed to have 
preserved a reading more in harmony with the drift of Averroes' 
argument. In the first case I felt free to  correct o r  supplement the text 
of the Hebrew manuscripts in accordance with the reading of the 
L,atin; in the second, I retained the text of the Hebrew manuscripts in 
my critical edition, but based my translation on the Latin. However. 
whenever i t  became necessary to  deviate from the text of the Hebrew 
manuscripts in any way, my reasons for doing so are recorded in a 
footnote. Corrections of the text of the Hebrew manuscripts and 
supplements to i t  based on the Latin are indicated in my edition by 
asterisks, and the few instances in which I had to change the text o n  
the basis of conjecture are included in square brackets. My edition is 
accompanied by two critical apparatuses: one listing the variants o f  
the Hebrew manuscripts, the other the variants between the Hebrew 
and the L-atin editions used. In the latter case. I translated the Latin 
variants into Hebrew. 
In preparing the English translation I considered it my primary task to 
provide the modern reader with an accurate and readable version of' 
Averroes' text. At the same time I attempted to preserve the linguistic 
niceties and the stylistic peculiarities of the original, insofar as this was 
possible within the confines o f  proper English usage. Thus,  I retained 
Averroes' rather involved sentence structure in most instances, but I 

did not hesitate to divide sentences when the need for clarity 

demanded it. I also permitted myself to  supplement the translation 
when necessary to  elucidate the meaning of a passage o r  to  disclose the 
structure of an argument. Such additions are enclosed in square 

brackets. 
The explanatory notes are provided to aid the reader in understanding 
Averroes7 text. In them, I have analyzed discussions, outlined 
arguments, and examined philosophic issues, besides explaining terms 
and linguistic usages. Reference is made to the writings of Averroes 
and the works of other authors. Insofar as  I was aware of them, I have 
referred to passages in Aristotle's writings in which the discussions of 
Averroes had their origin o r  on which he drew in his exposition. In 
preparing these notes I made use of Narboni's Hebrew commentary on 
the De Substantia Orbis and of the Latin commentaries of Alvaro de 
Toledo and  John of Jandun.  All these commentaries contain much 
relating to the discussion of the topics of the De Substantia Orbis by 
philosophers subsequent to Averroes, but in my notes I have limited 
myself t o  those passages that were of immediate help for the 
clarification of Averroes' text. 
The present volume was completed many years ago, but its publication 
has unfortunately been delayed by lack of adequate funding. It is, 
therefore, with a special sense of gratitude that I record the learned 
societies and foundations that made the publication of this work 
possible. I wish to  thank the Mediaeval Academy of America and the 
Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities for jointly sponsoring the 
publication of this volunle. The American Academy for Jewish 
Research through its Epstein Fund,  the J. A. Melnick Foundation, the 
National Foundation for Jewish Culture. and the Gustav Wurzweiler 
Foundation generously provided publication grants, and my thanks 
are extended to  them as well. Finally, I am indebted to  the American 
Philosophical Society which, at an earlier stage of my work, provided 
a research grant that permitted me to examine manuscripts in 
European libraries. 
It is my pleasant duty to acknowledge the gracious help I received 
from the following libraries and their librarians: Bibliotheque 
Nationale, Paris; Bodleian Library, Oxford; British Museum, London: 
Columbia University Library, New York; Harvard University Library. 
Cambridge, Mass.; Library of the Jewish Theological Seminary of 
America, New York: Jewish National and University Library, 
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Jerusalem; New York Public Library, New York; Preussische 
Staatsbibliothek, Berlin; Staatsbibliothek, Munich; Vatican Library; 
and Yeshiva University Library, New York,. 
Important as  were subventions and library resources, it was the advice 
and support of teachers, colleagues and friends that  were 
indispensable for this project. First and foremost, I wish to  
acknowledge a debt of many years to  my teacher and mentor, the late 
Professor Harry A. Wolfson, who first initiated me into the field of 
Medieval Philosophy a n d  who gave generously of his unparalleled 
learning and his keen insight into the intricacies of medieval 
philosophic texts at every stage of this work. Professor Wolfson still 
saw the final version of this volume and his sage and judicious advice 
contributed much to  solving many difficult problems. I a m  also grateful 
to  7211 3"110 Professor Saul Lieberman 'YT for all I learned from 
him and for his interest and support as my work progressed. My 
thanks are extended to  the following colleagues who helped me in a 
variety of ways: to  Professor Salo W. Baron, professor emeritus a t  
Columbia University and past president of the American Academy for 
Jewish Research, for his interest over the years; to  Professor Paul 0. 
Kristeller, professor emeritus a t  Columbia University and a past 
president of the Mediaeval Academy of America, for discussing with 
me the Renaissance commentators o n  the De Substantia Orbis and for 
directing my attention to  uncatalogued Latin manuscripts of  the work; 
to  Professor Shlomo Pines, professor emeritus a t  the Hebrew 
University, Jerusalem, for discussing with me aspects of the work 
during the year in which I served as visiting professor at that 
university; and to  the late Professor Gershom Scholem for arranging 
the cosponsorship of this volume during his tenure as president of the 
Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities. D r  Paul Meyvaert, 
executive secretary of the Mediaeval Academy of America, gave 
generously of his time and knowledge at all phases of this work. Mr  S. 
Reem, editor, and Mrs Y. Glikson, both of the Israel Academy, 
expertly performed the required editorial tasks and faithfully saw the 
vo lun~e  through press. Finally, it is my special pleasure to express my 
gratitude to Mr Harry Starr, president of the Lucius N. Littauer 
Foundation, for many years of friendship and generous help. All of 
these teachers, friends and colleagues have done much to  improve the 
quality of this volume. Any shortcomings that i t  still possesses are, of 
course, mv own. 

I dedicate this volunle to  the members of my immediate family: my 
parents of blessed memory, my wife Ruth, a scholar in her own right, 
and our  children, Jeremy Saul, Michael Samuel, and Joseph Isaiah. 
Their love, devotion, and patience informs every page of this volume. 

Yeshiva University 
New York 



INTRODUCTION 

I .  M A N U S C R I P T S ,  PRINTED E D I T I O N S  A N D  C O M M E N T A R I E S  

This critical edition was prepared from five of the seven complete 
of the anonymous Hebrew translation of Averroes' De 

Substantia Orbis listed by Steinschneider, two partial manuscripts of 
the same translation,' and three manuscripts of the chapter translated 
by Solomon ibn Ayyub.* In addition I had at my disposal three, of the 
fifteenth- and sixteenth-century printed editions of the Latin 
translation and the Latin text appearing in Manuel Alonso's edition of 
Alvaro de Toledo's Commentario a1 "de substantia orbis." 

1. The Hebrew Manuscripts 
The Hebrew manuscripts are: 

Paris, Bibliothique Nationale, No. 91 8, foil. 1 6 6 ~ -  179v.' 
Rome, Vatican, Urb. 41, foil. 1 15r-B6r.4 
Munich, No. 31, foil. 287~-315r .~  

Cf. Steinschneider, Die Hebraischen ~ber se t zun~en  des MitteIaltersunddieJuden 
als Dolmetscher (Berlin, 1893; reprint: Graz,  1956), pp. 179 (Steinschneider 6) 
and  183. Steinschneider's listing is somewhat unclear, for one  gains the 
impression that only the manuscripts listed on p. 183 contain the De 
Substantia Orbis. However, the catalogues reveal that some of the manuscripts 
listed o n  p. 179 also contain all o r  part of the work. If we examine 
Steinschneider's list o n  p. 179, omitting those manuscripts that also appear o n  
p. 183, the following picture emerges: Berlin 112, cf. below, MS 1 ;  Munich 36, 
cf. below, MS U; Steinschneider 6 (now Jewish Theological Seminary of 
America, No. 2311), cf. below, M S  "; other manuscripts, of which the 
catalogues d o  not record whether they contain any part of  the work. 
Ibn Ayyub's translation appears as an appendix to his Hebrew translation of 
Averroes' Middle Commentary o n  De Caelo in some of the manuscripts of that 
work. Cf. Steinschneider, Hebraische ~berse tzun~en.  pp.  128- 129, Unaware that 
this appendix is identical with chapter 3 of the De Substantia Orbis, 
Steinschneider was led, in my opinion, to a wrong theory concerning the 
composition of the work. Cf. below, pp. 14-15, and  the  article cited below, n. 20. 
H.A. Wolfson was the first to  note that theappendix t o  theMiddleCommentary 
o n  De Caelo is identical with chapter 3 of  the De Substantia Orbis a n d  he kindly 
brought this fact t o  my attention. 
Cf. H .  Zotenberg, Catalogues des Manuserits Hkbreux et Samaritains de la 
Bibliotheque In~pkriale (Paris, 1866). No. 918. 
Cf. St Ev. Assemanus et Jos. Sim. Assernanus. Bibliothecae Vaticanae Codd. 
MSS. Cutalogus (Rome, 1756). No. 41. 
Cf. M. Steinschneider, Die Hebraischen Handschriften der ti. Hof- und Staats- 
bibliothek in Munchen2 (Munich, 1895), No. 31. 
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Harvard. MS Heb. 42, foll. 258r-260v. Ibn Ayyub's translation 
of chapter 3." 
Paris, Bibliothkque Nationale, No. 957, foll. 24v-42v.' 
Berlin, No. 112, fol. 7v. A manuscript of chapter 5.x 
Munich, No. 36, toll. 220v-221~. A manuscript of chapters 4 and 
5." 
New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America, No. 231 I, 
foll. 38r-70v. 
Paris, Bibliothkque Nationale, No. 945, foll. 114v-1 17r. Ibn 
Ayyub's translation of chapter 3.11 
Munich, No. 31, foil. 102v-105r. Ibn Ayyub's translation of 
chapter 3.12 

Of the other two complete manuscripts mentioned by Steinschneider, 
the Turin manuscript ' '  is no  longer extant and the Petersburg 
manuscript was unavailable to  me because of world conditions.I4 

2 The Printed Latin Texts 
The printed Latin texts used appear in the following works: 
3 Commentario a/ "de substantia orbis" de Averroes, por Alvaro de 

Toledo, ed. P. Manuel Alonso, S.J. (Madrid, 1941). 

i? Aristoteles, Opera Latine cum commentariis Averroi.~, recensuit 
Nicolatus Vernia (Venetiis, 1483). 

1 Aristotelis, Omnia quae extant opera, et Averrois Cordubensis in 
ea opera, omnes, qui ad haec usque tempora pervenere 
commentarii (Venetiis, apud Iuntas, 1562-1574), IX. 

Cf. M. Glatzcr and  Ch.  Berlin, Hebrew Manuscripts in the Hou,yhton L-ihrury o f  
Harvard College (Cambridge, Mass.. 1975), Heb.  42. 
Cf.  Zotcnherg, Catalogues, N o .  957. 
Cf. M .  Steinschneider, Die Handschriften- Verzeichnissf der kdniglidien 
Bibliothek zu Berlin, 11: Verzeichnisse der Hebrdischen Handschriften (Berlin, 
1x78). No.  112. 
Cf. Steinschneider, Hebrdi.\che Handschriflen.. . Munchen. No. 36. 
Cf.  S.  Feldman, Philosophy Manuscripts from the Library of lhr .Jc~t,ish 
Theologicul Seminary o f  America (Ann Arbor. Mich., 1974), No. 23 1 1 .  
Cf. Zotenherg. Catalo,yue~ No. 945. Cl'. also M. Beit-Ari6 & C. Sirat. 
Manuscrir.~ rnedikvaux en caructeres hebra'iques. I 1  (Jerusalem-Paris, 1979). No.  
39. 
Cf. Stcinschneider, Ht,hrfli.\che Hani/.\chriften.. . Miinchen, No. 3 1. 
Ct'. Coilice*. Miinusc~ri/~ti, t?ib/ioih. R. Taurinensi.'s etc.. recensucrunt Jos.  
Pasinus: Vol. I ( I u r i n .  1749). N o .  147. 
Cf. Firkowitsch, Handschr. Catalog der mss, I .  Sammlung, welche jetzt in Pet., 
N o .  433. 

iff loannes de landuno. In lihris Aristotelis De Caelo et Mundo. . . , 
quibus udiecimus Averroi.~ sermonem de Substantia Orhis, cum 
eiusdem Imnni commentario ac questionihus (Venetiis, apud H. 
Scotus. 1552). 

3. The Hebrew Translation and Its Arrangement 
The Hebrew text of the Dc Substantia Orbis appears as a n  independent 
part of a collection known as  D""y31f"lD'iffllTl "physical questions," 
or  niv'7i?3l nl3Y3If3 !~"iffllY "questions concerning physical and 
metaphysical subjects."" This collection contains a number of 
independent works, by Averroes and other authors, dealing with 
questions occasioned by Aristotle's physical and metaphysical 
writings.'" The  unity of the collection is provided by the common 
subject-matter of its independent parts. Neither the order of the 
component treatises of the total collection nor their number is the 
same in the various manuscripts. 
The complete Hebrew manuscripts of the De Substantia Orbis on 
which this edition and translation is based contain an anonymous 
translation of the lost Arabic original." A part of this original was 
composed in Morocco in the year A.H. 574, that is, in 1178/79.18 
The complete Hebrew text has reached us in the recension of Moses 
ben Joshua of Narbonne. In this recension the work is arranged into 
three treatises, the third of which, in turn, is subdivided into three 
chapters. I y  

Narboni's text represents the final medieval redaction of the 
anonymous Hebrew translation.*' At  first the name QSY3 lnxn 

Cf. Steinschneider, Hebraische ~bersetzungen, pp. 178 ff. 
Ibid. F o r  a similar collection of logical writings, cf. Steinschneider, Hebrdische 
~bersetzungen, pp. 96 ff. 
The  style of the translation. typical usages, such as 133 translating the Arabic 
N. a n d  the appearance of the term "I~uB'PN, leave n o  doubt  that the 
translation was made from the Arabic. This is also apparent  from a number of 
mistranslations appearing in the Hebrew text. Cf. below, p. 24, and  chap. 1, n. 
59. Texts D ,'7 .1 contain an independent translation from the Arabic. Ct' 
below. pp.  21-22 and  23-24. 
Cf. p. 137. This date a n d  place of composition apply with certainty only to 
chapter 6. 
For reasons which will appear  below. I have ili\ii.icd m y  cilition into M \  

ndependent  c1i;iptcrs. 
1 have discussed the history iiiici ti-:insmission of this text in 1111 article "The 
Composition and  Transniission o f  Avcrroes' Ma'amur hc-'l'\em ha-(ii11,yal." 
Similes and / ; ' i Ã § i ~  in Honor of Abraham A. Nrumcin (PliiluJelpliia, 1963). pp. 





[finr?.~?j/\; .aSed B 01 suiunlun OA\I 'S~LIII OMI-AIJOJ JO siiiun[~ 

~1?11183.1 OIU! pap!,\!p S! 11 'pUI!i[ DUIES 0111 ,\q SJ.i131?Jt!L[3 3!u!qqcy 

i~s!in?ds LI! LI~H!.IM s! 11 n/A~~~~usa L~LIXIYI.I ~ili LUOJ,J saicp Ll~~xuip~~d 

no LI-I~I!J,\I Â¥ ld~~aslll~lu~~ awq Jno .a-'i~ilos 1di~~s11ut~ui aiups ail1 

01 yx?q or? 01 uiaas [[I? ,,!'!.' 4' tt Su!lda3x,! "uXI1 aio~i JAI u'sid~~3snu~u 

.MaJq3H 21.11 }0 ~o!id!~~iip p2]!1;]3p ,-i.iOLLi l? 01 ~~ilpsaao~~ 

S/.V<?,J, ,M./q3n ̂ 'S 
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comments ,  which supply missing words and phrases o r  correct the 
text. a p p e a r  in thirteen places o f t h e  text a n d  there a r e  s o m e  interlinear 
~ o r r e c t i o n s . ~ '  With o n e  exception they are  written by a second hand. In 
his or thography,  the scribe prefers in most  instances the defective form 
of spelling t o  the plene S ~ r m . ~ ~ T o  indicate tha t  a word  is t o  be omit ted,  
he places t w o  (sometimes three) do ts  o r  a line over the  affected word.  

'1 inear Marginal notes t o  be added  t o  the  text a r e  marked  by supr ,  1. 
loops. 
Manuscript  3, written o n  parchment ,  dates  f r o m  the  fifteenth 
~ e n t u r y . ~ '  It is written in Spanish Rabbinic  characters by the same 
hand .  Each page has o n e  co lumn of  twenty-nine lines. Marginal notes, 
written by the  original scribe, appear  in two places in the manuscript.  
O n e  of the notes indicates a lacuna in the text,  t h e  o ther  provides an 
explanat ion.  T h e  scribe of  this manuscript prefers the  plene spelling to  
the d e f ~ c t i v e . ' ~  T o  signify t h a t  a word is t o  be omitted;he places a line 
over  the affected word.  
Compar ing  manuscripts  !< and 3, we find that ,  o n  the whole, they both 
represent the same text. T h e  contents  of the t w o  manuscripts  a re  so  
alike that  it is safe t o  say tha t  one was copied from the o ther  o r  that 
both go back t o  the s a m e  manuscript  source. There exist two  major 
or thographic differences between the  two nianuscripts: 3 reads ' 7 ~ 1 ~  

where N reads '793 a n d  3 reads "yiY1 where N reads '71'1. 
Manuscript  1, written o n  parchment ,  dates  from the  sixteenth 
century.'" It is written in G e r m a n  cursive characters by the same hand .  
Each page contains o n e  column of  thirty lines. Marginal letters, 
written by the original scribe, appear  in thirteen places. T h e  only 
function of these letters is t o  supply lacking gr~imniaticiil  endings to  
the last word of a give11 line. Because of this special function tlicy 
appear  only in the  left margin." T h e  scribe of this manuscript prefers 

plene spelling. 

In tiescrihing the n1;iii~iscripts 1 l~:i\e limited 111!sel1'10 tliosc poi-tioiis \\hicli 
c o r n a n  the text ol' the 110 S / i / ~ s / m / i i i  Orh i \  only.  
t:.g . i u m   inn , inn  , i x n  ,777 ,7113. 
~ 1 , .  st F.\. ~ \ s c m ; i n l i s  ;ln(l .IDS. Sim. Assem~inus.  [Sihl io/hw(;t~ I i ~ l i ~ i t ~ ~ i ' .  

CulO/o,ly\,  N o .  41 
P.;;.. lVB9X ,3--inn , l o in  . ix in  ,7777 ,11113. 

~ ' l .  ~ ~ n ~ l ' t c ~ l l l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~  Die ~ / ~ J / I I / / / \ ~ , ~ ( Y I  H ( ; n d \ c / i ~ ~ / / / ( , / / .  . . in . \ / i / t ~ c / ~ c ~ / .  NÃ  ̂3 I 

From ,i i1;ite iippearins in the first s c c ~ i o i ~  0 1  the \\ark (lo1 1 0 3 .  
Steiiiscl~ileicler c1;ites this i i i i in~iscr~pt  1550. He i1escrihes tlic 111iii11iscript '1s 

"seln iinkori-ckt." 
1 .r.. the lc \ t  Ims " ' ~ ' i o i ~  iinil the miirgin siipplii-", tlic niissiiig I i l i i l  not 
ecim.1 sticli a d i l ~ ~ i o ~ ~ s  in i l l \  c r i t~cal  iippiiriitns. 

its 

47 

48 

49 

50 
5 1 

This manuscript differs f rom the first two in three nia,jor \\a!,s. Firstly. 
it omits a number  o f  passages found  in the first two texts. Secondl\, ,  it 
contains a number  of flagrant mistiikcs in the spelling and  grouping o f  

Thirdly,  it includes corrections of' what the scribe considered 
pra~nn~at ic ; i l  mistakes." In addi t ion.  variations in tenses. in the 
conjugation of  verbs. and  in con.iunctions account lor a number  o f  
differences between this manuscript and the first two/"  There are  
or thographic peculiarities. for  example. letters rather than words are  
used for  numbers: DI'PU~UD~X appears  instead of lUulit< o r  . ~ U V ~ X :  

171>OS instead of 17130'7~; a n d  Nlt~ ps instead of  "10 p ~ ,  1,ike 
manuscript 3, it prefers 5 ~ 1 3  t o  '~YS and  lllYl t o  '7"~. A m o n g  the o ther  
manuscripts it is closest akin t o  ". a n d  it has some affinity with 3. 

However, the evidence indicates that  this manuscript represents ;I line 
of transmission different f rom that  o f  the o ther  manuscripts.  
Manuscript "I which appears  a s  an appendix to  the Hebrew translation 
of Averroes'  Middle Commentary o n  Dc Cuelo, is identical with the 
third chapter  o f  the De Substtintiii O r b i s . ' "  Written on parchment ,  it 
dates f rom c. 1400. It is written in Spanish Rabbinic characters (of 
some Italian influence) by the same hand.  Each page contains one  
column o f  twenty-four lines. No m;irginal notes o r  additions ;ippe;ir in 
this text. 
This manuscript contains a n  independent translation from the Arabic. 
Whenever the iinonymoiis Hebrew translation differs f rom the  I-atin 
version, manuscript 7 has the tendency t o  agree with the Latin rather  
than with the Hebrew. This  suggests the possibility that  7 .  as perhaps 
the Latin, represents a version of  the Arabic origin;il different f rom 
that  o n  which the anonymous  Hebrew translation was based. Thoiigll 
generally agreeing in subject-matter and general sentence structure 
with all the  o ther  Hebrew m;inuscrip;.s. 7 differs f rom them in Iiiiving 

own technical terminology." However ,  this terminolog) is in 















properties can be  established by contr;istirig tlieni with tliose of  prime 
matter ,  the principle underlying generation a n d  corrupt ion.  Thus .  
prime matter ,  being able  t o  receive tlie forms of ' the  four  elements in 
succession, is one  in number ,  many  in pote'ntiality; celestial matter ,  
possessing the  same form aIw:iys, is o n e  in number  anti o n e  in 
;ictu;iIity. Prime matter ,  possessing inclcterniinate tliree-clitnension:~lity 
a s  its cosporeal fo rm,  is ciivisible by the substantial forms: ce1esti:iI 
niatter,  lacking indetermitiate tliree-ditiiensionality, is inciivisible, 
Prinie matter,  througli its corporeal  form, n1ay possess the  attributes 
of  great anti small,  pa r t  atid whole: celestial matter ,  always possessing 
the same dimetisions a n d  not being ciivisible, cannot  be describeci by 
these attributes. Prime matter  receives the s ~ ~ b s t a n t i a l  Sornis by means 
o f  the inclcterniinate tliree dimensions; celestial matter  :IIICI its form 
exist i t 1  sepas~i t ion f r o m  eacli other .  Prime matter  requires ~i 

substanti:il form in o rder  to  exist in act~1:iIity: celestiiil matter  exists in 
a c t ~ ~ a l i t y  tlisougli itself. All tliese dii.fcrences b r o ~ ~ g l i t  Averroes t o  tlie 
c o t i c l ~ ~ s i o n  tliat the celestial matter  serves only a s  :i s ~ ~ b s t r z ~ t t ~ n i  for  the 
ceIesti:il forni,  not 21s its mat te r  in the strict sense o f t l i e  t e rm.  F o r  tli:~t 
reason he lieid that  tlie term 'Lst~b~ject" applies t o  tlie ce1csti:il body 
more properly tliati "matter." 
S o  far  the celestial i'orm has  been considcrecl 21s a n  inf'iriite f'orce 

prociucitig Iocotnotioti of. eternal c l ~ ~ r a t i o n ,  But Ari\totle liad also 
d iown tliat it must be finite in some respect. F o r  a n y  force bclongitig 
to  21 finite body t i i ~ ~ s t  be finite, and  the celesti:il bodies a re  finite 111 their 
ciirne~isio~is. H o w  can  the celestial niotive forces be i~ifiriite a s  \vcll 
finite'? '1.0 resolve this c i i f f ic~~lty A\lerroes clisting~~islieci betwecn tmo 
kir~cls of  motive forces tIi21t may be said t o  be itif.initc: tliosc irif~itiitc in 
c i ~ ~ r a t i o ~ i  a11ci tliose illfinite in \,eIocity a n d  i~itcti\i ty. A iiioti\lc h r c c  of' 
the latter kiricl c:i~itiot belong t o  any  body. be it celestial o r  tcrrc\tri:il. 
for it ~+ ,o i~ lc i  nio\,e its body  i r i  n o  time. IIencc. tlic celc\ti:~l m o t i \ c  
forces cati o ~ i l y  be illfinite in clt~r:~tioii .  It f'ollows tlicn that the l i c :~ \c~ is  
r e q ~ ~ i r c  :I motive force of int'iliite cl~~r:itic>ti :itici3 being filiite in tIiei1- 
c \ i i~~e~is io i i s ,  also :I niotive force that  is I'initc in \clc)cit> atid in tc t i s i t~ .  
B L I ~ ,  otice ;igaiti. accorclitig t o  A\,erroes. tliese t \ \ o  cclcsti;il Sorccs 
appear  to  be cliff'erc~it aspects 01 '  the saiiie celestial fo rm.  
111 speaking of' the cclc\tial sot11. :ind of' the i ~ i t c l l i g c ~ ~ c c  tliat is tlic 
oh-icct o f '  t l ~ i \  so~t l ' s  (Icsirc, A \  csrocs cori\icle~-cci tlicsc t ~ i o  pt~i~icipIc\  ; I \  

clifl'erc~it aspects ot'tlic s;~tiic celestial l'orm in pa\ \age\  c i i \cu\wl \o Sat-. 
t f o ~  c\  el-. there a rc  pa\\:iges in \vliicli lie sceni\ t o  clif'f'ct-c~iti:~tc 
l~c twccn  the cclcsti~il soul iincl i t \  intclligcncc. 0 1 i c  such pa \ s ;~gc  oecu~-s  

i n  the De S~h.y[un/;u O ~ I I S .  l o l  In it Averroes affirms that  the celestial 

sou] belongs t o  the  celestial body,  while the  celestial intelligence is 
incorporeal. C o m m e ~ i t a t o r s  o n  this pass;tge differed ~ l b o u t  what  
Averroes h a d  in mind.  S o m e  commenta tors  interpreted A~ler roes  t o  
mean that  there exists only one  completely incorporeal mover, tii~niely. 
the prinie mover ,  which is the sole ob.iect of  desire of  all the  celestial 
souls, Other  commenta tors  affirmed that  each sphere 1i:ls its o ~ ~ ~ i  
completely incorporeal it~telligence, w'hich is the ob,iect of  its sc3ul's 
desire. 
AVerroes3 coniplete view emerges from ~1 passiige in the z,on,y 
c o m m e n / ~ r y  the Me/oph~~s;cs in wIiic11 lie distinguislled between 
two objects o f  the celestial soul's desire:  each celestial ~ ( 3 ~ 1 1  possesses 

its own intelligence, which a s  final c a i ~ s e  imparts  t o  its body its p roper  
motion; each celestial soul has  the pr ime mover  21s 21 second object of  
desire, a n d  this. a s  fitial cause, imparts  t o  all celestial bociies their 

circular diurnal  motion.  It seems then that.  even in those p21ssages in 
which Averroes differentiates betwcen the sot11 a n d  tlie intelligence of  
each celestial spliere. he lias in mind that  they a re  two aspects o f t h e  

same celestial form. 
From celestial form slid mattcr  Averroes turned t o  ce1esti:iI accidents, 
noting similarities anci cliffercnces between them a n d  the arialogous 
terrestrial accidents, In the De S'uhstanr;~ Orbis he examined those of' 

luminosity a n d  opaqueness,  the  property of  caleFaction. a n d  the  four  
qualities of liot, cold, moist.  a n d  dry.  All accidents, Averroes noted,  
may be divided into acti\le a n d  passive. Passive accidents a re  those 
which require that .  wl ie~ i  they a re  changeci, their uncierlying substance 
must be changed a s  well. while active accidents a r e  tliose which. when 
changed, d o  riot require a c i i ;~ r~ge  in their i~ncierlying subst;ince. Sirice 
the celestial bodies :ire ~ i o t  s ~ ~ b ~ e c t  t o  substantiaI c l ia~ige.  they cannot  
Possess p ~ ~ s s i v e  :icciclents. But eveti active ;~ccicie~its must be prec1ic:itecI 
of celestiiil and  terrestrial bociies :lccc~rciirig t o  s0111e form of  noti- 
~ n i v 0 c a l  preclic~itio~i.  Depeticiing on  their ciiffcrcnces, c o m m o n  
accidents a r e  preciicatcd of. ce1esti:il a n d  terrestrial substances 
according t o  priority o r  posteriority. o r  accorcii~ig t o  c c ~ ~ ~ i v o c ~ i t i o ~ i .  

L o c O m o t i ( ~ ~ i ,  tratisparency o p ~ i q t ~ c n c s s .  rarit! a~icl density. :ire 
accidents of' the t'ornics k ind :  e;~lefaction. arid the q ~ ~ a l i t i e s  of hot .  
co1~i. moist.  atid elr!, ;ire :~ccicie~its of' tlie latter kind. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

In this treatise we intend to investigate concerning the nature of the I I ~ C  I *  

things of which the celestial body is composed. That the celestial body 

* The line numbers in the outer margins refer t o  the Hebrew text. . 
1 j151n D X Y ~  lDtU3,JermO de substanria orbis. This title recurs, modified in the 

Hebrew to  '7151n nsn Â ¥ ~ l ~ - i n  at the end of the first chapter of  the work (Hebrew 
text, line 198). The underlying Arabic was probably î lLillp+l dlb or  

Ul p.1 J  ̂ a title which does not precisely correspond to  any  of the 
three titles mentioned in the Escurial list of Averroes' works. Cf. my article, 
"The Composition and Transmission of Averroes' Ma'amur be-'Ejem ha- 
~ a l ~ a i "  Studies and Essays in Honor of Abraham A. Neuman (Philadelphia, 
1962). p. 303, n. 2. 
The term 51'71, orbs, is used here to refer to  the celestial region in its totality, not 
to  any of  the celestial spheres taken singly. This useof the term 5353 is based on  
the Greek oupavoq ("heavens") taken in the first two of three meanings which 
this term, according to  Aristotle, may have. The term oupavoc, explains 
Aristotle, may refer t o :  ( I )  . . . T ~ V  o&siav T ~ V  T ~ G  t o - y a ~ q q  TOG Tiav~oq 
~ i ~ p ~ p o p f i q ,  1} oMpa ( ~ U O I K O V  TO &V TT) toxa~r) x & p q o p @  TOO xav~ol ; .  . ., "...the 
substance of the outermost circumference of the world, o r  to the natural body 
which is a t  the outermost circumference of  the world. .  . "; (2) . . .TO O U V E Y E ~  
nMpa ~ r j  I'o-ya'rr) i t ep~pop@ TOU n a v ~ o q ,  i v  (5 o ~ ^ . n v q  ~ a i  fikioq, ~ a i  $via TMV 
a o ~ p t a v . .  . , ". . . that  body which occupies the place next to  the outermost 
circumference of  the world, in which are the moon,  the sun and certain of the 
stars fplanets]. .."; (3) " . . . the body that is enclosed by the outermost 
circumference, for it is customary to  give the name ouranos to the world as a 
whole." Cf. De Caelo I, 9, 278b. 9-21. 
The subject of this treatise is, thus, the nature and properties of  the celestial 
element, taken as a n  element different from the four sublunar elements. 

2 "Dn"0iyn Dli?, corpus caeleste. This term does not occur in Aristotle's writings. 
Cf. Bonitz, Index. Aristotle uses terms taken from some property of thecelestial 
element. Among the more important of these a re :  (1) (a) TO ~ t p k o v  T ~ V  

n tapa~tav ,  "the primary body" (De Caelo I, 3, 270b, 2-3); (b) fi npcfl~r) o6oia  
T ~ V  ocopaitov, "the primary bodily substance" (De Caelo I, 3,27Ob, I 1). (2) TO 
O ~ i o v  o&ua, "the divine body" (De Caelo 11, 3, 286a, 11-12). (3) (a) TO KVKXO) 
(pEp6pevov oMpa, "the body whose motion iscircular" (De Caelo 1, 3,269b, 29- 
30); TO K~~KKI+ o 6 p a  (De Caelo I, 3, 270a, 33); (6) TO KUKKIKOV o 6 p a ,  "the 
revolving body" (De Caelo 11, 7, 289a. 30). (4) (a) TO ai'Stov TO avco otopa, "the 
eternal body which constitutes the uppermost part [of the un iverser  (De Anima 



Chapter One 

I 3 is composed of two natures in the same manner as are the transient 
bodies has already been demonstrated3 except that in the case of the 

latter bodies it is clear that  these two natures exist on account of the 

existence of generation and corruption in them, while in the case of the 

celestial bodies it is evident that they exist on  account of the  existence of 

locomotion in them. The proof thereof is as follows: it has been shown 
concerning the celestial bodies that they have locomotion in virtue of 

themselves. Now, it is obvious in the case of something moved in virtue 

of itself that it is composed of two natures, one undergoing motion and 

the other producing it, for clearly everything moved has a mover, and 

something cannot be mover and moved in the same respect. Thus  it is 

clear that the celestial bodies are composed of two natures. 

Therefore we want to  investigate in this treatise concerning these two 

natures of which the celestial body is composed whether they are like the 

two natures of which the transient bodies are composed, one ofwhich is 

called "form," the other "matter," that is to  say, we want to investigate 

whether matter and form here below are the same in species with matter 

and form u p  above, o r  whether they differ in species, o r  whether they 

11, 6, 41%. 9); (b) ~a ai'8ia TMV a i o 6 q ~ a ) ~ .  "the eternal sensible [substance]" 
(~bl f~ tuphpics  XII, I .  1069a. 30-3 1); ( c )  "[the body . .  . ]  called by the ancients 
ueiher ( d o @ )  because it 'always runs' (dei  6eiv)" (De Caelo I ,  3, 270b, 22-24). 

3 The proof'is produced further o n  in this paragraph. 
4 The premises of this proof,  and their sources in the works o f  Aristotle, are as 

follows: 
Fir.\/ h i s e :  The celestial bodies have locomotion in virtue of themsel\es. 
Aristotle shows that the celestial element has circular locomotion nat~irall! 
( K U T U  qx'ioiv) in De Caelo I, 2. H e  shows that things having natural motion have 
that motion in virtue of themselves (i)(p' a U ~ o 6 )  in Ph\"iic.\ VIII. 4. 254b. 12- 15. 
Second Premise: Something moved through itself is composed of two natures. 
This premise is based o n  the following two subordinate propositions: (ti) 

everything moved has a mover (Physics VII. 1, 241b, 24-242a. 15); (/I) 

something cannot be mover and moved in the same respect. The latter 
proposition is self-evident for the case of something moved by another. It also 
applies to  something that is moved in virtue o f  itself, as is shown in P/~~'.\ic'i  VIII. 
5, 257a, 3 1 - 25%. 2. 

5 ~ i l n 0 3 ,  1(/  quodmovetur. The text of the Hebrew manuscripts has  the ~ ic t i \ e  
Y 7 m ,  "in the case of something producing motion". This appears to be one ol 
the several instances in which the Hebrew translator took an Arabic passive in 
an active sense or  in which he misread a word. Cf. below, n. 59. He seems to 
h m e  read -̂ J> instead o f d '  + 

differ according to  more and less?*" Now, if the celestial and terrestrial line I 4 

natures differ in species, then the term " c ~ r p o r e i t y " ~  is predicated of 

6 Having established that the celestial body is composed of matter and torm. 

Averroes now inquires how these two terms are predicated o f t h e  celestial and 
terrestrial bodies. He suggests three possibilities, 1.e.. that the celestial and  
terrestrial matter and form are :  ( 1 )  the same in species (1.03 P 7 t ' l N ;  eai'tlem), or  
(2) <-lifterent in species (vn3 n73'7nnn; diversaespecie).or (3)ditTcrent accori i i i i~ 
to  more and  less (inT1 nlnm n'~+nnn; diver'iae .secundum n i u p  el  minu.\). 
This threefold distinction reflects the medieval theory ofprcdicationaecording 
to which term-, may be predicated "univocally", "equivocally" or  
"amphibolous1y"-predication "according to  more and less" being one of the  
types of "amphibolous" predication. Ct'. H . A .  Wolfson, "The Amphibolous 
Terms in Aristotle. Arabic Philosophy,and M a i m o n i d e s , " H u r ~ ~ a r d T h e o l ~ u l  

Review, XXXI (1938), 157-173, especially p. 157, line 3-p. 158, line 17. a n d  p. 
166, line 32-p.  167, line 20; reprinted in Harry A. Wolfson, Studies in the 
History of Philo.soph)~ and  Religion, ed. I. Twersky and G . H .  Williams. 1 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1973), pp. 455-477. 
Though Averroes in the present passage deviates somewhat from the customary 
terminology. he seems to inquire whether the terms "n~atter"  and "form" are 
predicated of celestial and terrestrial bodies "univocall)" ("the same in 
species"), "equivocally" ("different in species") o r  "an>phiboIously" 
("according to more and less"). 
Averroes' answer to  this question does not emerge clearly from the present 
discussion, but he seems to hold that "matter" and "form" are predicated of 
celestial and terrestrial bodies according to  equivocation. Cf. below. n. 12. and 
Hebrew text, chap. 5, lines 3-5; alsochap.  2, lines 47-51 ; chap.  3, lines 100-104; 
and chap. 6, lines 12-15. However, in chap.  2, lines 106-1 16, he seems to imply 
that the two terms are predicated according to priority and  posteriority. 0.. n. 
60 to that chapter. 

7 nlQW2. corporeitas. The term n10W1, "corporeity," o r  nYDW2 "my, "corporeal 
form," applies to  the first form belonging to  prime matter. In medieval Arabic 
and Jewish philosophy three views were held concerning the nature of this 
corporeal form. Avicenna was of the opinion that the corporeal form is 
identical with the predisposition for receiving corporeal dimensions, but not 
with the dimensions themselves. Algazali agreed with Avicenna that the 
corporeal form is not identical with the dimensions, but he identified it with 
cohesion. Averroes, disagreeing with both, maintained that thecorporeal form 
is identical with the indeterminate three dimensions. Cf. H . A .  Wolfson. 
Cresc'us' Criliqui- of Aristotle (( .imbridge, Mass.. 1929), p. 578.11. 16, b, a n d  pp. 
579-590, 11. 18. a n d  my essay "Aristotle's 'First Matter' and  Avicenna's and 
Averroes' 'Corporeal Form,'" Harry A. Wolf:son Jubilee Volume (Jerusalem, 
1965). English Section, 1, pp.  385-406. In the De Suhstuntia Orb;.\ Averroes 
discusses only his own view and that of Avicenna, defending the former and 
criticizing the latter. 



De Substantia Orbis Chapter One 

I 1 5  them either according to equivocation o r  according to a sort ofpriority 

and p ~ s t e r i o r i t y . ~  

That. however, these two natures existing in these respective bodies d o  

not agree in species becomes self-evident once it has been laid down that 

the celestial body is neither generated nor c o r r ~ p t i b l e , ~  whereas the 

bodies with us here below are generated and c ~ r r u p t i b l e , ~ ~  for it is 

impossible that the causes of the transient and of the eternal should be 
the same in species.I2 This being the case. it only remains for us to 

8 Since the celestial and terrestrial substances a re  bodies, they must both possesi 
the form "cnrporeity." Rut if mattel- and form in the ceIesti;il anc) tcrrestri:ii 
bodies cliffcr in species. then the term "corpoi-city" must be preciicate~,I eithc1 
"';iccorcliiig to eqi~ivociition" (Wl 11nW3; equivoce) o r  "accoi-dii~g to a kind 4 

priority and posteriority" (lln9N'n -I?^7-Ij7-I0 7"03; secumium prius i'rpo.sr(.,rii,\) 
For a discussion of this latter term, which der~otes a type of ampl11b<1lo11~ 
preclication, ct'. Wolfson, Hurvard Theological Review. XXXI. p. 153, lines 18- 
20. 
Averroes (Joes not answer this question in the present chapter. but his LIIISWL~I- 

seems to be that the term "rorporeity" is predicated otcelestial and terrestri~il 
bodies according to equivocation. 0. Hebrew text. chap. 3, lines 100-104. 
Houever.  in c h a p  2. lines 129-133 (cf. also belou. chap. 2. n. 66) he holds h i l t  

the term "corporeity" is predicated of the two kinds of bodies accoi-tiiilg I D  

priority and posteriority. 
9 CT l ie  Caelo I 3, 270a. 12-22. 

10 Cl'. De Caelo 111, I ,  2%. 24- 29SO. 1 1 .  For a discussion of geiler;itioi1 i1i111 

corruption in general, cf. De Generatione 11. 4-5. and De Cmlo  111, 6. 
1 I nlm, faunae. Matter and form. which above (lines 2-21) were spoken of as 

"natures" (D3s^vi.  nuturae) are called "causes" (m, causae) in the present 
passage. 
Aristotle already uses the terms "iiat~irc" and "cause" interchangeably. He 
refers to matter and form as "nature" (~pI'loiq) in such passages as PhyM'cs 11, I. 
193a, 28-3 1 : 2, 194a. 12- 13; 8, 199a, 30-32, while he calls them "causes" (a i '~ iu)  
in such passages as Ph\w\ 11, 3, 194b. 23-29; Metaphpirs V, 2. 1013a. 24-29, 

12 The proposition that transient and eternal substances are not thesame ingenus 
(our  text only reads "the same in species") is based o n  Aristotle's statement tl i ; i t  
the perishable and the imperishable must be different in kind. Cf. Meruph\Â¥~/ 
X. 10, 1058b. 26-I059a. 10: cf'. also. De Caelo 111, 7, 306a. 9-11. ani.1 
Metaphysics 111, 4, IOOOa, S- IOOIa, 3. In Metaphysics X Aristotle writes: 
'E t i~ i8r )  h i  i d  f v a v ~ i a  e ' ~ c p a  T @  &i'Â¤i;i TO h i  (p6uprov m i  TO u<p6ap~ov i v a v ~ i u  
( o ~ t p q o i i :  yap dSuvapia SuopiopEvq), dvciy~11 C T E ~ O V  ~ i v a i  ~ 1 5  ~ E V K I  TO 
(pftap~Ov m i  ~6 ~ f t a p ~ n v ,  "Since cnntraries are other in form and the 
perishable and the imperishable are contraries (tor privation is a definite 
incapacity), the perishable and the imperishable must be different in kind." 
This passage from the hl'rtaph}\ics presents difficulties of interpretation since, 
according to the trend of the argument, the phrase E T E ~ O V  TO) ~ E V E I  cannot he 

investigate in what respect those two natures that are in the celestial line X I  

body differ from the two natures that are in the transient body. 

taken in the technical sense of "other in genus." Aristotle's discussion in this 
passage shows that there exists a difference between perishable and 
imperishable things, but it does not reveal the exact nature ofthis  difference. Cf. 
W. D. Ross, Aristotle'.\ Metaph\-sic\. 11. p. 305. n. 28. 
Averroes in his commentary o n  this passage from the Metaphysics tries to make 
explicit the difference between perishable and imperishablethings. He comes to 
the conclusion that they differ not only in species but also in genus. Thetext  of 
our  passage on which Averroes commented reads:./-"! >lÂ¥^y -6 . . . 

& b&- Y dl iJj+ &\ &,+I >l&bl &- Y +db LUI dGj i+& 

i,j % J,+ r.u 2 y +db LU\ , ". . .el  cum contraria stnt alia 111 

fo rma:  et corruptibile ct incorruptibile sum contraria:  alia magis est 
necessarium ut sint genere corruptibile et incorruptibile ex privatione pel- 
differentiam sine potentia," ". . . and  inasmuch as contraries arc other in form 

it is even more and the perishable and that which is imperishable are contraries, 
necessary that the perishable and that which is imperishable d o  not belong to 
one genus inasmuch [as the imperishable possesses] a privation which is 
distinguished by having n o  potentiality at all" (Long Commeniui '~ ~ r t  

Metaphysics X .  I .  26: Arabic: p. IN, line 14-p. 13M,line 3; Latin: Vol. Vl l l .  
275v, M -  2761, A).  It appears thai the Latin translator from the Arabic had 
difficulties with this passage. 
In the section of his C'omtncznrary dealing with this passage Averroes 
distinguishes between two kinds ot contraries: those belonging to the same 
genus a n d  those dif1Cring 111 genus. Contraries of the first kind are described as 
two different potentialities such that each contrary has a potentiality tor the 
other. Contraries of  the second kind are such that one of them possesses a 
certain potentiality while the other completely lacks this potentiality. 
Perishable and imperishable things are contraries of the second kind, tor that 
which is perishable possesses a potentiality for being destroyed while the 
imperishable lacks any such potentiality, Cf. Long CommentaryonMi'luphyMi~ 
X ,  coni. 26: Arabic:  p. 1386. line 9 - p .  1387.1iiic ti: Latin:  Vol. V1I1. 270r. F-  
276v, E. Note that the Arabic version has a fuller text. 
The second L.atin transl:ition ol Aristotle's text reads: " . . . c u m  vei-o contrai-ici 
specie divei-sa sint, corr~iptibile antem et incorruptibile contraria sunt (privatio 
namque detcrminatii impotentia) ncccsse esi diversun1 genere esse corruptibilc 
et incoi-ruptibile. . . "  (Vol. VIII. 27%. H-I). 
The phrase o ~ C p q o i ;  ydp d O ~ v a p i a  Oici)piopE\~q is used in tlie Greek text 10 

show that perishable and imperishable things may be considered us contraries. 
while its Arabic cqiii\aleiit. $ YJ Ĵ 0̂  f-tf . as interpretcil h> A \ ~ I I - o c \ .  

shows what kind of conti-iiricty C M \ I S  beiv.ecn pciisluihlc uiii.1 impcrisIiahlc 
things. 
The editor o f  text IL~. pcrlliips bii-iing liimsell o n  the d i ~ . u s s i o n  in the l.oti,q 

C o ~ n ~ i i t , ~ i t t i ~  o n  Mruiplq~.\io. a>-kis :i pariigri.ipli to  the te\t siiiuiig th.it the 
celestial and  ieriesirial i1aiu~c-i dit.ler mil onl\  in specifi hut also in geniis. 1 Ins 



De Substantia Orbis Chapter One 

I 2 The starting point of the investigation isi3 what we have gathered from 

Aristotle concerning these matters. F o r  concerning things existent [in 

nature] no  opinion has reached us from the ancients that is truer than 
his, o r  less subject to  doubts, o r  presented in better order. I4Therefore we 

take his opinion to  be that human opinion which man may attain by 

nature, that is, it is the most advanced of those opinions which man, 

insofar as  he is man, may by his own knowledge and intellect attain. 

Thus, as Alexander put it, "Aristotle is the one on whom we are to  rely 

in the sciences." We shall begin by recalling Aristotle's opinion 

addition reads: "Excitatum est ergo has duas iiaturas, ex quibus compoii i t~ir  
corpus caeleste, non esse eiusdem speciei. ncque eiusdeni generii cum duabus 
naturis, ex quibus componitur  generabilia." 

13 For the suggestion that the following passage (Hebrew text, lines 22-29), which 
among the 1-atin texts is onl)  found in "1 was a d d e d t o  this text from the Hebrew 
version, cf. Steinschiieider, Die Hebrdisrhen Uherfi~,izun,~en (Berlin 1893: 
reprint, Graz,  1956), p. 183, lines 1-2. 

14 ii7D 1̂ in i l  ~'71. Text 1 has:  "et inaioris certitudinis." "or (containing) greater 
certainty." 

15 The preceding passage seems to  parallel one quoted by Mainionides-also in 
the name of  Alexandei- (of Aphrodisias)-in Guide uf the Perplexed, 11. 3. 
Maimonides writes: " K n o w  that tlio~igli the opinions held by Aristotl~, 
regarding the causes of the motion of the spheres-from which opinions he 
deduced the existence ofseparate intellects-are .sirnply :issertions for which n o  
deinoiistratiori has been made (ns in  nn^y - t n y 2 ' 7 v  ni lyu),  yet t l i q  are. ofitll 
the opinions put forward o n  this subject, those thiit a re  exposed to  the sriiallest 

n~iiiiher o f  doubts (pQD nlUYn l n l l  iind those that are the most siiitable lor  
being put in coherent order ( ~ ' 7 1 3 ~  17D '717 nla'?l"!ni~l),j~i~t :is Alexander siihs in 
I he Principles of'the All. '" For a discussion oftllis Maiiiiomdean pussage and 
its hackground in Alexander's work. el '  S. Pines, "Translator's Introduction." 
Guttle of thr Perplexed (Chicago, 1903). pp. lx~ii-lxxii. A tninslatioii o l  tlic 
-cle\;iiit passage Ironi Alexander's work is founi.1 on p. l\ix. One o l  the two 
extant Arabic versions o f  "The Principles o l  the All" ("Fi MabSdi' al-Krill") 

has been published h! A .  Biidatii. 111: A ~ f i  'irida/-'.,Iru/~ (C'iiiro. 1947). pp. 253- 
277. 

concerning the nature of the bodies that are with us here below, what he IIW 26 

lays down about their being composed of matter and form, and what he 

asserts about the nature of the matter and form existing in them. From 
these things we shall proceed to  an inquiry into the nature of the celestial 

bodies, analogous to  those inquiries we have made in regard to  the 

nature of the transient bodies,I6 that is to  say, we want t o  find out  in 

what respect they agree and in what respect they differ. 

,n'"??31'7 7niv1 i p w  7'73 n n s i  -rw nn5i . n r v n  x'7v i p v n  p , n m u 3  nn?; inan7n 
n'7yn3 i n v n  VTK x3snn3 ̂ wi p n 3  n w n n  ,n3 . T I ~ K ' I  i 7 i ~ i p w ~  o3nsnn i r u n  
n+vnn 8i-n 9nnn- i  WTW i n sw i t , >  p-tx n n m  . n w m  '73'7 ni1sn , n Ã §  > 5 i ~ i i .  
Since the text of this passage in MS K appears to  be detective, I accepted the 
better reading in MS 3. 
"And how very wonderfully did Alexander of Aphrodisias speak when lie said 
of  Aristotle that 'it is he o n  whom we are to rely in. the sciences.' By this h e  
meant that ,  just as  all proofs go back to first principles that do  not have to  be 
investigated, so  the sciences in their entirety, that is, the logical, p1i)sical and 
metaphysical sciences. g o  back to  the fundamental principles of  Aristotle. I Ims 
it is said:  "Aristotle has said this and there can be no  dispute about it.' 
'Afterwards Avcrroes shows that the divine nature has provided him 
IAristotle] with a sunitiia of the sciences in which one can trust with the same 
confidence one has in first principles. And if Aristotle has already verified one's 
statements, then one can rest assured that the) are like the intelligible first 
principles that are derived from sense perception. And indeed, just as  it is 
unnecessary to  make the intelligibles, insofar as the) are intelligibles, rely upon 
sense perceptions. even though they come from them. so. when we. in 0111 

investigations and disputations, come t o  ;I statement that Aristotle has made. i t  
is not necessary to  inquire i f  it is true. l'or Aristotle's understanding contained 
such reliable truth that i t  could not even conceive anything false. Since mitli 

without falsehood is peculiar to the separate intelligences, the philosophers did 
well when the! called Aristotle 'the divine.' Blessed be He W h o  hiis shon 11 

providence for the human species by bringing forth ii iiiiin. singled out I>! such 

great excellence that enlighteiis all men. Verily. Averroes hiis spoken the mitli 

when lie said that Aristotle is the one who b e ~ i i n  iind the one w h o  completed." 
[-.or similar passages in praise of Aristotle, el. Averroes. l.oiiy C oni t i~c t~ t t i r~  on  
I 'hyU\.  Inii-odtiction. end (Vol. IV, 4 \ .  H -5r. B )  iind l.ot~,y ( 'i ' ininciitui~ on  111, 
A h u  (eel. Crawlord),  p. 433. Ct .  also t'.. dilson.  lli\iiir\' I J ~  ('l~t'i\liun 
Philo\oph\ in the Mic/(/le A^(,.\ (New York. 1955). p. 04;'. 11. 17. l-'oi- t l i c  

i ippli~i t ioi i  of the term "divine" to hi~iiiiin hcings. ci. t3 .  V Wol~son .  I'liiln. 1 
(C'uiiibridge. Miihs,, 1947). p. 101. 11. O X .  

16 a7-n7ntm alnii-i p i5x n ~ n  m u 3  -i-t7nyn "P aann pnyi qiy. 'UK- t ~ \ t  ot t i l l \  

phiiisc I-. i.litiicult. I took i t  in the sen-ic o i  n30ia-i ysua 7TDY-i '?ti a n a  pnyi ~ i y  
c n o s i n  n l i im n70iin yaua nvny'? "inn aw3nw"i .  
1 lie cin'rcnt piiiiiyriiph (Hebrew tc\t.  linc-i 32-29). ot vilnell the picsciit p l n i i s ~ ~  
lornis i i  piii 1. iippe~ii s in the 1 iilin \c-rsioii-. o n h  in te\t 1 I n  tin-, I ~ M .  tile p;i\-.;r-;c 
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m e  3 0  And we say that when Aristotle observed that each one of the 
individuals existing in virtue of themselves here below, called 
substances, passes from one descriptive predicate to another, he found 

that this change takes place according to  L o  kinds.I7 One kind is a 

change in descriptive predicates existing apart from the essences of the 

substances existingin virtue of themselves. This kind does not require a 

reads: "postca revertar de cis a d  compositionem naturac siniilis istis. i l l  

corporibus caelestibus." Its meaning seems to hi" "then I shall turn from ~ I I ~ M -  
matters [that is, the form and matter ofterrestrial bodies] to the composition 111 

a nature [form and matter] existing in the celestial bodies which is similar t i 1  

these [the terrestrial form and matter].'' The paragraph was probabl\ 
tr:msl~itecl into Latin from the Hebrew version. 

17 Aristotle differentiates between two kinds of "coming-to-be." naniel\. 
substantial and accidental. This distinction is developed by him as follows: ( 1 )  
( a )  There are ~ a i  TMV p t v  00 yiyveo0ai a\\& ~ 6 S e  TI yiyveoOat. "things v\liicli 
are said to become such iind such"; and (b) there are &d&K 81; yiyvecl0ui. 
* th ings  which are said to become in a n  absolute sense."(2) ( a )  The latter kind ot 
change occurs TMV oiioiMv p6vov. "only in respect to substances": ( / I )  tlic 
former kind of change occurs in respect to quantity, quality. relation. time iini.1 
place (Aristotle mentions only five accidents, but n is clear that he has all 01 

them in mind). Cf. f'Ay.i/i-.\ I, 7, 190a. 3 1 - 190b. I (ct. Averroes, I.ot;,<; 

Cotnt?~t~ t i~ur \  on  Phwo I .  t. 62. Vol. IV. 371.. B E .  and corn. 62, Vol. IV, 37r. I -  1, 
Aristotle does not distiriguish between substantial and accidental change in 
terms (if :i change in '"name and definitiim." hiit Averroes writes : " .  . .l..t lli-ic 
duae transmutationes. s. quae est in accidentibus rei et quae est in subs ti inti,^. 

coineniuiit in hoc. quod sunt alteratio eiusdem re1 dc una qualitate in almm.ci 
dc m a  dispositione in aliaiii. Scd quiii v iderunt quod qiioniam res ti'iiiisn~iit:it 111 

in quibusdiiin istis dispositionibiis. statin] nonien et deliriitio cuis 
tiiinsriiutabuntur, et in quibusdiirn lion, voca\erunt primuni moiluni 
tl-:insiiiiitiitionem in s~ihst;inti:in~ ct iilterationcm siibstiintiiilcm. ct \oc;i\ci"nni 
istii-. dispositioncs dispositioncs s~ibstantialcs. Seciinciiirn \el-o triiiisnuitiitn1- 
rieni, in qua  ncquc nomen re1 nec cius definitio triinsmutatiir. \oc;i\ciuni 
ultcrtitionciii itccidentalem," ". . . A n d  tlicse two kinds 0 1  cliangc, t l i i i t  is t l i i i t  in 
tlie accidents ol'soincthing and that in the substance ofsomething, agree in tliiv 
niiiiiel\, that the) arc the transtoi-riiation ol'that thing Irom one i-lnalit! into 
~iiiothei- iincl Iroin one disposition into another. Bin inasmuch iis t l i c ~  ] t l i ~ ,  

Anstoteliiin philosophers) saw that something m;i\ ~indergo a cliiingc in soiiie 
o thcse dispositions siicli that its name iinci delinition arc cliiiii~ed iind in sonu- 
01' these d i s p o ~ t t o n s  such t l i i i t  its namc and definition i11.c not chiinfc";d. tlic\ 
called the t'iist kind ot change. change in substanceand substantial change. iiiid 
the! called these dispositions. substantial dispositions. But the second kind o f  
chiinge, iind that is the one  in which neither t h e n a m e n o r  the c.ieSiniiuin o l  ttic 

change in the individuals underlying, as subjects, these descriptive line 3 

predicates, neither in the term by which they are called nor in their 

definition. Examples of such descriptive predicates are those called 

qualities, quantities and the other categories called accidents. The other 

kind is a change in descriptive predicates such that it demands a change 

in the individuals underlying, as subjects, these predicates, both with 

respect to the terms by which they are called and with respect to the 

definition by which their essence is indicated." This latter kind of 

change is called generation and corruption. 

When Aristotle reflected on these two kinds of change he found in each 

one of them things that are common to  both and things that are peculiar 

to each. Concerning the common things I y  that he found in both kinds of 

change, he noticed that they both have a subject that is the recipient of 

the change, inasmuch as change and motion would be impossible for 

them without a subject.20 H e  also discovered that in both kinds of 

change the precedence of non-existence is a requisite for the existence of 

that which comes to be, for only that which does not exist can come to 

QnxY '?Y mini 0li1t.This phrase. absent from all the Latin texts, is an almost 
literal translation of Aristotle's saying that Con 6 ' 6 p o ~  p i v  Loyo; 6 T O  TI fiv 
civui oqpaiviflv, "a definition is a statement signifying [literally: pointing to)i i  
thing's essence" (Topics I ,  5, IOlb, 39). Cf. Averroes' Short Commentary o n  
Topics (cd. Butterworth), Arabic: p. 161, lines 1-2; English: p. 52, lines 31-33. 
Aristotle gives a similar account of "definition" in his discussion of the term 
"substance." H e  writes: E T I  TO TI f \v eivai 06 6 Loyoc, 6 p i o p 6 ~  ~ u i  T O I ' I T ~  oi'ioia 
~ E ~ E T U I  ~ K ~ G T O U ,  "The essence, the formula of which is a definition, is also 
called the substance of each thing" (Metaph),.sics V, 8, IOITb, 21-22). Averroes' 
text of this passage reads : A^J tG'ill Ã§.,Ã 4 'e-JI b & J l d I  _^>- Jifli l̂ iu-b 
sU/lll  J  ̂ *Ij $ ̂y lÃ‡IA as?- >̂ Di , "Et etiam dicitur substantia illud. 
quod significat quid in omnibus rebus, et dcfinitioneni earum. ct hoc est 
substantia cuiuslibet rei" (I,ong Commentary o n  Metaphysics V, t. 15. Arabic: 
p. 564, lines 3-4; Latin:  Vol. VIII, 118r, B,  and  (ed. Ponzalli) p .  134. lines 12- 
13). 
0*13l m a i l .  The Latin texts state explicitly that there are five factors 
common to substantial and accidental change ("conimunia quidem sum 
quinque quac  insunt transmutationi substantial! et accidentali"). According to 
the discussion that follows, these common factors are:  (1)  ihc subject which 
underlies the change; ( 2 )  the privation of that which conics to be ;  ( 3 )  thc 
potentialit\ for that which comes to be ;  (4)  that which passes away a n d  that 
which comes to be arc contraries; and  (5 )  these contraries must belong to the 
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n o  46 actuality2' and that it should not have a form in virtue of which it would 
become a substance. For  if it had a form through which it became a 

substance, it could not receive the other forms except by destruction of 

this first form, for one form can only have one subject.?^ And if the 

subject were also a simple substance existing in actuality, it could not be 

passive and not receptive, for that which is actual cannot, insofar as it is 

actual, be the recipient of something else actual.^Therefore, the nature 
of that subject that receives the substantial forms, that is to say, the 

subject called prime matter,^ is the nature of the  potential, that is to say. 

being potential is the essential differentia"' of prime matter [as a 

subject]. Therefore, prime matter has no  proper form nor does it have a I I W  32 

nature existingin actuality, but its essence is to be only potential. It is for 

this reason that it can receive all forms. 
But " the difference that there is between the potentiality through which 

this subject becomes a substance and between the nature of the subject 

that becomes a substance through this potentiality consists in this. 

namely, that the term potentiality is predicated only in relation to  form 

Avcri-ocs stiitcs this iis f o l l o w :  " ' .  . . e l  iicciclit s ~ i b s t a n t i a e  eius. nt sit in potent ia  
o m n e s  t'oriiiiie: n o n  q ~ i o d  potent ia  eins est in substaiitiii. ita quad sit piirs 

det i i i i t ionis . .  . ," " . . . a n d  it belongs  to  t he  subs t ance  o l  mat ter .  that  it is 
potent ia l ly  ;ill forms.  However ,  potentiality is not  'in' t he  subs t ance  in such a 
m a n n e r  t ha t  it would be a par t  o f a  def ini t ion. .  ." (Lone; Commentiirjon l 'h~"i ic \  
I .  corn. 70. Vol.  IV. 41r.  F). 
. Jandunus,  iivvi.ire o l  this point ,  c o m m e n t s  that  "potentialit! is u.\ (qiui.\i) the  

substant ia l  diflerence o f  tlic subject." 
Averroes  h:is t he  following in m i n d :  being is d ivided in to  "potentialit!" iind 

"actiiiility." 0'. Metuphysics V. 7. 1017a. 35- 1017l->,Y; IX.  1. It h:is heen shown  
in the  preceding piissiige thiit p r ime  ma t t e r  is not  some th ing  existing in 

ac tua l i t \ .  Therefore ,  it mus t  b e  some th ing  existing in potentiality.  

31 T h e  text 01' the  present piissiige, which is co r rup t  in t he  Hebrew maiiiisci-ipts. 

was  reconst ructed f rom t h e  l.atiii texts iiiiij f rom a parallel passage in t he  I . o y  

Cot?i t iu~t i~ury on Ph\,\k\ ( I .  corn. 70. Vol. IV, 41r,  1;-F). In these tv\o piissiiges 
Averroes  shows  that  :I distinction must  be  miiclc between the  iiiitnrc of p r ime  
mut ter .  potentiality.  and  pr ime ma t t e r  considered a s  a s~ ib j ec t  in t h e  categor)  01 

substiiilce. 
In t he  1,ong Cotntticn/ur\ on /'/ini(,s Averroes  presents t w o  i i r ~ i i m e n t s  in 

suppor t  o f  t he  latter p ropos i t i on :  i t  p r ime  mat ter  u e r e  identical \\it11 
potentiality.  its na tu re ,  then ( I )  p r ime  ma t t e r  would be desti-oyei.1 when a g i \ en  
potentialit! is iictuali/ei.l: and  ( 2 )  pr ime  in;it tcr\\ouli . i  onl)  he  in t he  ciitcgor! o l  
relation. \\liile. i n  t ru th .  it must  iilso be  in t he  c i i t e g o ~  ot  substiince. 1lie 
i i rgui~ient  o f  t he  present pussiigc is identiciil with the  second  of these iirgtiiiients. 
A ~ e r i - o e s '  te \ t  in the  /.oÃ§: Coni t i~cniury o n  f'hy\ii.-\ reiids: "1). d .  et qu id  cst 
siihjecl urn. i. et niodiis cssent iiie cius cs t ,  q n o d  n o n  est demoi~st i - i i tum in ac tu .  

sed est qiiiisi med ium inter lion esse simpliciter et esse in iictn. I't iiccidrt 
subs t an t i ae  cius lit sit in poteiit ia onincs  I 'ormae: non  qiioil potcntiii ciiis cst in 
sul~i t i i i i t ia .  itti q n o d  sit piti-s dclinitionis.  qiioi~iiii i i .  si potentiii esset in 
~ i b s t i i n t m  eiiis. 111110 esse e m s  dest ruerctur  ah l a t ione  potciitiiie ct priicseiiti:~ 
loriiiiie in iirtu.  s.  1orni:ie. iid qiiiini li:ibehat polc~itii i i i i  in rcciperct :  ct 
i i imersiil i tei .  si potentiii cssct in substiiiitia enis. t unc  Â¥t~ihstantii  ciiis 
t 'onimpci-ctiir  iipni-i g c i i c ~ ~ i t i o n e ~ i ~ .  ct csset in p~-~ ie i i i can ' t c i~ to  ,-id i i l i ~ ~ u i d  no11 in 
1"i:i~~diciiiiieiito sub~t i i i i t i i ie .  1 's his iyitur piitet q u o d  istnd s n h ~ ~ . t i i i i i  cst 
sihit . intti i  no11 p o t c ~ i t i ~ i .  neqtie p n v u t i o :  piirs eniiii -iiihstiiiiti:ic c-it 
stih-.t i i i i t i :~..  . " 
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I 3 [and hence this subject should belong to the category of relation], while 
the subject is one of those beings that exist in virtue of themselves," the 

substances whereof exist in potentiality [and hence this subject should 

belong to the category of substance]. Therefore," [since the nature of 

prime matter is to be only potential.] it is difficult t o  conceive of it" 
except in relation to something else, as Aristotle has already pointed 

out. 35 

I e s t  7 has the additional p1ir:ise: "hoc :iiitetn subiectiini est eleiiieiitum I I I ~ L I I I ~  

aetcrnuni existentium per se." "but this subject is a n  eterniil element ol those 
tliiiigs which exist b) then ise l~es"  In texts W.I. this 1 Â ¥  c 1 c I '  it ion reads : "n 
eleniciit~im ~ii ium :icterniiin existentiurn per se." In text X .  ;is in the Hehreu 

versions. [lie additional phrase is lacking. 

~2'71. I i t e r i ' i l ~  : '"And tlierefore.'" Avermes now returns to his GII-lier discussion 
that to be potential is the nature of prinie miittcr. 
1il'X. This Hebrew term can refer to either conception b\ tile intellect or 

conception b\ the iniiigination. The [.:itin iniell(,gczre vet i t~~c~~yinur i  tiikes the 

term in both o f  these senses. However. the interpretation int~~ll(,,y(~r(~seems to he 
prel'er:ible. since "matter" is an object ofconccptioii by The intellect rather tli:in 

conception b\ the iniugiiitition. Cl .  the following note. and  Woltson. Crc"ictl\, p. 
519. 11. 21. 

Chapter One 

When Aristotle observed3b that the substantial forms" are divisible in line sx  

virtue of the divisibility of this subject - and divisibility belongs to this 
subject only insofar as it possesses quantity - he understood that the 

three  dimension^,'^ called "body," are the first thing existing in this 

subject. And  when he found that all forms have these three dimensions 

in common, while each form is distinguished by having a determinate 

only t l i ro~igh an analogy: as  a particular matter (wood) is to ii particular form 
(box), so is prinie matter to all forms. The difference between the parts of the 

analogy is that when the particular matter (wood) loses its form (box),  the 

matter still has a form of its own.  while. when prime matter loses its I'ornr n o  
other substantial form remains ( n i - 1 ~ 3  133 1wX ,n7ni7nn n-11~71 ' 7 X  l n l n n  on1Â¥' 
lDln7 on3 sin 711x7 ' 7 ~  y ~ n  on" , > h i  m i i x n  '73 '7Ã TWXTI  i n i n n  ~ n v i n  ,11nn 

-mx ,15 limn i n i n n  '3  p i  '7137 Y X  .-n~n'71 O Y Y ' ~  XWI I  XTI ?3 , n l i l x i  '73 ' 7 X  p X 1 7  

i n i n m  . i n w a  nmyyn n i i s n  ' 7 ~ 3  s i n  , n - ~ i i ~ n  n i i ~ n  n i 7 ~ 1  O X  , y ~ n  '3 i n w a  

10W3 UlWS OXY 11l~XW 103 TlWX1;1). 

Jaiidunus (34c, H - 3 4 ,  H )  produces the same argLiniei11. 

36 The analysis of the composition o t  11~1t~ir:il bodies, that is, the four elenicnts, 

s h o w ~ h a t  "dlvisibilily" is the ~iltiiiiate common property of these bodies. 

Now. bodies are divisible in virtue o f  possessing "indeterminate threc- 

dimens1c)na1ity3' ( a k Â ¥ ~ l  7n53-1 nw'7wn a7pn i?m) .  This "i~ideterininiitc three- 

d ~ n i e n s i o n a l i t ~ "  is the "t'orni" of  prinie matter. 

"L1etcrniiii:ite qiiaiitity" ( '7311~ n l n> ) ,  like any other accicleiit. belongs to a bod', 
only after the body has acquired a substantial term. Analytically speaking. 
then, prime miitter, accordiiig to Averroe-,. receives quantity and lorn1 in tlie 
following order: I'irst, the "indeterminate three dimensions." then the 

substantial form. and. finally. tl1e c1etcrin111ate dimensions that iicco111p~t11~ tlic 
s~ihstaiitiiil torni. This order coiit;iins an iiilplicil clisag-een~ciit \\ilk1 t\viccnii:i 
\ tho  niitinti~ins that no c ~ ~ i i i i i t i t ~  (it' ;in> kind can helong to ni:ittei- until niiittt'i- 

possesses ;i substantial lorin. Thus. Aviceniia's order is: corptii-e:il lorn1 (v\Iiicli 
is tlillerent from 1iiclcteriiii11:itc three-diiiiei~sioniilit~). s~ihst;iiiti:~l loim. 
iJiniension:ilit~. Cf. ;ibo\c. 11. 7. 

37 Averroes distinguishes between two forms of an element: ( 1 )  the substantial 

form (n -awn  7 l i s - l )  o r  spccitic form (n713n-l 71lY- l ) ;  and (2)  the corporeal form 
(n-owm m n j .  
According to Narboni (16Xv. 2). these mo fornis are distinguished as follows: 
n i i s3 i  .'7wn 117 n71i7i?;n1 n1w3!<n n i i x >  , n i - ~ ~ n n  n i i i s n  ni7nsyn n i i i s s  nai7 i  

o w n ]  73 '3  ,nn am n9 rn3 i  ow1 ; rn n~nwan. "the term 'substantial forms' refers 
to the 'specific forms' ;is. for example. the term 't'ire'iind the form 'air.' Now. 111 

virtue o f t h e  "corporeal form' something is a body, w hile in virtue o l t h e  'specific 
form'  it is ;i i / c f ~ t ~ i i ~  body. tor in virtue of the specilic form it becomes ii 

substance." 
3S 1.e.. the 1r~c1eteriiiii~:ite three dimensions. 



Chapter One 

IHK fti quantity of them,I9 he knew that the indeterminate dimensions become 
determinate and the ultimate dimensions in actuality only after the 

substantial forms become inherent in the subject, the case being the 

same as that of the other accidents which exist in actuality. Fo r  Aristotle 

also observed that the respective subjects of all accidents are individual 

substances existing in actuality, namely, they are those actual individual 

substances concerning whose nature it is clear that they are composed of 

forms and of a subject existing in potentiality. 

From the fact that the subject receives transitory accidents Aristotle 

also adduced proof that the subject is not a simple thing, for if it were 

39 The form of each of the four elements, earth, water, air and  fire, is accompanied 
by a definite quantity of dimensions. However, for any given element, this 
quantity ofdimension has a range delimited by a maximum and  a minimum. Cf. 
below, n. 43. 
Jandunus comments (35a, A) :  "Notandum, . . . , quod sicut unaqueque fornia 
habet qualitates determinatas, ita habet quantitatem determinatam ad 
minimum et a d  maximum. .  . ," "It is to  be noted, . . . , that just a s  every form has 
determinate qualities, so  does it have a quantity determined toward a minimum 
and toward a maximum." 
In stating that the dimensions ofeach substantial form are determined toward a 
maximum and  minimum. Averroes has the following in mind:  let it be assumed 
that a given substantial form (air, for example) inheres in a certain part of prime 
matter. Now when this element (air) composed of the substantial form and 
prime matter is heated, its dimensions begin to expand. But theelenlent retains 
the same substantial form. Therefore, the elements and  their underlying matter 
can undergo a n  increase and  a decrease in theirdimensions without there being 
added to them something from the outside or  without there being something 
taken away from them. that is. the elements and  their matter are elastic. 
The source of this discussion appears to be Physics IV. 9. 2 17a, 26-33, where 
Aristotle writes: "The same matter also serves for both a large and a small 
body. This is evident : for when air is produced from water, thesame matter has 
become something different, not by acquiring an addition to it. but i t  has 
become actually what it was potentially, and. again, water is produced from air 
in the same way, the change being sometimes from smallness to greatness, and 
sonietimes from greatness to smallness. Similarly, therefore, i tair  that is large in 
extent comes to have a snialler volume. o r  becomes greater from bciiigsmaller, 
i t  is the matter that is potentially both that comes to be each o l t h e  two." For a 
parallel discussion, cl. Dc Generalione el Corruptione, 1 .  5.  32 la. 9- 13. and 
Avcrroes. Middle Commentary o n  L)e t;cncrationc el C o i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t t o m '  I ,  Piiit V, 
cliiip. 2, Hebrew (eel. S .  Kurlaiid): p. 25. line 76-p.  26, line 79: 1 iiglisti (trails, 
Kurliincf): p. 31, lines 16-24, i ~ i d  p. 162, 11. IS: l.atiii (ed. I-'. H .  Fohes):  p .  44. 
lines 1-7. 

actually simple, it would be impossible for it to receive accidents. For  I U I V  ('7 

passivity toward the reception of something is contrary to  the actual 

possession of it.40 And as regards the existence of the indeterminate 
dimensions,-" which all forms have in common, he understood that 

prime matter is never denuded of these indeterminate dimensions, for if 

prime matter were ever denuded of them, then body would come from 

non-body and dimension from non-dimension and the corporeal form 

would change from one contrary state to  another and it would come 

upon the subject in successive and changing stages, as is the case with 

the substantial forms.42 

All this is in agreement with what appears through sense perception. 

Thus, by way of an example, when the calefactory form operates in 

water. water undergoes an increase in its  dimension^^^ and these 

dimensions approach the dimensions of air. Now, when water has 

reached the greatest quantity of dimensions which may exist in water, 

the subject divests itself of the form of water and of the maximum 

quantity of dimensions proper to water and it receives the form of air 

and the quantity of dimensions proper to  the reception of the form of 

air. The reverse takes place when the frigorific form operates in air, that 

is, the dimensions of air d o  not cease shrinking until the subject has 

40 CL Hebrew text. lines 48-50. The argument ~ f t h i s  pas sag^ shows that priiile 

matter cannot be simple in actuality, but that it must alwa)s possess a 
substantial form. .laiidunus (35a. C )  takes it to be a c ~ - ~ ~ i t i n ~ ~ a t ~ c ~ ~ i  01' the 
preceding disc~ission that the determinate dimensions are subseq~~ei i t  to the 
substantial t'c-Irni, For. since thesubject receives changing accidents. it canriot be 
simple, but must be coinposed of matter and a substantial i'oriii. 711~1s. the 
substantial form is prior to any accident. 

41 According to  Jandunus (35b, C-U) the following passage c o n t ~ ~ i i i s  two proofs 
that prime matter never exists without the indeterminate dimensions. For it' it 
did, he argues, then duringa process ofchange ( 1) one body would cease to  exist 
and a new body would come to be from nothing, o r  (2)  there would exist many 
corporeal forms which would change into one another. The first supposition is 
absurd since "ex nihilo nihil fit": the second, because the assumed corporeiil 
b r n i s  would be contraries. Corporeity, however, cannot be a contrar) since 
contraries are active, while corporeity is passive. Cf. loleclanus. p. 77, lines 17- 
11. 

42 'the substantial forms, unlike the corporeal form. can change into one another 
and thus they arc contraries. 

43 Fach o l  the lour elements has a range 01 dimensions bounded b\ a ma\inium 
and a minimum dimension. Cf. above, 11. 39. 
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I 77 divested itself of the form of air, and the form of water has come to  be. 
But as for the absolute dimensions, and those are the dimensions to  

which we apply the term "body" in its absolute sense, prime matter 

never divests itself of them, as it never divests itself of the rest of the 

accidents common to  all ofthose bodies that change into their contrary, 
o r  to two o r  more of them, an  example of the latter case being the 
property of transparency, which fire and air have in common. 

Inasmuch 44 as the form of the indeterminate three dimensions is the first 

44 13 ?Dl77 . . . :wnw nn'71. ' rhe argument of this passage is ii1e;iiit to show lh:it t l ~ e  
substantial forms, that is. the forms of  the four elements, are contraries. 
However, the text is difficult and  there is a considerable difference between the 
Hebrew and  the Latin versions. 
According to Narboni's interpretation of the Hebrew text (I69r.  1-2) the 
substantial forms are contraries because they succeed one another in prime 
matter, and they succeed one another because: ( I )  two s i ibs tmia i  forms 
cannot inhere simultaneously in the same quantitatively determined part of 
prinie matter; (2)prime matter canriot simultaneously be tree of the form that is 
destroyed and that which produces destruction; and  (3) the form that conles to 
be must come to  be through a n  agent that brings it from potentiality to 
actuality. For the details of Narboni's argumenr. cf. below. nn. 45-49. 
The Latin of  this passage reads: "Et quia ilia forma, scilicet fornla dimensionis 
non terminatae existit in prima materia primitus, et succedit sibi in ea [for 
correction of thib text, cf. below, n. 461. cum sit impossibile hoc subiect~im 
recipiens duas earum in existentia terminatae quantitatis. ideo in~possibilc est a 
subiecto denudare formam, vel subiectunl denudari a forma, nisi per forinac 
destructionem. Nec est etiam possibile ipsam lien in subiecto, nisi per agens 
extrahens illam rk' potentia in actu. LJnde necesseest has formasesse contr;iri;is 
adco, quod altera corrumpat suam contrariam, et subiectum reciperet fornianl 
similem." 
Coii~iiienting on this Latin text, Jandunus writes (35d. E-F): " . . .dici t .  quad 
ista f'orma interminatue dimensionis, i. dinlcnsiones internlinatae. c~uae  
appellantur ah aliyuibus h a e  corporeitatis, existunt prinlo in ni~iteria prima. 
dimensiones autem terminatae succedunt sibi inviceill in materia, cum 
impossibile sit formas substantiales. quac habent proprios terminos et 
distinctos suaruin quantitatum simul existens in eadem portione iiiateriac, icico 
impossibile est unrini formam substantialem denudare a subiecto, vel 
subiectum denudari a forn ias~~bs tan t ia l i  nisi per corruptioncn~ f o r m  illius.. . . 
nec eti:ini possibile cst fieri in hoc s~ibiecto nisi per agcns extr;ihc11s illa~lam Je 
potciltia in actuni. Et ideo necesse a t  form;is subst~iiiti:~Ies fise contr:iri;Is. ita 
quod altera corrumpit rilteriinl cui succedit vel a g m s  generiirls u11rin1 f.orm;iili 
corruiiipit iiIi~1111 prius existeiltein, et tI1ncs~1biect11111 recipit l'ori11;1111 sir1iiIen1, 5 

ipsi agcnn." "...he [Averrocsl states that this form of indeter11ii11~1te 
dimension. that is the indeterminate dimensions, which are called by some the 

form residing in prime matter,45 [one substantial form]Â¥" comes upon i t  I I I W  x: 

in succession t o  another [only] as  a result of change - seeing that it is 

not possible for this quantitatively indeterminate matter to receive two 

of the four substantial forms [simultaneously] in one and the same 

abode of determinate q ~ a n t i t y , ~ '  nor is it possible that both, the 

substantial form that is being destroyed and its contrary, the successive 

substantial form that is destroying, should be without prime matter as 

their subject,48 nor is it possible that the form that comes to be as a 

form of  corporeity, exist first in prime matter. while the determinate dimensions 
succeed one another in prime matter, inasmuch as it is impossible that the 
substantial forms that have proper and  distinct limits belonging to  their 
quantities should simultaneously exist in the same portion ofprime matter. For 
this reason it is impossible to  strip a substantial form h m  the primary subject 
o r  to remove that subject from a substantial form, except by destruction ol'that 
substantial form .... Nor again is it possible that the substantial form that 
succeeds the one that is destroyed should come to  be in this subject except 
through an agent that brings it from potentiality to  actuality. And, therefore. 
the substantial forms must by necessity be contraries such that one substantial 

form destroys that other that it succeeds or  that the agent that brings one form 
into being destroys another form that existed before, as  a result of which the 
subject receives a similar form, that is a form that is similar to  that agent." 
Narboni  explains ( 169r, 1) : T m n  '71~33 '7U3n ~ '71  p i w i n  ln lnn  DUVS'  ~ ' 7  9 \"l 

nw-innn'7 nn9?p 1xwn '73x n*nmn, "i.e., . . . p  rime matter does not divest itself of 
the indeterminate three dimensions nor docs it cease t o  exist when an\ one 
substantial term ceases to  exist, but it remains fixed tor the term that is 
generated." 
n7nxYn 7111xn,forma substun~iu/i.s. This term, which is lacking in all the versions. 
has been s~ipplied from Narboni's commentary, the text of which reads (169r. 
I ) :  n7nxyn n11xn nx17 ,?inn? ixa 2py3 195~ s i a m i - ~ n x  x m .  
1.e.. if one substantial form, earth for example, subsists in a given part ofprime 
matter and thus imposes upon that part of prime matter the diii~erisions proper 
to  i t  (earth) ,  then another substantial form, water for example, cannot subsist 
simultaneously in the same quantitatively deterniined part of prime r11ritter. 
Narboni cc~iiinieiits (169r. I) :  ~'71TIn i n  '7331nn p5nn nÂ¥sl7,'73~1 1nx ]3Wn2 110x1 
7n3 ni-l itn 'niy 153 17'7s 1'7in-w ~ W Q X  Â¥Â W7xn Tinln nin311 \lWxln. For the term 
p u n ,  Jr f ,  cf. Wolfson, Cre.sca.s, p. 577, n. 15. 
-pn m ~ o s n n i  onn - io~nn 5x ns'7mn niiÂ¥i x w i ~ n n  n i i y  JWW i w ~ x  ŝ. 

Narboni interprets this passage as it it were 711X7n HWW 0111 ^W 1 W W  'K 

1977 Xln 7-09nnl 0173 7DB717 '7u n3'7lnn. He writes (169r. 2 ) :  W p 1031 5nX13... 
'3 ,nni;7n3 n5nn x7n1 ,n339nn n-io~nnl n-nyan ni ixnn a n y  xwim n3nw i w w  
n11xn ~ 3 ' 7 -  i n w a  13 np'7nonn n-lixn ~ i w x l n  in inn  u w w  13 i w x  nny inixa 
 in^ '731 .ninY 'nip p3-in3 i~ ^mx ln'733 IWX-I[~I + i v n  n ' ~ f  ,K'? D K ~  .n'7 n'7apnn 
ipw Dnn, "'...By this he n1e;iils that it is impossible that the subject he free 
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I L K  x4 successor to  the one that is destroyed should be generated in the subject 
except through an agent which brings it from potentiality to 

actuality4'-it follows from these considerations that the substantial 

forms must be contraries so  that each one of them at  some time destroys 

its ~ o n t r a r y , ~ ' t h e  result being that the subject receives a form similar to 

the one  bringingabout the d e s t r u c t i ~ n . ~ ' T h u s .  the forms of the elements 

are contraries and they reside in a single subject. Therefore we say that 

things undergoing change are in some respect contrary and in some 

simultaneously from the form that ceases to  exist and  from the one th~i t  brings 
about  [its] destruction, which is a contrary, this latter form being the one that 
takes the place of the former. For  in the same instant in which prinie matter 
strips off the form that ceases to he, in the very same instant [actually he means 
'in the very next instant'] it puts on  the form that it receives. Il'this werenot the 
case, either prinie matter would be without form o r  two instants would overlap. 
and each of these assumptions is false." 

49 Narboni comments (1691, 2 ) :  nya-1'7 p i n  in i31  x'7x '73pnj 1-KV " i n  , n s i 3 . ,  . 
, i n x  1 x 5  '7370 ismv i i y v  i v x s  iinitz , iv i  73 inxv  i n s  ,p'?i . i 3 m  i n i x  n w s n  
11'7 ' 7 3 ~  ,?so Â¥" i'? y-an ' ? m p  n i x y x n v  wivs'? nY"T-1 nxT w v o i n n  115 nvny K'? n in 

o i s v i v  115 xsn i  n'?vn i '?yisw i i y r  i v x s  n5ix .my K'? , in ix7sn n i i v s x  wisv'? 

KXDl l '? l '?~V, " . . . h e  means t o  say, the reason [that a n  agent is necded] is that 
nothing belongs to the recipient [that is, prime niatterlexcept to be prepared for 
the attainment of the existence of that thing [that is. the substantial form that is 
generated]. Therefore, as  Averroes states, when we know that something may 
be the recipient o f  something else, we have n o  right to infer on  the basis o t th i s  
knowledge that that which is received will undoubtedly come upon the 
recipient, but we only may decide upon the possibilityofitsexistence, no  morc. 
But when we know that there exists the perfect agent for the production ofthat  
which is received, we have the right todecide that that which is produced b\ this 
agent must also exist.'' 

50 Cf. Aristotle, De Generalione et Corruptione 11. 4. 33la. 12-23. 
51 Literally: " . . a n d  thin the snbjcct receives in itselfa form siniilar to it." 

Tc~ledanus (p.  86. lines 15-16): ". . .et quodsubiectum recipiat forniain similcm 
forme corrumpentis quod est agens," ". . . a n d  that the subject receives a form 
that is similar to the forni that brings about  destruction, and  this [form] is the 
agent." 
Jandunus (35d, F ) :  ". . .et tune subiectum recipit forman1 similem, scilicet, ipsi 
agenti," " . . . a n d  the subject receives a similar form. i.e.. [a forni] siniilar to the 
agent." 
In accordance with the Latin version of this phrase ("et siibiectum recipiat 
t'orniani m i l e m " ) ,  I changed the fiebrew text to 13 TO117 "msi xWi17 '?ap7i. 

The Hebrew manuscripts in the best version have the r e a d h g :  KViI1n msn1 

13 "l177. "the result being that there is destroyed in the subject a form similar to 
It". 

respect similar.52 It follows as a corollary that if there exist simple 
I I W  X H  

bodies" whose forms have no contraries, it will necessarily be true in 

regard to these forms that they are not generated o r  corruptible and that 
they d o  not possess a common subject. 
All this being as we have described, it should be clear to  you that the 

cause of the destruction and the generation of existing things is the 
contrariety belonging to  their forms. As for the common subject, it has 

no proper form/l  but it is potentially receptive of enumeration that is 

applicable t o  forms differing in species and also of enumeration that is 

applicable t o  forms differing in number o r  that is according to the 

distinction between great and small." 

According to  Narboni (1691, 2), things undergoing change arc similar in that 

they have the same underlying subject and thcy differ in that the form 
producing the change is different from the for111 changed. Narboni adds that the 
two respective forms must be the same in genus, but  different in species: . I X l '  

~ ' s j n n n  ,1103 n9mnn n+ysnnm o + ~ i s n v - a ' ?  ,rms^i 1971 x v i i n  im nni-in T'^> 

. . . r a n .  

h n d u n u s  interprets ( 3 5 4  H ) :  " .  . . nam passiva sunt in priiicipio contraria 
agenti, in tine vero sirnilla.. . ," " ,  , . t o r  the things undergoing change are in the 
beginning of the change contrary to  the agent. but in the end similar to i t . .  . ." 
Narboni 2):  D"Q3QV7 D3?XLJan ,7Xl7,  "i.e.. the heavenly b ~ d i e ~ " ;  
Jmciunus  ( 3 h ,  A ) :  ". . .u t  sunt formae caclestes," "i.e.. the iieavcnly forms." 
N x b m  (1(19r, 2 ) :  i n insya  , ' IYT, "he means to say [it has no proper form] in 

virtue of itself." 
P r i m  mutter, which has the indeterminate dimensions as its immedi.ile form. 
can receive quantitative determination, that is, the determinate dimensions, in 

two W W :  ( 1 )  i t there inhere two or moreoftheformsofthetourelements. that 
is 1 0  sa) ,  forms differing in species, in a given part of prime mattci. then the 
dimensions ut' that part of prime matter are determined by the sum of  the 
respecnve dimensions proper to each o t  these forms: (2)  if there inheres only 
one of the terms of the loin' eleinenti in a given part of prime inatter, then the 
dimensions of that part of prime matter arc determined h? the dimensions 
proper to  this one form. These latter dimensions, in turn. are determined in two 
w a y :  ( a )  according to discrete quantity, that is, according to the number of 
"units" of tha t  single forni that are present in agiven part o lpr ime matter: and  
(11) accordiiig to continuous q,.antity, that is, accorcling to the position that tins 
01-111 11;:s \vithiil the r:iiige of t111nensions possible lor it. 
1 lie p!lr:isc p p l l  '71713 77 l U W  [~rescnts  diffic~iltics of interpreliilion. 
espt.'ci:~ll~ since in the wbsequent passage (Hebrew text. lines 90-97) ~ \ \ e r r o ~ ' s  
oi i~i ts  it I~roin Ins ei1~irilcr:it1oi1 of the w:i\s in which prime in:~ttei- 111;i\ become 
u u a ~ i t i t a t ~ \ c l \  iJctermincd. As in> interpretation shows, I took this phrase .is 
~-etciring to an car l ic r  passiigc of the text in which ~ \ \ e ~ r o e s  states thtit the 
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I The reason for all thiss6 is that this subject first receives the 
indeterminate three dimensions that are susceptible of division, and 

that it is potentially many.57 For  if the subject did not possess the 

indeterminate dimensions, it could not receive simultaneously, that is, 
in different parts of itself, either those forms that differ in number o r  

those forms that differ in species, but there would exist in it58 only one 
form at  a given time. On the other hand, if matter, despite being one in 

number, were not potentially many, then it would never have been 
denuded of that form of which it happened to be the recipient and that 

form would have been in the very essence of that underlying matter, so 

that it would be impossible that that underlying matter should be 

dimensions proper to  a given form of the four elements may fall within a range 
of dimensions limited by maximum and  minimum dimensions, depending on 
the physical conditions under which this element exists (fjebrew text. lines 72- 
77; cf. above, n. 39). 
The Latin versions have et quae sit secundum mains el minus. Jandunus taking 
the phrase as if it were el quae s in t . .  . refers it to the precedingformas d iversa~ .  
Thus he comments (36a, C):  " .  . . i. materia prima, quae est in potentia aci 
omnes formas nullam habet de se, sed est rccipiens numerum s e c i i n i l ~ ~ i ~ i  
d i v e r t s  formas numero et spene :  et secundum diversas formas secundiim 
inagis et minus, i. quod ipsa maleria prima est recipiens numerum per f'ornias 
diversas secundum magis pcrfectum et minus perfectum: cui~isniodi sunt 
forniae siniplicium et niixtorurn," "'. . . i e . ,  prime matter that exists in 
potentiality toward all forms, without having any form of its own. but it 
receives numerable quantity in accordance with forms differing in number and  
species, and in acc(.~xiarice with forms diftcring according to  more and less. I .? . .  
that this prime matter receives numerable quantity through forms that clift'er in 
that they are more and less perfect. Forms of this kind are those of simple and  

mixed things." 
56 Narborii ( M r .  2):  37W-X-I i  "ra  ̂'n ,nilnnn 711 53 n33 1'713p , m ; ' i . e . .  that the 

subject receives potentially all this en~imeratioii, i.e., the specitic and the 
particular.'' 
Toletianus (p. 90, lines 13-14): "quia contraria traiisi11~1tarlt el corr~it~ii3ant 
s e . .  . ," 3.e . .  that the coii[r:~ries tr:111sform and destroy one anotl ier . .  . ." 
Jandunus (Ma, D ) :  "scilicet, quod hoc ~ ~ i b j e c t u i n  c'.t in potcntiii recipiei~i 
f ~ m n a s  cliversas in iiumer(> et specie," 3 .e . .  that this subject recci\es potentiall! 
the forms ciiffering in iiuriibe~- a n d  species." 
According to the q u m c n t  that follows. Jiirid~11111s' for-iiiiiI:~tiori is the t m t .  

57 1.e.. that i t  potcntiaill! ren-'ivc\ iii:iriy substantial forms. 
58 Narboni (16%.  I ) :  T l W 7  " 7 1 ~  '73 p3 ,7X13. "1.e.. in the whole prime niiitter" 

( the same 1iitciprctati(~11 is Sound in Tol~'tl~ii111s anci . I ~ I I ~ C ~ L I I ~ ~ I S .  ml / D C . ) .  

completely denuded of its form or  that it should lose this form and I,"C I O U  

obtain another.59 
Inasmuch60 as  this subject receives many forms simultaneously only in 

virtue of having received the three dimensions first, it is clear that if this 
subject were to possess only one form continuously, it would be 

numerically one in an  absolute manner6I and no multiplicity could be in 

I accepted the text o f t h e  Latin versions: "aut corrumperetur ilia forma, et alia 
forma generaretur." The Hebrew text of the manuscripts, which has the two 
verbs of this phrase in the active instead o f t h e  passive, reads : 711Sn l'DQ3W ~ ' 7 1  
i n k  ~~~~~1 x3nn. In the case of the  first verb of the phrase, the Hebrew translator 
took the underlying Arabic ^ -AÃ‘which  read as a first form, has a passive 
sense, and,  read as a fourth form, a n  active sense-as active. Similarly, in the 

case of the second verb, he may have misread a n  underlying dp(passive) as 
d$ (active). The Hebrew text of the De Substantia Orbiscontains a number of 
other passages in which the Hebrew translator took an Arabic active as passive 
and vice versa, o r  in which he appears to  have misread a n  Arabic word. For 
examples, see above, chap. 1, n. 5; below, chap. 2, nn.  27, 37; chap. 4, n. 21;  
chap. 5, n. 15. For  a discussion of the problem of mistranslations, cf. my 
Introduction, above, p. 24. 
This passage introduces Averroes' polemic against Avicenna's arguriient, that 
"form" must precede "dimension" in prime matter. Averroes shows here that, 
o n  the contrary, "indeterminate three-dimensionality" must precede "forn~." 
u5nina i m n a  ins x i w  mannna nnx rms x h  537 x'? ax XWII?W -1xan7, This 
reading, based on  the Latin texts, is preferable to  the reading of the Hebrew 
manuscripts, which is: lx3nni , m n n m  nnx mix x'7x 5ap' x5 XlnW lX3nn 
. . ."IDDl l n x  nx swill7W. It is possible that the text of the Hebrew manuscripts 
is due to a scribal error, for if the phrases N1nW lX3nJ and OS X W l l J W  1 X l I l - I l  of 
the Hebrew manuscripts are exchanged, almost the exact reading ol'thc Latin 
will result. 
Narboni explains the just-cited text of the Hebrew manuscripts as  follows 
( 1 6 9 ~ .  1-2): 711x7 xy"n , 7 x ~  .n-innna nns ' m x  x'?x + x'? x i w  ixann -~nx  71Y 

'7s; V^ , n x a  p5nn~ xini ,a^^MO -537 ' 7 ~  .a'n51wnn aypnlnn x7n liw n3nwm 
i p j n n n  13 nasiwi n x - i  pjnnm ,n1nx m i x  i n x  p5n1 nnx m i x  h p "  i l n n  p5nw 
711x7 jap7 x'7i ,n5nn nin3-I ' 7 3 7 ~  -ins na-~iyni n ~ ~ n o n l  13 nuwsnn XWI -ins 

x5 -mxi '7in 1nx 13 a7pn1nn 9 .Wm â 3 1sna1 . '7~m p5nn1 ppn1 51-117 x v n  
pwi u'?nina - 1 3 0 ~ 3  7nx [OX xwi3nw nuwiiw -1x3nni , - i ~  l n x  i l n x  1-1~1 ,a7ip 
'131 '131 13. "'it is clear that the subject receives only one form always'. i.e., the 
corporeal form that is indeterminate three-dimensionality. And this subject is 
divisible in virtue of the substantial form since part of the sub.ject receives one 
substantial t 'orn~,  while ~inotlier part of it receives some other substantial S~1rni. 
and the corporeiil form that resides in the subject is divided b\ the division of 
the subject, tor the corporeal form is spread throughout the subject. and 
entangled and  intermixed with it. inasmuch as the subject receives i.1iiantity 
first. A n d  this corporeal form does not receive the attributes o l m o r e  and  less, 
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m e  104 it at all, either potentially o r  actually. Furthermore, this subject would 
not be divisible by a form. nor would that one form which has been 

assumed t o  reside in it be divisible by the division of the subject. The 
reason for all these conclusions would be that  the subject does not 

receive the indeterminate quantity prior to  receiving the form. F o r  if the 

subject were to  receive this indeterminate quantity first, it would be 

divisible by the substantial form, and the substantial form, in turn, 

would be divisible by its division, that is to  say, by the division of the 

subject, and the activities of this form would be finite in accordance with 

the finiteness of the quantity proper to it,62 and the form would be 

capable of receiving the distinction of great and small and part and 

whole. 

Now." if there existed here below a form that does not receive the 

distinction of great and small and is not divisible by division of its 

subject and of which the subject is not  divisible by division of that 

form - wherein by the expression "division of form" I mean the 

diversification of it 64 - it is evident that the primary dimensions would 

not settle upon the subject belonging to  this form nor would those 

primary dimensions exist in it until after the form has settled upon it, 

and when I use the term "after" I have in mind posteriority in respect to 

existence, not posteriority in respect to time.65 The case of the primary 

and those of part and  whole. The  opposite is the case in respect t o  the substance 
of the celestial sphere, for in it the dimensions are subsequent upon the form 
and they are not prior to it. Therefore Averroescontinues: 'Andit  is clear that it 
the subject were numerically one  in a n  absolute manner a n d  it would contain no  
multiplicity' etc." 

62 Since, according to the argument, the substantial form inheres in the bod! in 
virtue of the indeterminate three dimensions, the substantial form will be finite 
in accordance with the finiteness of the body. A finite form can produce only ;I 
finite activity. Cf. Jandunus.  ad lor. 

63 The following argument is the converse of that of the preceding paragraph. 
64 -ig?nn-i3. That is, if it is assumed that the subject is not divided by possessing a 

number of units of that one form which has been assumed to exist in it. C'l. 
Hebrew text, lines 91 fi., a n d  above, n. 55 .  
The underlying Arabic term was probably LpV-s-l J . 

65 pT"i's'7 i n x  x1' nixlxn-i 93'7 i n x  1'"i. E/ inteiiiw post . w c u ~ ~ / u t t ~  VSM~, nun pn\i 

Â¥sccuni.lun tempus. This reading is found in M S S i  .X .  and in t i l l  the I a tm texts. In 
its place, or in acidition to  it, the remaining Hebrew inanuxripts  havc the rather 
a w k ~ t i r d  phrase mlnT-i ymln-1 n l x ~ n a  i w x  ni3pnin-i ' 7 7  Accordiiig to  
Narboni's interpretation this Hebrew phrase and  the passage in which i t  occurs 

dimensions would then be like the case of all the accidents existing in IILK 1 1 2  

prime matter, that is, the primary dimensions would exist in prime 

matter only insofar as prime matter possesses a form existing in 

actuality. 

For  this reason Avicenna thought that the case of the three dimensions 

which exist in matter absolutely, that is to  say, the [three] indeterminate 

dimensions, is the same as the case of the determinate dimensions in it. 

And he asserts that it is impossible but that a primary form settle upon 
the primary matter prior to  the settlement upon it of the primary 

 dimension^.^^ And many absurdities follow from this view. Among 

would havc to be translated " .  . . it is evident that the primary dimensions would 
not settle upon the subject belonging to  this form nor would dimensions (1 havc 
in mind thosedimensions whose dimensionality is temporally dimensional in its 
existence) exist in i t  until after the form has settled o n  it." I he phrase in 
parentheses is equivalent to  "the determinate three dimensions." Narboni 
comments (169r, 2 ) :  ' nx i l  nlnxYn m x - 1  >in l n x  x ' ? ~  D'pn1n-i 13 lXxn^ X h Y l  

i v x  ni7pnin-i 311:n i i n x  xirn o ' " 7 ~ ~ n - i  ~"pn1n-i niis-i +in i n x  n-xxna-i avpnins 
"InT-i "pninn nix7xn3. 
Toledanus comments (p.  93, lines 3-4): " . . .according to  the nature and 
causality of the thing and not according to some duration." 
Jandunus,  citing a different example for "priority according to  nature." writes 
(36c, G-H):  "As Averroes points out  in 4 De Cuelo, an agent that produces 
change in respect to  the accidents proper to  this form, i.e., i n  respect to the 
quantity and quality proper to  the form. These two changes are simultaneous 
according to time but not according to  nature, for the cause is by nature simply 
prior to  the effect, though it is not prior according to  time." 
For the distinction between "prior according t o  nature" and "prior according 
to time," cf. Aristotle, Cutcyorii", 12;MetaphysicsV. 11, 1018b. 14-19; 1019a. I- 
14. 

66 Medieval philosophers agreed that the first form of matter is the "corporeal 
form," but they differed concerning the nature of this form. As has been seen, 
Averroes' opinion was that the indeterminate three-dinlensions are identical 
with the corporeal form. Avicenna, whose opinion is recorded here, held that 
the corporeal form could riot be ide!itical with indeterniinate three- 
diiiicnsionality, which is an accident, but must be a form in the catcgoi-y o f  
substance, which is prior to any dimensionality. Cf. above. 11. 7. 
Narboni describes the difference between Averroes and Avicenna as follows 
1 6 9 v ,  2-  170r. I ) :  
nw5v 13 i n i n y  ~ W D X  i w x  ninm'nn x x ^ n  manw awn3 ?I'D p x w  "I i ixx 'a i  
w s ~  i r x i  .ninx "mx nrna "nja - i ~ i v x i  "71773 xxnm n i n t t ' a v p ~ ~  i-m ., . . o-ni5w 
i o n 7  "nxm m'7iaya in inw nw1'iwn-i m w a  ,iDn3i ~ o i - i  in i l  nnain m p n  niL?w-l 
o~s1'nnoi , D V ~  xi-w o m  i n x  '731' i n x 3  731 n'nw1-i -iiixa alsniwn ~ ' 7 3  n-nia-ii 

owan ixwli 715' 1x3 X1-i '3 nip3i-i i r x i  ,-in D W ~  iv a3i n i w n  ni i ix3 
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I us them: that the substantial forms would not be divisible by the division 
of the primary matter, that the forms would not receive theattributes of 

ins n i p m  i 1 ~ ~ 1  o y m n - ~  n 5 i ~  x3n n-nwin n i i ~ ~ w  nlin 3 ~ 3 0  \wv m n  i u i m  "13-1 
IT n ' 7 ~  I?> '73Ã ,ininxy'? 1'7 p n y  nip>Ttw Y ~ U  x'7i -9ny p q o n  i n n i x  iawnw 

i i o n - i  .isloiv ,nni l  07pnin;wi ~ i w x i ~  hii inu-'wsn x'7 i w x  xi11 
"7rn-i nu*vs7 x'7 1wx om 03pninn an n 7 m n  m s n w  i n x ~  175~ p ' m  ~ w i i  pi 
iion71 i ~ o v  o3pnin'i ?3 o"73nan ovpninn om ,on+sni on'73m U W D " ? ~  TWXTI 

n i i ~ o n  13~17 i>wii3sa p y n  11 i i x m  i i s i xn  i3s i  . i in i3w x'7 ' 7 3 ~  
"The explanation of  this is that Avicenna thinks that 'body' is a term applying 
to the substantiality that has the possibility that  the three indeterminate 
dimensions.. . rest in it. This is what is meant by 'corporeity,' which is the first 
form existing in matter as  yet undistinguished by any other form. This 
corporeity is not o f the  nature ofdimension, which is an accident in the category 
of quantity and may change. increase and decrease, as for exanlple in the case of 
three-dimensional wax, which changes in respect to  roundness, and  in the case 
of air. which decreases [in quantity]. All bodies have the corporeal form in 
common and in virtue of it each one is said to  be a body. And they differ in 
virtue of  the specific forms through which they a re  called a particular body. 
And the corporeal form is not identical with cohesion, f o r a  body can bedivided 
and still remain a body. 
"From this it is clear that Avicenna assumes that the corporeal form is other 
than the din~ensions and it is not cohesion as Algazali and Joseph ben Yohai 
[i.e., Joseph ben Judah  ibn 'Aqnin, 1160-12261 thought, and  cohesion is not 
essentially necessary to its nature. But the corporeal form is other than this, for 
the corporeal form is something that prime matter docs not strip off, while the 
dimensions change, increase a n d  decrease. 
"But Averroes argues against this, maintaining that the 'dimensions'are indeed 
the corporeal form and that prime matter does not strip them off, but it only 
puts off their boundary and  their limit, and these arc the determinate 
dimensions. For while dimensions increase and decrease they d o  not change 
[completely]. And we have already explained these things at length in o u r  
commentary o n  [Algazali's] M a e i d  at-Falasij(~h." 
Joseph ibn 'Aqnin, as  mentioned in the just-quoted passage, holds an opinion 
different from that ofNarboni .  Yet, comparing Narboni's commentary with the 
passage in which Ibn 'Aqnin discusses the same problem, we find that. though 
the doctrines differ, the wording in the two passages mutatis mutandis is almost 
identical. Cf. lbn 'Aqnin, in : Ma'arnar.. . , ed. Morit7 Lhwy (Berlin. 1879) pp.  
11-12. 
Narboni thus based his version on  Ibn 'Aqnin's text. o r  perhaps both texts go 
back to  an underlying third text. 
J a n d u ~ ~ u s  reproduces the opinion of Avicenna as follows (3<3d, E-F): "The 
opinion ot' Avicenna, according to  chapter 2 of the first tractate of'his A/.STiufa. 
is as  follows: the form 'corporeity' exists in prime matter and the three 
dimension-, are changeable according to the true nature of the substantial 
forms, just as wax. when i t  is divided into parts and squeezed and  folded 
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great and small," that they would be eternal, not divisible by division of line I IX  

the s ~ b j e c t , ~ ~ a n d  that they would not have a contrary diverse from them 

in subject.6y Finally, if what has been assumed were true, then matter 

would not receive any other form apart  from that  one form which would 
be proper t o  it.'" 

Aristotle gave an account of those properties that belong to  generated 

beings in virtue of their subject and in virtue of their forms, these 

properties being the ones through which generation and corruption 

comes to these beings, that is, to the individuals which exist in virtue of 

themselves. H e  showed, in addition, that the celestial bodies are neither 

generated nor  c o r r ~ p t i b l e . ~ '  As a result of this he denied71 that the 

together with the fingers, receives many shapes while it itselfalways remains a 
body through the form 'corporeity', which all these shapes have in comnIon. 
Thus  Avicenna states that the form of  body is in prime matter. and that the 
indeterminate dimensions are subsequent upon this common form. But in itself 
this corporeity is free from any particular form existing in actuality. And thus it 
has the power to  receive the specific form that can belong to  i t ,and its power to 
receive the specific forms occurs in two ways, universal and  particular. It has the 
universal power insofar as this corporeity is considered absolutely, i.e.. 
common to all, but it has the power in a particular sense insofar as  that 
corporeity is determined through some attributes toward certain forms and  not 
toward others. And thus body. insofar as  it is body, has this power and  the form 
corporei ty '  primarily and  generally. This is Avicenna's opinion.'' Cl'. 
Avicenna, Al-LSh'/a', Metaphysics, 11. I, Arabic: (ed. Anawati and Zayed), p. 
63, line 3 - p .  64, line 4 ;  Latin:  (ed. 1508), 75r, 2-75v, 1. 
For  a discussion of Avicenna's doctrine of "corporeal form," cf. A . M .  
Goichon, LA Distinction de ['Essence el de I'Exisrence d'apres Ihn Sina (Paris, 
1937), pp .  425-439, especially p. 431, line 21-p .  432, line 6, and n. 6, pp.  435- 
436. This discussion is especially valuable for its numerous references to  the 
sources a n d  because it shows, in the just-mentioned note, that the textual 
evidence supports Averroes' interpretation of Avicenna. 

67 Cf. Hebrew text. lines 109-1 14. 
68 CT. Hcbrew text, lines 95-101. 
69 W113 07'7 'pnnn. The underlying Arabic was probably ?>̂ I 4 ,d & 

The Latin reads: "et ipsanl non habere contrarium sibi succedens in eodem 
~ i b i e c t o . "  The meaning of the Latin is that the assunied h i m  would have no  
contrary that succeeds it in the subject a s  a result olchange.  0, Hebrew text, 
lines 87-90, 

70 Ct. Hebrew text, lines 95-101. 
71 Cf'. De Carlo 1, 3, 270a. 12-22. 
72 p5n, negavit. In accordance with the reading of the Latin version, I changed the 

phrase 1'7 0 ' 7 ~ 1  of the Hebrew manuscripts to the present reading. 1his reading 
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I celestial bodies possess a subject that is receptive t o  enumeration and 
division in virtue of the fact that  the absolute dimensions settle upon it 

before the form is settled upon it, thereby also denying that  the celestial 

bodies are many in potentiality though one in number. Furthermore, 
Aristotle denied regarding the forms of the celestial bodies that they are 

divisible by division of their subject and that their activities are finite in 

virtue of their own finitude, for  in the case of forms divisible by the 

division of their subject, the potentiality of the whole is greater than the 

potentiality of a part." 

Inasmuch as Aristotle found that  the activities of the celestial forms are 

infinite, he concluded that those forms d o  not settle upon their subject 

by means of the indeterminate three dimensions, that is tosay,  since the 

forms d o  not exist by means of the indeterminate dimensions, they are 

not forces in bodies. And from the difference between the force of the 

whole and  that of a part  in the case of the forms divisible in virtue of the 
division of their subject, he demonstrated apodictically that it is 

impossible that a power producing an  infinite activity should exist in 

a finite body o r  that an  infinite power should exist in a finite 

body.74 
After these premises were set down by Aristotle 75 and after he found 

that the celestial forces act with an infinite activity he drew the following 

is also justified by the parallelism of the discussion. In the succeeding passage 
(Hebrew text, lines 126-1271 Averroes denies that certain properties belong to 
the form of the celestial bodies, while in the present passage he denies certain 
properties of their subject, that  is, their matter. 
Narboni, accepting the original reading o f t h e  Hebrew manuscripts, applies the 
present passage to the sublunar bodies. Narboni comments (170v. 2) :  T ~ O N  

cnosi- i  [mn'? wvi IXT .niannn 5 3 7  x v i i  an'? Â¥T'I ann 15 o5w1, "When 
Averroes says that 'it is concluded by him [Aristotle]concerning them that they 
have a subject receptive of enumeration,'  in using the term 'subject' he has in 
mind the subject of those things that a r e  generated and  corruptible." 
Cf. Hebrew text. lines 132-134. 
Cf. PhjSs/cs VIII, 10, 266a. 24-266b. 24. 
. e . ,  that no  infinite force can be in a finite body nor a finite force in an infinite 
body. 
For the present proof only the first part of this premise is required. However, 
Averroes assumes an additional proposition that he does not mention 
explicitly, namely, that the body of the heavenly bodies is finite in extension. 
This is proved by Aristotle in De Caelo 1, 5-7. 
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conclusions: the celestial forces d o  not inhere in a subject at all, they do  I I W  I i d  

not have a matter which receives then1 by means of the indeterminate 
dimensions, they d o  not have a matter in virtue of which they are 

potentially many, they are not recipients of the attributes of great and 

small, and they d o  not have a contrary. All these conclusions follow 
from the fact that these forms act with an infinite activity. And all this is 

discussed in the Physics.'" 
When Aristotle also investigated concerning the nature of the celestial 
bodies in the first book of the De Caelo. he demonstrated that they arc 

simple, since their motion is simple,77 and that their nature is a nature 

which is neither heavy nor light, that is, they are not ordinarily 

described by the terms of heaviness or lightness."Since it became clear 

to him that heavy and light bodies are contraries because their motions 

are contrary to  each other and since it also became clear to  him that the 

motions of the celestial bodies d o  not possess contraries o r  contrariety, 

he concluded from this that the celestial bodies arc neither generated 

nor corruptible,^ and that they do  not have a subject which receives the 

dimensions first [and then the forms], and hence that their forms are 
divisible by the division of their subject. This is the meaning of his 

statement in the first book of the De Caelo that "these celestial bodies 

have no contrary in their forms nor have they a subject." In like manner 

he deduced the very same thing from the fact that their motions, which 

proceed from principles existing in them, are infinite motions. 

Inasmuch as  it is apparent x0 in regard to  the celestial bodies that they 

76 Only the statement "that a n  infinite power cannot reside in a finite boi.1)" s e e n ~ .  

to  d i m e  from the /'h~,\ifi (ct', above, n. 74). It means that the forms (it the 
lie:iveiily bodies do  not reside in their subject b \  means of the indeterminate 
three dimensions. Fhe rest ol'the present passage follows b\ converse from what 
has heen sho\\,ii to be true of boi-lies subject to generation am.! corruption, that 
I \ .  bodies whose terms reside in them by means of the indeterminate three 
i.iiiiicii~ions. 

77 Cf. 111' C~li~/O 1 ,  2. 
7 8  C'f. D c  Curlo 1. 3, 269b. IS-27Oii. 12. 
79 Cf. Dc C'aclo I. 3.  270a. 13-22. 
SO 1'hc \iiccceding text o t  the Hebrew manuscripts diltei-s from that of the 1 iitin 

versions. Both agree in tjeii~iiii; that in the celestial hod? tlie iiuleier~ilin~ite 
dimensions are prior to the celestial lorm. The\  disagree. lio\\ev er. concernii~g 
the manner in wlncli the i.letci'ni~ilate dimensions come upon the matter of the 
c~lestiiil bod\ .  1 lie Hebrew manuscripts 1~1;iintiiin that the cictci-miniitc tlncc 
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m e  14s receive dimensions, and that it is impossible for them to receive the 
determinate dimensions except in virtue of their forms, and also that 

they d o  not receive their forms by means of the indeterminate 

dimensions, as is the case with the transient forms, it follows that the 

celestial bodies receive the dimensions in a manner that does not require 

that their forms are transient, that is. their matter receives the 

dimensions by means of its forms. And the matter does not receive its 

forms by means of the dimensions, that is. the indeterminate 

dimensions, which exist in it potentially, the latter being the case with 

those dimensions that exist in prime matter together with the fo rmu  of 

that matter. But the dimensions that exist in the celestial element are one 

of its proper tie^.^^ 

Since it became clear to Aristotle concerning the celestial bodies that 

their forms settle upon their subjects in such a manner that they are not 

divisible by the division of their subjects, and the reason for that is that 

they d o  not settle upon the subjects insofar as they are divisible, it 

followed that these forms d o  not subsist in the subject, but they are 

dinlensions are a property o f  the celestial matter independent of the celestial 
form. while the Latin versions state that the determinate dimensions are a 
property acconipiiiiying the celestial form. Since below, in chap. 2 (Hebrew 
text, lines 65 tf'.), Averroes holds the view contained in the I.atm text, I changed 
the rending ol' the Hebrew manuscripts. 
The Hebrew manuscripts have:  D m  nmn3nvn n 7 n m  FITO mil n v v  no'7i 
1 ' 7 ~  x'7i ,nni i ix nha in - t  n3pmon i'7:;pyv 0:; -IWSX 'N 7 - n  ,n~pn~oma^:;pn 
xin , n i - ~ o m  niinn n i i i n  TOT 103 ,n"7mn 'n'73-i n3pninn niyxox:; nni-nx 
xim ,ni iosi  niin nni-nx iy-t~v n o n  :;"in3 x'7 ~ v x  i x inn  ' 7 ~  nnix i'7spw :;"inn 
niyanx:; i7n i i ix  '7:;~ 8'71 ,Tniyix m o w s  x'7 imam:; nlpnin-t '73pn 0'7r-i - ~ - t ~ w  
m i x  ny p v ~ i n  inn:; 1 v ~  n7pnio:; p y n  in3 ,n+saio ~ '7 : ;  ' 7 " i  ,nsa is n7pmo 
rni'7iaoa -1'7110 mvawi -no3:; -ivn n3pnian i7n7 ' 7 3 ~  .m 7nn-l. 
I he Latin '3 (p. 108) presents some difficulties as  it stands. I f w e  emend: " .  . .et 
est inipossibile ea recipere dimensioiies terminatas [nisi] secuni.luni suns 
formas" the sense will be clear. Also, the phrase "quia illae substantiales sunt 
sine dimensioiie" which occurs next in text Y is obscure, and  should perhaps he 
on~i t ted .  

Xl "nTi,forum. This term must refer to the "corporeal lorni" the nature ot'wliich, 
accordiris to Averroes, is three-dinicnsionality. 

8 2  .Jiindunus (37~1, F)  comments:  " .  . . see1 cst dicenilurn, quod  ciiinensiones caeli 
simpliciter stint siciit accidentia propria, quae conseq~iuntur lormas in 
nlatena." " . . . b u t  it is to be said that the dimensions o t t h e  heavens sirnpl? are 
like proper accidents winch follow the torins in niaiter." 

separated from the subject in respect to existence." For,  since these l ine  

forms settle upon the whole subject yet are not divisible in virtue of its 
division, they have no subsistence in the subject, for they d o  not settle 

upon the subject, not in the whole, nor in part of it and generally not in 

something divisible nor in something indivisible. 
This being ~ o , * ~ i t  also follows that the form by which the celestial body 

is moved is the same as that toward which it is moved, for in the case of 
the forms that subsist in their subject, the form by which the body is 

moved is not the same as that toward which it is And 
similarly86 the form subsisting in a subject that moves that subject to 

another form by virtue of its existing in the subject, is itself moved in 

order to attain perfection through another form. The motion of that 

subsisting form is therefore finite8' inasmuch as it produces motion in 

the subject only while it itself is moved. And this is also one of the 

arguments that moved Aristotle to believe that the forms of the celestial 

bodies d o  not subsist in their subjects, for if they did, their motions 

would be finite.88 

Toledanus (p. 109, lines 10-1 1): " .  . . non quia sint sine illa materia, sed ~ L I I ~  

suum esse non est a b  illa materia," " . . . n o t  that they exist without that matter. 
but  that their existence is not derived from that matter." 
Jandunus  (3%. A) comments:  "i.e., inasmuch as the celestial forms do not 
receive existence from their subject." 
Jandunus  (38b, A)  comments: "forma [i.e., causal dficiens et finis dit'fcrunt." 
That  in sublunar substances the efficient and final causes are different, cf. 
Ph,ysic.s 11, 3 ,  especially 194b, 29- 195a, 3 ;  7 ;  MetaphysicsV, 2,especially 1013a, 
29-1013b. 3. 
Literally the following passage reads: "And similarly a form of the above 
description, I mean to  say, it will be moved to  attain perfection through another 
form. its motion therefore is finite, inasmuch as it produces niotion [in the 
subject] only while it itself is moved." 
According to  Jandunus (38b, A )  the proof proceeds as follows : "The nlotion of 
every lorm that is moved by another form in order to  perfect itselfis necessarily 
finite. The reason for this is: every form of  the kind just described moves only 
when it is moved by a n  object of desire, which is its end. Thus when it passes 
[reaches] the end toward which it nloves. its nlotion comes to a s top and that 
which was moved comes to  rest." 
According to  Jandunus (38b. B )  the syllogism is: "No form that inheres in its 
~ l lh jec t  moves in an infinite time. The celestial bodies, however, niove through 
a n  irit'inite time. ~11icret'ore, the celestial forms do not inhere in their sub.ject." 
Ct'. Metaphysics 111, 7 ,  l073a, 3-13. 
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I 168 And an opponent 89 should not say that the forms by which the celestial 
bodies are moved are different from those toward which they are moved 

and  that those forms that  must be absolutely without matter and 

without position are those forms toward which the spheres are moved 

and not those by which they are moved, inasmuch as those by which 

they are moved are forms in matters even though they are not  divisible 

by the division of their matters. Fo r  if this what the opponents would 

say were true. the forms by which the celestial bodies are moved would 

be subsisting in their subjects and,  hence, moved by the motion of their 

subjects. But if this were so, they would be divisible by the division of 

their ~ u b j e c t s , " ~  for with regard to  that which is moved, if it is moved 

essentially, that is, in the case of a body, it is divisible essentially and ifit 

is moved accidentally it is divided a ~ c i d e n t a l l y . ~ ~  Therefore, there is 

nothing in the celestial body whereby the form by which the motion 

takes place differs from that  toward which the motion tends, but they 

are one and the same form differing only in disposition. Furthermore, 

were the opponent correct in his contention that the form toward which 

the celestial body is moved is different from that by which it is moved. 

then the latter in causing motion would itself be moved an( 

consequently the motion would be finite, for that which is moved while 

producing motion cannot be a principle for eternal motion. This is in 

accordance with what Aristotle has already stated.92 Furthermore, in 

89 Avicenna is the opponent  whom Averroes has in mind. 
90 The complete argument, which is only implied here, is :  if this form [i.e., the 

efficient cause] were divisible, it would be finite and  thus the action it produces, 
i.e., the action of the celestial bodies, would be finite [in all respects]. But i t  has 
been shown that the action of the celestial bodies is infinite [in duration]. 
Therefore, the original assumption, that the final and the efficient causes are 
different, is false. 

91 The Hebrew manuscripts have a n  additional phrase at  this point. In MSS ,3 ,Ã 

,"l it reads: nlnxY2 ]7'7nno2 1n177 ,'7"1, "that is to say [the celestial form i!; 
divisible], in virtue of its being in something which is divisible essentially." In 1 
the phrase reads: nlnxy3 ]7'7nnn ln17n .Wi, "I have in mind. in virtue of its 
being divisible essentially". Since this phrase does not appear to  contribute 
anything to the argument, and since it is lackingin the Latin versions. I omitted 
It. 

92 The argument in the preceding passage is condensed and in its expanded form i t  
proceeds as follows: if the two forms differ, then the form producing motion 
inheres in the body ol' the celestial element. If this were the case it would he 
mcneil h\ the motion of  the celestial body. But Aristotle has shown that the 

opposition to  the opponent's view it can be shown by the analogous t i c t  I , , , ~  I T  

that the intellect and the intelligible in the celestial body are one and the 

same thing, that the form toward which the sphere is moved and the 
form by which it is moved are one and the same.y3 All this concerning 

the intellect and the intelligible has already been explained in other 

places.y4 

And the heavens are said to  possess a soul only in virtue of a desire 

existing in them and in virtue of possessing locomotion."' Now, the 

desire which belongs t o  the celestial body exists only insofar as this body 

has life in virtue of itself and desire in virtue of itself,'"' and not in virtue 

of a force existing in it which is divisible by the division of this body, for, 

if the latter were the case, the celestial body would be generated and 

c ~ r r u p t i b l e . ~ '  And the celestial body is said to  undergo motion on 

mover of the celestial body must be unmoved. Cf. Physic's VIII, 5-6;Mrtuph\"iii'\ 
XII. 8, 1073a, 23-1073b. 1. 
In this passage the intellect of the celestial body is considered as the efficient 
ca~ise  of its motion and the intelligible as its final cause. Since it has been shon 11 

by Aristotle (see succeeding note) that in the case ot ' thc celestial bod! the 
intellect and its intelligible are oneand  thesame. it follows that theefficient a n d  
the final causes of celestial motion are identical. The opponent, that is. 
Aviccnna. holds that the efficient and the final causes of celestial motion are not 
identical. 
C f .  Metaphysics XII, 9 ,  especially 1075a. 3-5. where Aristotle writes : " .  . .Since. 
then, thought and the ob.jcct o f  thought are not different in the case o f t h i i ~ g s  
that have no matter, the divine thought and its oblect will be t h e w m e .  i.e. the 
thinking will be one with the object of thought." 
The heavens are moved circularly by having the prime mover as an c~hject of 
appetite. Cf', Metaphysics XII,  7, 1072a, 19-1072b. 4. For a more detailed 
discussion of the cause of celestial motion, cf. below, chap.  4. n. 18. 
Narboni (171r, I ) :  1nmiTwS DY ~1x1'7 '7'73 n3 13 T 7 X  a'W"!~lS3 N1-I  9 ,-IXl'."i.e.. 

it is completely actual and it does not have with its extension any potentiality 
toward a substance." Cf. Metaphysics XII, 7, 1072b. 27-30. Even though the 
;111aIysis in this passage refers to  the prime mover only, it is also applicable to  the 
movers of the individual spheres. Cf. Metaphysics XII, 8. 
For the meaning o f  the term ininxy. "in virtue of itself." especially as used in 
reference to  divine attributes, cf. H . A .  Wolfson, "Avicenna, Algazali and 
Averroes on  Divine Attributes." Hnmenaje a Millas-Vallicrn.sa. 11 (Barcelona. 
1956). pp. 545-571, cspeci;illy p. 550. lines 3 ff.: reprinted in H.A. \v'olt'soi1. 
Studies in the History o f  Philosophy and Religion, I ,  pp. 143-169. 
The argument once again shows that, if the soul were a power inhering in the 
bodv, it would be finite and thus the activity it produces would also be finite and 
thus the body would come to  be and pass away. 
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I I account of a principle that exists in it as something separate from it, and 
not on account o f a  principle that exists in it as something that is a part 

of it, and in the same manner it is said to be living andthinking. Now if it 
were thinking by means of a p a n  of itself, it would not be thinking in 

virtue of itself and the celestial body would be thinking like a man, for 

man is thinking by means of a part of himself and in like manner it is 

through part of himself that  he is living, desiring and moving in place. 
And generally, since it is clear that the activity ofthis body is eternal, it is 

also clear concerning the nature of its form that it does not subsist in a 

subject, and that its subject is simple, not composed of matter and form, 

for if the latter were the case, the celestial body would be generated and 

corruptible. 

Some of those who philosophizey8 have said that the souls of the 

celestial bodies are forms in their respective matters which cannot 

subsist apart from a subject and that they acquire eternal existence 
from forms that d o  exist apart  from matter. This statement is devoid of 

any meaning. Fo r  if it were true, it would follow that something that 
according to its nature cannot be eternal acquires eternal existence from 

somethingelse. All this is absurd, since a nature that is generated and 

corruptible cannot receive eternal existence from something else." All 

98 oY1~'7~nan Rip, i n~en ie sph i lo sophure .  Narboni comments ( 1  71r, I ) :  "11 Tni 
09>ana n i i i x  on o^'a'nim i h n  oyai in  niwsiw i i oxw Â¥"̂ TI'?X VD 13x1 i-uso'?x 5~ 
11p olax o n i v s l i  o'mina o ~ a s i i n  ,03awn '?',i ,onin xwi i  ?n'?aa nny7w x'? 
15x5 ~ 7 ~ 3  lew; nwn iimi n i i i n a  o ~ h  o ~ u i p  oz m a n  in'wa n m x  m a  ninyin 
n m x n  ninxln ?y ~ ~ a v n  oi imy i n x  ,?xi3 , i n j i ~ a  ninxin niipy i i n x i  o -s i~ i ' 7~sn  
HT yam .o'asiio onv i n s  wsnn  '?Y ns owsia 031 03 o rx ,  "In using this 
expression Averroes alludes to Alexander, Avicenna, and  Algazali, w h o  
maintained that the souls of the celestial bodies are material forms that d o  not 
exist apart from a subject. And they said that the heavens, whichare composed 
of bodies and their souls, acquire eternity in virtue of immaterial forms that in 
the religious traditions a re  called angels. And Rabbi Moses [Maimonides] 
followed these philosophers in respect to this doctrine by maintaining that the 
heavens acquire eternity from something other than themselves. By this he 
meant that the celestial bodies acquire eternity from forms that d o  not inherein 
them, inasmuch as the celestial bodies, being composite, havea potentialit) tor 
d e s t r ~ ~ c t ~ o n  in virtue of themselves. Understand this." 
For :I discussion of  this problem and the difference between Maimonides 
[Avicenna] and Averroes, cf. Wolfson, Crescas, Prop. XI, n. 5, pp. 605-611;  
especially pp.  608-61 1 ,  

99 I f  the celestial bodies, which according to  the opinion o f t h e  philoiophizersare 

this is clear to  him who is familiar with the fundamental principles of I , , , ~  10; 

Aristotle. 

It has been proved then in this treatise what the substance of the heavens 

is according t o  the knowledge of the substance of their forms and 
matters. Not everything we have said was found explained in those 

books of the sayings of Aristotle that have reached us, but some of these 
things were found explained in his writings and some of them follow 

from what he has proved in the books that have reached us. However, it 

appears from his words that he has explained all of these matters in 

books of his that  have not come down t o  us. And G o d  is H e  Who  

guideth one into the right path.lOoThis treatise is called "A Discourse 

Concerning the Substance of the [Celestial] Sphere." It is more worthy 

of this name than the treatise of Avicenna bearing this title.10i This great 

and useful treatise has been completed. Praise be to  G o d ;  in Him we 

trust. 

composed of matter and  form, can acquire eternity from something other than 
themselves, then also the terrestrial bodies, which are composed of matter and 
form, can acquire eternity. If this were so, everything subject to generation and 
corruption could become eternal and  thus the concept of generation and 
corruption would have to  be abandoned.  Since this conclusion is absurd, it 
follows that the original assumption o f a  composite celestial body that acquires 
eternal existence from something other than itself is absurd. 

100 nllsi'? 171yDn >xm. This phrase is reminiscent of such Koranic passages as:  
A1 I*<'&;. . . , "[Allah]. . . will guide them to Himselt on  a 0 " 

straight path" (4: f74); y&Ã‘ @ & . . , , "[And he w ~ o ~ o l c l s  

fast t o  Allah] is indeed guided to'the right path" (3 :96) ;if<2Ã‘ f-f:%J 

. . . ."And [Allah] guides them t o  the right path" (5:18):,Ãˆ-Â£ '̂yf JJ'~ 
. . "And We [Allah] eluded them to the straight path" (6:S7). 

101 Avicenna wrote a treatise entitled*)<L>J\ Ã̂13Ã "The Uppermost Bodies." This 
treatise carried the alternative titles. kjL<-JI , "The Substance 

of the Heavenly Bodies" and  $?I Ĵ  ̂0k , "Explanation of the Fifth 
Substance." Cf. G.C. Anawati, Essai de Biblio,yruphie Avicennienne (Cairo. 
1950), pp. 125- 127. This treatise appears in printed form as part of the collection 
known as 7'is' Ra~d' i l .  Cf. At iwati. 00. cit., p. 325. 
As Steinschneider points out. ihe end  of ' the treatise is probably TWyn ' 7 ~ n l  
rm31'7. the rest of the Hebrew text being a later addition. Cf. Steinschi~eidcr. 
Hebriiische ~ber.seizmeen, p.  184. It should also be noted that the last sentence 
of the Hebrew text rhymes, which would have been unlikely hail it been 
translated from the Arabic. 
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CHAPTER Two 

I It is ou r  intention to  investigate in this treatise concerning the natureof 
the celestial body and to  discover what those mean who say that it is 

simple. not composite, and that it is a body that is neither heavy nor 

light. And we assert that  the proposition "the celestial body is not 

composed of matter and form in the manner of the transient ones" is 

true beyond the shadow of a doubt as  has already been demonstrated 

concerning it. F o r  it has been shown concerning the matter of the 

celestial body that it possesses no  potentiality a t  all,2 for everything in 

which there is a potentiality, by which I mean a potentiality which is in a 

substance, is [in] potentiality in respect to  two contradictories/ It has 
also been shown concerning the form of the celestial body that the form 

by which the celestial body is moved cannot belong t o  the same genus as 

the forms of the four transient elements, for if the celestial form 

1 Narboni comments (172v. 2):  13 n3ilYD mi3 ,?i iXi  lnnn 33110 ~1'73 XI? 0112.. , 

' . . . t h i s  body is not composed of matter and  form. that is to  say, a form that is 
intermingled with the matter." This statement means that the celestial form 
does not inhere in its matter  by means of the indeterminate three dimensions. 
That  in a certain way, however, the celestial bodies can be said t o  be composed 
of matter and form is shown further o n  in this chapter. Cf. also Hebrew text, 
chap. 1, lines 135 ff. 

2 Narboni (172v. 2):  ? l lY?  '78 n33 11"Xiy .,T?17, "1.e.. the celestial matter is not in 
potentiality toward [any] form." In this passage Averroes speaks only of a 
potentiality toward a form, i.e., the kind of potentiality that underlies 
generation and  corruption. 

3 Literally: "is a potentiality." 
4 According to  Jandunus (39b. B-C) the proof that the celestial matter possesses 

n o  potentiality for a substantial form proceeds as follows: 
First Premise: Everything that  possesses a potentiality for being (potentiam ml 
esse) possesses a potentiality for two contradictories, namely, being and  not- 
being (ad  esse e t  a d  non esse). 
Second Premise: The heavens, being eternal, possess n o  potentiality for not- 
being. 
Conclusion: Therefore, the heavens d o  not possess a potentiality for being, i.e., 
a potentiality for substance ( . . . e rgo  non a d  esse, quae est potenria a d  
substan tiam). 
For this argument, cf. Mefaphysics IX. 8. 1050b. 6-34. From the above 
argument it follows that the matter of the celestial body exists in actuality and 
that the celestial form does not inhere in it, that is. that the celestial matter is 
simple. 

belonged to  their genus it would be either heavy o r  light and it would be I , , I ~  - 
moved in virtue of itself in accidental f a ~ h i o n . ~  This is in accordance 

with what has been demonstrated in the eighth book of P h y s i ~ s . ~  
Thus only one possibility remains,' namely, that the nature of the 

celestial form belongs to  the genus of the nature of soul. But when we 

examine beings possessing a soul that are here below, we find in them 

two principles of two kinds of motions respectively. One of them is a 

principle for rectilinear motion, that is upward and downward motion, 

in which case the mover produces the motion without volition. [This 

kind of motion is not due to  the soul in those beings described as 

possessing a soul. It is due to  the nature of the four elements of which the 

bodies of these beings are composed.] The other principle is a principle 

5 Accordillg to  Jandunus (39b. D-E) two absurdities follow t'roin the assumption 

that the 111t1vcrs of the celestial bodies and  of the b u r  elen1ents beli-i~lg to the 
same genus, Thev a re :  ( 1 )  The celestial bod\  would possess the attributes of '  

heaviness and  lightness. This is absurd since heavy and  light bodies come 10 rest 
when they have reached their proper place. The celestial body. however. l l l O \ C S  

continually, (2 )  ~ h c  celestial form would move accidentally. This is absurd 

since e v e n  thing moved accidentally can be reduced to  somethingthat is i~lo\ecl 
in virtue of  itself essentiall\. Thus the celestial body would not be the first 
moved. Cl .  Hebrew te\t.  lines 36 ft'. 

6 C f .  physics Vlll ,  4. especially 255a. 24-255b. 31. and L o t l g  ( ' ~ t ? l i ~ ~ ~ l l l ~ j  o n  

P/~~,.sic-s. VIII. corn. 31, Vol. IV. 36Sv, 1-M. 
7 Huriiig shown th.11 the form of the celestial body cannot belong 10 the same 

genus as the forms of  the four elements. Averroes sets out  to  establish that the 
celestial term must belong to  the genus ot'soul. He begins with a n  analysis o f  the 

that produce motion in -tublunar ben-igs possessing a soiil (tililt is. 
iliiiiial.s), showing in the present p a s s a s  that these sublunar beings possess t v \ o  

principles of motion.  ( 1 )  their body which m o \ f i  them with n rectilinea~ 
motlo11 in :~ccorcl~iiee with the motion off the predo111ii1.iilt of the fo~irelement\  
tI1:it make up this bod!. und ( 2 )  their soul which prodiic~"i ti-ansliitioii in place. 
1 he 111otioii of the sublunar being possessiilg a soul is the result of boll1 
principles ol motion together. that is. since the soul of these sublunar beings 
inllcre'. in their respecti\e bodies their motion is determined b\ the hod\ ii" vell 
as  the soul. 
Iandiintis ( 3 0 ~ .  H-39'1. I - ) :  "We t m i  in t l iesubluni~r aniinals the na tur~" i  o f  I \ \ [ ]  

principles of motion. One of them is the principle ol rectilineiii mot ion . .  . . the 
other is that ol i i iot~on of iid\uncc ( t n o l u ~  p'ocyr-i",.',i\'u$) ;iilcI tin-' coiHiiii> 
aihiinciiig motion is uillerent from the rcclil111e;ii-motion, which I I C  lAverrocs1 
dills the motion o f  iji'cliiiution. 1-01- tht-OLI~II  the reftilitl~iir nlotion thc boil\ 01 

tlle miml is inclineci tonard  tlic pliii'c of t l ~ e  n r f d o ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ : i t t i ~ g  oilc 01 tlie film 
~lc l l l c l l t s .~ '  
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I I for the motion of translation in place. [This kind ofmotion is due to  the 
soul in those beings described as possessing a soul.] And we find that the 

latter motion is opposed to the motion of declination in each of them 

[that is, the already mentioned upward and downward motion, which is 

not due to the soul]. And it is because of this motion of declination 

[which is not due to  the soul] that each of the [sublunar] being'-, 

possessing a soul is overtaken by fatigue and must necessarily come to 

rest." 

8 The  soul. insofar as it is soul. produces cont inuous locoinotion and. thus. the 
sublunar  beings possessing soul u ~ o ~ l c i  be m o v e ~ i  continually if "soul" were 

their onl \  principle o l  motion.  Since, however, they have a second principle of 
motion,  niiinely. their bod!. their motion ciinr~ot be continuous, that is. the 
motioii o f t h e i r  body brings upon them fatigue and rest. 
l~1110111i~is (39ci. H ) :  " .  . . and  since this motion of translation. the principle ot 
which is 'soul.' is contrary to  rectilinear motion. the beings which have a soul 
siil't'er I-et.'irdatioii in their inotinn of t ranslat ioi~."  
In his l.on,q Commentary o n  Re Caelo (11. corn. 3. Vol. V. 96v. M) Averroes 
states his arguinent more liilly. In  that passage he writes: " . .  . e t  apparet  etiain 
ex hoc quod declariitunl est ex sna natura,  quod in hoc inotu non cessanti non 
arcidit ei labor  neque fatigatio, et causa illius est. quia  causii fatigationis quae 
est in a~~ii i ia l ibi is  non f i t  in eo.  Causa enin1 fatigationis in aninial ib~is  cst,  qina 
in cis est principium morns contrai-ium rnotni animae,  scilicet piti-s gravis ~liiiie 
est 111 cis. Hoc  iiutein movet nos niul tui~i  a d  contrari:im partem i l l i ,  qiiii 
interuihnils inovcri ex :mima i iostr~i ,  qii:ipropter iiccidit nohis l;ihoi ct 
t'iitigatio." " .  . .iincI i t  iilso hecomes cleiir 1rom vihiit h;is heen s;iid concerni i~g i t 1  

iiiitiire [tlliit is. the nature o f t h e  celestial element] that in its ~incei is i i~g motion 
tln.'i-r does not o c n i r  to i t  either work o r  t';itigiie And  [lie rei'ison lo r  1111s is t l l i i t  

tlic ciiusc ol'l'iitig~ie tliiit is present in thesublunar  hein" posscssii1g ii soul is nut 
present in i t .  For  the e;iusc ot f;itig~ie in the sublunar  beings possessing ii siiiil is 
that there is present in them a principle o l m o t i o n  that is contrar! to  the motiuii 
[produced b\ the sonl]. that 15 to  sa!. this contrary principle is the hea\! piii-t in 
them [lhiit i s  this eiin1r:irj principle is their bo& thiit I T H ~ V C S  wit11 ;I i n t i t ~ ~ i i  
proper  to  the tour  elemental. But this coiitrar! principle moxes ii'i miin! tiiiic-1 
towiircl ii diiection [ l i t r ru lb :  p a n ]  ct>ntr;ir! to tliiit to\i;ini nhicll ILL- desii-c to  
he mo\cd  b\ oiir soul. tlie result bcnig that n o r k  iiiii.1 Ititigue c ~ m e s  upon us '' 
Similiii-11. Aven-oes u i-itc\ in Ins 1 .on~  Cot?nur^ fn i~  o n  / ) c  C ' a i ~ l o  ( I  I. corn. 6. \ 0 1 ,  

1'. 9 8 \ .  1 1 ) :  ". so i i~ i i i i~n  eniin ct qiiies in i ~ i ~ ~ i i ~ i i l ~ h i i s  iicce\~iii-it~ s ~ i i t  111 ci, 
propier l:ilx~ieni. liihor au lcm non cM. nisi clniii in cis e\isti[ p r i ~ i ~ i ~ ' i i i i i ~ i  
co i~ t i ; i r i i~n i  W L I I  iiniiiiiie. . .." " .  . sleep a n d  rest in the disc i)t the [ ~ I I I > I L I I I ~ ~ ~  1 
h i - i ~ i ~ s  p n s s e s s i n ~ i  son! ;ire 111 theni h\ ncccssit! hcc;ni'ie t i l  work. hut \\tlik 
u o u M  not he. \\ei'c 1 1  not thiit then; e ~ s t ' i  111 them ;I principle conti-iir! to  tlie 
motion 0 1  the soul " 

It follows then that the principle of motion of the celestial body can I I I I ,  14 

belong only to  the genus "soul,"" and that the motion that is circular by 
nature is the motion that is proper to  the soul, insofar as it is s o ~ l . ~ ~ T h i s  

being so," it is this nature [of its soul] that decrees that the celestial body 

is neither light nor heavy, and that it is moved in a circle. Thus,  one 

should not  assert that the celestial body has a power of declination in 

virtue of which it is said to  be neither heavy nor light and that the 

aggregate composed of this power and matter makes up the celestial 

body; for if this were the case, the celestial body would n o t b e  simple 

and it would be corruptible in virtue of itself.12The only reason why it 

happens to  the soul in sublunar beings not to  be moved in a circle is that 

9 This is the conclusion of the demonstrat ion that the celestial being lias on11 o n e  

principle of  motion, namely. "soul." T h e  implied argument  proceeds iis 
follows: It hasjiist been shown that  the sublunar  beings possessing a s o ~ i l  h a \ e  
two motive principles: ( 1 )  the principles of rectilinear motion. that is. the tou r  
elements making u p  their body that a rc  responsible lor  retardation a n d  rest : ( 2 )  
tile principle of translation in place, i .e.,  soul. T h e  celestial bodies have 
locomotion,  but the\ do not sutler retardation o r  rest. Thus  "soul" is their onl! 
principle o f  motion.  Cf. Jandunus ,  39d. E.  
As the  conclusion t o  the first passage from the I,onx Commentary o n  Dr Cm'li) 
(11 .  corn. 3. Vol. V ,  97r. A ) ,  cited in the previous note, Averroes writes: " .  . . L-.t 

hoc est ~ l i i o d  dixit. non cnim hiibct ;ilium n1otun-i nisi suiini : I .  c~ui.ii '~~eliim noil 

habet inotuni riiitur:ilcrn aliuin a iilotu voluntario, et isle illotlis in ips0 nail 

provenit a niHur;i. sicut inotus eleme11to1-urn. quoiliain si C'-SC~ ~l~i t~i i ' i i l i - ' .  
conlingerct ~ 1 ~ 1 o d  essct c o m p o s i t ~ l n ~  ex 111:iteria ct foriiiii, e r p  generiibilc et 
cnrriiptibile," " . . A n d  Ariitotlchiis the following in mind when he says " tor  the 
celestial bod\  has n o  other  motion except its own': T h e  11e:i~eiis have n o  
iiiitiiriil i ~ ~ i t i n n  dit'ferent from their \nIiint:n'! motioii. iinci this \olliiltill'\ 
mot ion in them does not proceed Ironi ii nature,  such as  the mono11 oflhi ;  [ioin'l 
cli'ments. F o r .  i l  the11 niotion \+ere ;I niitiir:il n~o t io i i .  i t  u o i ~ ! d  neci^^'iril\ f O l l O \ \  

th:it the! tile coimposed ot' iniittcr a n d  torin iind tliereli~i-c geiiei-able i111~1 
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line 19 it subsists in a body which [being composed of the four elements] is 

moved with rectilinear motion." 

The proof that the soul is the only motive principle of the celestial body 

proceeds as  follows: l 4  inasmuch as it does not belong to  the nature of 

3 The Latin versions have an additional phrase at this point. In text !i this phrase 
reads "et sic opponitur  declinatio circulari," in p "et sic componitur declinatio 
hie," and in W $1, "et sic opponitur declinatio hie." The Hebrew manuscripts. 
which lack this additional phrase, have, however, 73 llX73"!f0'1. "and the 
explanation proceeds as follows," as an introduction to  the succeeding 
paragraph. 

14 The Hebrew text of  the succeeding passage appears to  be partially corrupt. 
Similarly, the Latin text in IT, as Jandunus already noted in his co inrnentar~ .  
seems to be partially defective. Texts 1 ,p, contain a corrected version. "I his 
correction was also siiiyestecl by Janclun~is in his commentary. Text X contains 
a shorter version of this corrected reading. (That  the text in V ,  though corrupt. 
was the original Latin text was confirmed by a sample of the  Latin manuscripts 
that became available to me after I had virtually completed the present work.) 
In accordance with the conclusion of the argument of the present passage. 
which is intelligible a n d  is the same in all versions, 1 changed the Hebrew text to 
bring i t  into agreement with the corrected Latin text ( 1  ,p). 
The corrected Latin text, as  found in 1. reads: "Sed, quiu anima, quae est in 
coi-pore caelesti. no11 est innata moveri circulariter a h  eo, quod est iiinatum 
circulariter inoveri, quia noii est aniina in eo. ut in corpore g a v i  aut  levi. cum 
ipsuni moveatur ex se a h  anima. ideo animani liabet tantuin,et no11 liabet alind 
principium.,  . ." 
rile Hebrew manuscripts read:  ? > n o  p '7p i x  733 D i n  i w x  W S I ~  n n v  ON 

'Â¥'a ,ill x'7i '77 x'7 a i i a  u w i i 7 x  n in . 3 ' i a ~ 3  y y i i n l w i s n n w  -in "13-1 31303 m i n n w  

n i n x  n'7nn-i 13 pu m3 WSI  3 ~ 3  sin n in  w s i  3 ~ 3  i n x y  nmn  y y i l n n  s i n .  

I l i c  ~incorrectcd Latin text in W reads: "Sed quiii aiiinia, quae est in corpoic 
gravi aut lev1 no11 cst innata nio\ei-i circulai-iter a h  eo. quod cst iniiatum 
circ~iltiriter movcri. quia non est aniiiia in eo ut in corpurc gravi ct levi. C I L I L I H I  

ipsiiir nioveatiir ex se et ;ih anirii;~. idcn m i m a  hiibct tantuni ct iuin habet u l i ~ i ~ l  
pri i icipi~im.,  , ." 

.landunus' commentary on  this passage reads (40~1,  B ) :  "Prinio dicit. i-lin~0 

iininlu qnae esl in coi-pore el lcvi. r t  cst litera corrupts, ut v i d e l ~ ~ r . c t  debct 
essc  amiiiii, quae csl in corpore cadcst i , .  . . ." "He [A\erroes] first slates t l i i i l  

the soul that e ~ s t - ,  in the heii\y und light body, and 11 word ise\  idently corrupt, 
o r  the passage must read 'the soul that exists in the celestial body'. . . ," 

1 he prcieii! pus-nige cont;iins proof that ( 1 )"Soul" is the onl} mo\  ing pi-iiicipi~~ 
o f t h e  celcstiiil bodies. and  ( 2 )  circuliir motion is the onl) motion proper to s0111. 
qnu -ioul. I he a rguments i re :  ( I )  The celestiiil element I \  coniposed 0 1  bod! ;uid 
. ~ i n l .  I he cclcstiiil sen1 c'innot be iiio\eil circi11;irl'. b\ ~s bod).  tor this soul. ;is 

1i:i.i hecii \lio\\n. ~ i o e s  not inhere in i t 5  hod>.  "J'lms, "soul" niust he [lie oiil? 
pnnuplc  ol motion in the cclestiiil bod>.  1 2 )  "Soul" is the o n l ~  pniicipli.' 01 

niotmii in the ccli-iiiiil h o d ) .  'I he  cclc-itiiil hod> ha\  cirt'iiliir i n o ~ i o n .  'Ilius \UIII .  

the soul that is in the celestial body to  be moved circularly by some :,, 
other principle whose nature it is to be moved circularly, for the celestial 

soul does not exist in its body as the [terrestrial] soul exists in the 

terrestrial body,I6 yet the celestial body, being moved in virtue of itself, 
possesses a soul, it follows that it possesses only a soul [as its principle of 

motion] and no  other principle [of motion] exists in it. Since the celestial 

body is moved circularly, we know that the peculiar property of that 

soul, insofar as it is soul, is to be moved circularly. This being so, the 

celestial body possesses no other nature except the nature of the soul 

that imparts l ~ c o m o t i o n . ~ '  

Since, however, the nature of the celestial body differs from the nature 

of its soul - for the celestial element is undoubtedly composed of that 

which moves and that which is moved and that which moves is other 
than that which is moved - we must now investigate concerning the 

nature of this body. Since it has previously been explained concerning 

this body that it is not generated nor c ~ r r u p t i b l e , ~ "  it seems that it must 

necessarily be a simple body, not one composed of matter and form.:(' 

And since the celestial body is a certain individual being that exists in 

actuality and it possesses a definite shape - and all these attributes 

belong to a body in virtue of matter and they belong to  matter in virtue 

of form - it follows that this celestial body must be the matter of the 

qua  soul, can onl\ have circular motion. C't. .laiidunus 40a, B-C. 
F o r  a different argument establishing the first proposition, cf. above. 11. 9. f o r  
the second argument, cf. above, n. 10. 
Litcrall) : "in the bod> that is neither hcav) nor light.'' 
Literally: "in the bod> that is light o r  heavy." 
landunus  (40a. B )  : "i.e., it is not its nature to  be moved also by the motion 01 its 
subject . .  . ." 
Cl'. Physics VI I ,  1 ,  241 b, 24-242a, 15. 
I'lic text o l t l i e  Hebrew manuscripts reading YY1inni Y'IO v h n  isdifficult arn-1 l 
accepted the reading o f t h e  Latin versions. The text o f the  Hebrew manuscripts 
and  the phrase of 'which it tornis a p a n  would have to  be translated a s :  "for the 
celestial clement is undoubtedly composed of that which does not produce 
motion iind that which is moved"  Narbnni coininenis on  this text ( 172v 2 ) :  
yyiann ~ 1 ' 7 3 7  Y- in? W S I J  701 y7 in  ~ ' 7 3 - 1  y y i i n n n i ~ ?  p , n~ -1 - .  cÂ¥i.c. thecelestiul 
element is composed of a boi.1) that is moved but does not produce motion and 
of a soul thiit product-", motion but is not moved." 
Cf. De Caelo 1. 3. 270a, 12-22. 
C'l'. Hebrew text, chap. I ,  lines 139 t'f. 
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I I celestial living beings2' that move circularly in virtue of themselves, and 

that this matter must be more perfect than the other kinds of matter. 

The reasons are that the celestial body is not subject to any of the  laws of 
potentiality except that of potentiality in respect to  place, and that it has 

the most noble kind of locomotion, namely, circular,"just as it has the 

most noble and perfect kind of shape, namely, ~ p h e r i c a l . ~ ~  

It has already been proved 24 concerning the celestial forms that they d o  

not subsist in the celestial bodies, for ifthey did, they would be moved in 

virtue of themselves accidentally, and would thus be in need of 

something that is moved in reference to  itself primarily and essentially. 

For  it has been shown in the eighth book of the Physicsx that the things 

moved in virtue of themselves and that are here below one essence in 

respect to [their] species26 can undoubtedly be reduced to a being that is 

I~ i i idunui  oilers two I-easoiis tor maintaining that the celestial living beings 
possess a kind ol 'matter  (40b. C-D): ( I )  the celestial bodies possess accidents 
and all accidents require some matter as  subject; (2 )  the celestial bodies move 
iind every motion requires some kind of matter. 
Mutter is classified in accorciiince with the type ofmotion it possesses. Aristotle 
shows that locomotion is the most noble kind of' motion (Phj.sic'i VI11, 7.261a. 
13-26). and that circular locomotion is the most noble kind of locomotion 
(Physics VIII, 9, 265a. 13-266a, 9; Dc Caelo I, 2.269a. 18-23). T h e  celestial body 
has only circular motion (/I(, Caelo I ,  2-3) and thus it has the most noble motion. 
Therefore. i t  has also the most noble kind ol'matter. 
l o r  the propositions that ( I )  the heavensaresptierical, cl. Dc Curio 11.4: (2)  the 
spherical shape is the priniar\ ,  i.e., the most perfect shape, el. Dc Carlo 11, 4. 
286b. 10-33. 
Averroes demonstrates that the celestial forms d o  not subsist in the celestial 
bodies b\ showing that it is impossible lor  them to  have accidental motion. This 
iitter proposition is established, on  the basis of' passages from Aristotle's 
f ' h ~ s m ,  as follows: ( I )  the series of things moving and being moved must have 
;is its ultiniiite member something first moved, which moves essentially (Physic', 
VIII, 5. 256h, 4-13); ( 2 )  this First moved must be composed of a mover and 
moved (/'hj.w.s VII. I ) :  ( 3 )  since the motion of the first moved is eterniil. its 
mover cannot be a power in a bod! (P/t~,.\ic.\ VIII, 10); (4)  therefore the mover 
ol' the first moved cannot be moved accidentally with the motion of its bod).  
Aristotle proves the s;iine proposition in a somewhiit clil't'crerit ni;inner in 
Ph!~sic'i VIII, 6. 259b. 1-31. 
Cl .  prc\ ious note. 
]-a3 ~ ' ^ n i n x y i  IN>> TWN, I / I ~ ( I ~  ~ i n i  /IIC 111111 r\\i7t7fiii in Â ¥ , / i i ~ i i ~  I he literal 
nieiiiiii~g ol the flebrcu phriise I \  "\\liich tire liere belo\\ cssentiiil Itliiiigs] in 
re-,[)cct to [thenl\pccies." Botll the Hcbreu iincl the I.iitin ;ire difficult, but since 
the I :inn version s ~ ~ i i i s  t o  he better I based in? 11-uiislatioi~ on  ii. Tl~eiiiciiiiiiigot 

moved in virtue of itself essentially. This being is composed of a mover im, 411 

and a first moved, and this mover 27 cannot possibly be a force in a body. 
It appears therefore that the forms of the celestial bodies, and,  in 

particular, the form of the most distant surrounding b ~ d y , ~ ~ a r e  in some 
respects soul - namely, through the appetite in virtue of which 

movement comes upon them - and in some respects intellect.^ And 
this form is the simple first form in virtue of which the celestial living 

being is composed of a mover and a moved. This is contrary to  the case 

of the sublunar living beings, for, in the case of the latter, it is clear that 

the mover belonging to them is in turn composed of two movers, 

namely, the soul and the object of its desire 'O that exists apart from the 

t i c  phrase seems to be that the things here below, which are mentioned in the 
present passage, belong to the same species. that is, the species of l i \ ing  beings 
I Ins interpretation is based on  a phrase occurring in Aiistotlc's disciission ol 
t i e  present problem. In Phy'lic.'i VIII, 6. 25%. 1-3 (ct'. above, 11. 24. end)  
Aristotle w rites: bpiopcv 6 i  ~ u i  ( p a v ~ p 6 ~  OVTU ~oiaCiia a ~ ive ia i ' i~ t i  EUDTU, o iov  

TO T(OV Eliun'iycov ~ a i  TO T ~ V  <+mv yivo.;. "Further, it is evident from iictn;il 
ob iena t ion  that there are things that have the characteristic o l  i ~ i o ~ i i i g  
themselves, e.g.. the animal kingdom and  the whole class of li\ing tliiiigs." 
It is possible that the difficulty in the Hebrew and Latin texts arose trom the 
mistranslation of an underlying Arabic term. 7 he Arabic ,>-̂ > may mean OXY 
(fssenriu) o r  W S I  (unimu). I 1  this is the case, the original Arabic may lm\e 
contained a phrase equivalent to the Hebrew r 0 3  WS1 ' 5 ~ 3  IN33 1WN. the Latin 
ol' which would be "quae sunt hie animalm specie." 
"IT"! Y 7 1 0 i  " P i "  ~ ' 7 ~ 1 ,  et quod illud rnovens nun sit. The text of the Hehreu 
manuscripts reads: . .  .nxT"!YIT"!i "Pin ~ ' 7 ~ 1 .  "and that this nio\eiiieiit is 
n o t . .  . ." In accordance with the obvious requirements ofthe conlext 1 accepteil 
the reading 01 the Latin version. The Hebrew translator prohabl) misread a n  

underlying Arabic as aj. For similar misreading\, ct. abov e. chap. I. 
n. 59. 
1.e.. the sphere of the fixed stars. 
Niii-hoiii (1731, 1) comments: ' 7 3 ~  ~ 1 p 1  i n x y  7 Y D l  WSI i ~ l p l  T"!YliT"! -IXQ i l i .  
. i n  respect to its motion the form is called soul. and in respect to itsellit is 
culled intellect." This whole discussion is based on ,%Inupi/)h.sii'i XII. 0-8. 
especially 7. 1072a. 19-1072b. 4. The  main points of the passage in the 
.bfvfu/?h)~.\lc', iire' the priine mover moves by bciilg tlic oh~ee t  0 1  thought i i~ id  
appetite; in the prime mover there is no real dillerence between t l io~ig l~ t  and  the 
obieel of thought, nor between appetite and the ohlect ol appetite. C ' l .  helo\\. 
c11iip. 4. 11. IS. 
p l w n m .  re ik'Mili~i~tu Ilie text 01' the Hebrew ni~in~iscripts reiidi n p l v n i l  
n p p i n v n n .  "and ii desire that desires." S i n e  1 could not lind am inteiprctiitioii 
I b r  this phrase. I accepted the reading ot the 1.atm. I t  I N  probable that the 
u i ~ d e r l ~ i i i g  Arabic tern1 hiis && whose us~i;iI Hebreu traiiiliitioil is p l W n .  
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m e  45 soul and moves it.31 Therefore, in the case of the sublunar bodies, that 

which is moved is composite, not simple. 

Thus the celestial body functions as matter for this incorporeal form, 

but it is a matter that exists in actuality. The celestial bodies, therefore, 

possess something resembling matter only insofar as they have an 

underlying matter for the reception of form. Therefore, the term 

"subject" is more truly applied to  them than the term "matter."" The 

reason is that the sublunar matter is called by that name inasmuch as it 

is potentially the form that comes to be in i t ;  but it is called "subject" 

inasmuch as  it sustains the form and inasmuch as it is a part of the 

composite made up by it and the form. 

Furthermore, it is evident that the form of the celestial element is not a 

prerequisite for the existence of its body, as is the case with the body of 

the sublunar living beings. F o r  in the case of the sublunar living beings it 

is evident that their souls are a prerequisite for the existence of their 

bodies, for these bodies would not continue to  exist were it not that they 

are preserved by the sensitive and imaginative soul.'"The celestial body, 

on  the other hand- being simple, not changed by anything outside of it 

- does not require for its existence a sensitive o r  an  imaginative soul. It 

only needs a soul that  imparts to  it locomotion, and a force that, being 

neither a body nor existent in a body, imparts to  it eternal duration and 

Perhaps the Hebrew translator intended the term nppinvn a s  a n  Arabism, that 
is. a s  a Hebrew transcription of (jÃˆÃ‘> 

3 1 Cf. De Anima 111, 10; especially 433a, 13-21, and  433b, 5-21. 
32 Aristotle does not distinguish sharply between the terms iiXq, "matter," and 

C i t o ~ ~ i p ~ v o v ,  "substratum" o r  "subject." In Metaphysics I, 3, 983a, 29-30, he 
speaks of "matter o r  substratum." In Metaphysics XII, 2, 1069b, 24-26 (cf. also, 
Metaphysics VIII, 4, 1044b, 3-8), he states that all things that change, whether 
perishable o r  eternal, have matter, though different kinds. O n  the other hand, in 
Metaphysics VIII, 5, 1044b. 27-28, he allows matter only t o  those things 
admitting of generation (yivco~i;) and transformation into each other 
( ~ E T U P ~ X ~  E ~ S  aLLqXu). In Physics I, 7, where Aristotle presents his general 
analysis o f  motion, the term "substratum" rather than "matter" is used. 
Averroes. in making the Aristotelian terminology more precise, distinguishes 
between two functions of matter: ( 1 )  something that underlies change; (2)  
something that serves a s  subject for the form. He calls the latter "subject." the 
former "matter." 

33 For  the function o f t h e  sensitive soul, cf. DeAnima 111, 12,434a. 27-434b. 8, and 
13-18, For the function of the imaginative soul, cf. De Anima 111, 10. 433b, 
27- 1 1 ,  434a. 10. 

eternal motion, that is, eternal in the sense of having no beginning and i n n .  5 :  

n o  end. 
You should know "* that the celestial body not only needs a forcegiving 

i t  continuous locomotion, but also a force imparting to  it. with rcspect 

34 In this piiragriiph and the succeeding one Averroes disciisses the celestiiil loi 111 

considered ;is :in iicting lorce ( ' 7 y i ~  173) in tliecclestiiil element. (l:or tlie term n3 

'7~19. ct'. l-n-'lo\\. 11. 38.) He establishes t l ic l 'o l lov~iigproposi t ions coi~cerniiii;this 
iic!ing cause (force):  ( 1 )  i t  gives the celestial body eternal e\is'lence: ( 2 )  i t  

mpiir ts  I D  tlie celcstiiil bod? all of its properties: ( 3 )  it exists in iicklition 1 0  the 
mo\iiiy poiicr of the lieii\cns; ( 4 )  it is not tenipor;ill) prior to its cllect. 
111 tlie present passiige A\erroes discusses the first of these p i -opo~t ions .  
iiiiincly. thiit the celesti:il form, t'urn-'tioning ;is an ;~ ' l in i ;  ciinsc. inip:irts 
continuous e\istence to its body. However, the follo\\ing dilemin;~ arises 
eoiicernini; this proposition: ( I )  since the celestiiil element is not subled to 

gcei~l.~iition and  corruption. it appears that its bod! does not need a form 91 inn 
i t  eternal existence, lor i t  is eternal through itself: on the other hand,  ( 2 )  since 
the bod! o f  the celestial clen~cnt  is olfinite e\tension. iind bodies ha\ingI'inite 
extension can only have ii finite activity, it appears that the celestial bod! is in 
need ol :I loriii giving i t  continuous existence. 
In o u r  p;issuge A\errocs decides for the second ot these iilternatives. that is. tliiit 
the Form of the celestial element imparts continuous existence to its h o d \ .  
However, in the 1.ot1,q Cotn t t~rn iaq  o n  A/c/aph~,.s~c~.\ (XII ,  corn. 41. Arabic: p 
Id3 1 ,  line 7-p.  16.73. line 17; Latin: Vol. VI11, 3 2 4 ~ .  H-325r. 13) he deciÃ§.le lor 
the first ol tliese altcrniitives. namely, that the celestial bod! has continuous 
existence through itsell iind th;n it does not need its lonn  for its continuous 
c\istrncc. 
1 he e o i i ~ m e i i t i ~ ~ o r s  t o  to resolve this dilTicult\. .l;indiin~is cx~~liiiiis that (he 

acting cause produces eternal motion a.'i i f  it were a final. not an  efficient cause 
( 4  1 h. A-('1: " ' .  . . in  s~iI?st:iiitiis senipiteri~is niin e-il ~ g e i l s  1 1 1 ~ 1  s~'c1111d~1111 

i i i i i l i t ~ ~ d i n c i ~ i .  si:iliect ~ i ic~ui in t~ im est torniii coiisi.'r\.ins i i t  finis..  . lntclli\it 
A w i r o c s ]  \ c r o  in pi'iiedictis locis cticlum liiibci'c pciiiiiincntiam ex sc 
O I  11~:ilitcr. no11 ;ib iilio cll'iciente." /.imar;i. o n  tlie oilier liiind. holils l l i i i l  the 
iieting ciiiise functions as iin extrinsic principle thiit nnpiirts lo the celcstiiil h(li.i\ 
continuous existence (Solutioni": coni rue /~~~io tz~i t~r  in (/1c~li.\ Avcrrni'i super 
\<'I'HllJII(' (/c \ l / / ) \ l l i~iut  nrhi\. VOl. [X,  158\. h i :  " .  . . hi.-ll~ i ; i I l l C l l  ~ i i ~ l ~ i l l  l i i ih~t  
principiiim c ~ n n s e c i i i n  cliiiis sibi pel-mancntiiiin ;n.'tern;irn el eoiiser\iiiis ipsiim 
in sins i.lisposiiionibus necessiiriis el. si title principiiim lion cssct. i t i i  esset (.Ic 
siihstiiiitiis eCicli. iiiqiiit Cornmentiitor hie, sicnt dc eins inotii. ct cs! liKi.is I M C  

cxpressiis i-~oiitrii (ireyoriiim Armincnscm. qiii \oliiit iietcrnii el iicccssiiriii iion 
li.ihcrc i';iiis,im etl~eirntciii." 
It i s  clear. ho\ievcr, from the subsequent discussion thiit tlic ci'lcstiiil i i c t i n ~  
c a t i ~ c  ~li l leis  trom tlic subliinur actmi; ~ ~ I I S C .  l:or similtir i.lisi'iis-iioiis ol 111~. 
cterniil motion ol the he;i\ens ii11i.l their etei-niil ~'xistcnee. el. l lehic\\ t e ~ .  cliiip 
3. lines I 8  I!.. iind chiip. 5, lines 15 1.1, 
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I :  MI to  itself and with respect to its substance, eternal duration. For,  even 
though the celestial body is simple and has in itself no  potentiality for 

corruption, yet, since its dimensions are finite and since it is bounded by 

its surrounding surface, it is necessarily finite in its activity. And 
everything having this nature "-even though the intellect can conceive 

it as existing in virtue of itself without something else imparting to  it 

permanence and continuity - necessarily requires, according to  our 
opinion, that just as its activity is finite so  is its duration finite. It is 

necessary, therefore, that the intellect of the celestial elements should 

possess a power that imparts to  the celestial body eternal duration just 

as it imparts to  it its continuous motion. Not only this. but it is also 

necessary that there should exist a force that imparts to the celestial 

body the motion appropriate to  its activity, that is that one among the 

motions that is eternal, namely circular locomotion. And this force 

must also impart the shape proper to this motion, namely, the spherical 

shape, as well as the measure proper to the activity of each sphere, so 

that there becomes perfected from the activities of all these spheres one 

activity and this is the activity of the world in its totality. For  as far as 

the need for an acting force" is concerned, there is no difference 

between a simple body having a certain description and a body 

composed of simple bodies having a certain description, and it makes 

no difference whether this body is generated or not." We see therefore 

that the heavens have a power that not only moves the universe but that 
also makes it eternal, acts upon it and preserves it, this being similar to 

the case of the human body o r  any body that acts in virtue of a proper 

end. The  reason is that an end necessarily points to  a n  agent bringing I,,,? 7 2  

about this end, just as a motion points to  a mover.3x 

H ~ w e v e r , ' ~  in the class of things that have to  each other the relation of 
an  agent to  that upon which this agent acts, there are those members in 

which the agent is temporally prior to that upon which it acts. This case 

applies t o  all the beings dispersed throughout the sphere of the world. 

Then again, in the class of things that have to  each other the relation of 
an agent to  that upon which this agent acts, there are those members in 

which both the agent and that upon which it acts are by nature prior to  

time.40 This case applies t o  the celestial sphere that possesses time as 

something subsequent to it and as one of its  accident^,^^ and it also 

applies to  the celestial agent,42 that is to  say, that agent that is peculiar to 

Averroes distinguishes between two forces producing motion:  (1)  an  acting 
force ("PI~Is; agens) that brings something to a determined e n d ;  and (2)  it 

moving force (Y71D; movfns) that acts without regard to  an end. 
The form of the heavens acts in a two-fold capacity: as a moving force i t  

imparts to the heavens locomotion and as a n  acting force it makes them eternal. 

preserves them and leads them to their proper end. For all this. cl'. . l ; i n d ~ i n u ~  

41c, H. 
Jandunus  (4!d, 11) introduces a distinction between the agent of the celestiiil 

bodies and that ot'the terrestrial ones. In the terrestrial bodies the agent brings 

about  the end. while in the celestial bodies, in which the end alreiid! exists, the 
agent only acts to preserve this end.  Cf. above. 11. 34. and below. 11. 45. 
H .  Â ¥  abing shown that the heavens possess not only a moving lorce but also an 
acting force, Averroes proceeds to  describe this acting force more full>. He 

distinguishes between an agent that is temporally prior to that upon which it 
acts and one that iscontemporaneous with that upon which it acts. Thecelestial 
iicting force is ;I t'orcc of the second kind. 

p i n  by Y3U3 DTlp. The Hebrew text is in harmon! hit11 thes~ihseclucntpiis\iige 
in wliich Averroes show-> that since time is siibsei.luent to the celesti~il bod! i1ni.i 
t o  the celestial agent. this agent cannot be temporall! prior to  that upon  w hich i t  

iicts. that is. the celestial agent is contemporaneous with the celestial bod',. 1'hc 
iiiiiiority ol 'the I.:itiii texts read "prius iiiit~ir;~." thus indicating that the pr i~r l t !  
o l t h e  celestial agent to thecelestial bod! isa priorit! "according to  nature" not 

'according to time." For this distinction, cf. Aristotle. Cun',yoric\ 12. iind 
A / O I ( I ~ / I ~ ' \ I O  V, 1 I ,  
Since time is "the number of motion in respect to before iind after"(l'h1 5n.i IV. 
1 .  220ii. 24-26), it is a n  iiccident in the ciitcgor! o f c l ~ i i i n t i t ~ .  But iin iiccident 
ciiiinot be prior to that of which it is an  iiccuk'nt. Therefore, since tune is :in 
iiccidcnt 01' the celestiiil body. it cannot he prior to this' h o d \ .  
Since the celcstiiil iigcm inipartsmotion t o  thece1esti;il boi.l\. tlicreb\ iiiip~istiii>: 
time to it. i t  is by nature prior to t ime;  it follows f'roin this that the celestial aaciit 
ciiiinot he temporally prior to the celestial sphere. 
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76 the celestial sphere for imparting the dispositions and attributes4' that 

are required for the existence of that end that exists because of them. 

Since people d o  not know that  this is one of Aristotle's opinions they say 

that he does not speak of the acting cause of the universe, only of its 

moving cause. This is the height of ignorance. There is, however, no 

doubt that its acting cause is identical with its moving cause, for the 

force that moves the universe with its proper motion is identical with 

that force that first bestows upon it those dispositions and properties in 

virtue of which the universe has the motion proper to this force. And 

Aristotle has repeatedly discussed this in many places44 of his book De 

Caelo. And it seems that this force is more exalted and higher than the 

heavens.4s Diligence in explaining these matters has made us prolong the 

digression from our  subject, this subject being the procedure that is to  

be followed in explaining the nature of the celestial body, the relation of 

Narboni (173r. 1) and  Jandunus  (4Id. F-G) correctly interpret this passage to 
mean that Averroes denies here that G o d  is temporally prior to the world, that 
is. he denies creation in time. O n  the other hand,  Toledanus (p. 160. lines 8 St'.) 
distinguishes between G o d ,  the mover of the first sphere, and the moversoftlie 
other spheres, and  applies the present passage to  the celestial movers other than 
God. According to  Toledanus G o d  is, however, temporally prior to the world. 
Narboni writes(173r, I): Dl l? ,~:)WD"lSil , '71Y9~ ,hTi X l - l l  ,'7YlSm 11001 ,TiW 

]0T} 1300 IUD3 X ' ~ W  ~ ' 7 1  7013 1ni?n7 ~ Y S - H P  Ã‡' ,701-1 ' 7 ~  Y3U3, " .  . . a n d  there are 
some things acting and acted upon,  so  that the agent, i.e., G o d ,  and the thing 
acted upon. i.e., His abode [the world], are by nature prior to  time, and  thus the 
thing acted upon is not temporally posterior to the agent and it is not true that 
time t loa not follow from it." 

43 Time is the primary attribute that Averroes has in mind. 
44 Dipnn "1 7'7113. 1-iterally: "in another place." 1 accepted the Latin "in n ~ ~ i l t i s  

ocis" as a better reading, but 1 did not change the Hebrew text. Averroes does 
not seem to  have a specific passage in mind. 

45 Jai~cliinus (42a, A ) :  " .  . . sic~it  causa cst nobilior silo eft'ectu," " .  . . just  a s  the 
cause is more exalted than its effect." 
The agent o f t h e  celestial bodies is more noble than these bodies because the 
agent has n o  motion wliilc the heavens do have motion. Cl .  H e  Curio 11, 12. 
292a. 22-24: 292b. 4-6. 10-23: 292b. 28-293.1. 4. 'I'he nature ot the celestial 
agent is described b\ Ja i id~inus  us follows (42a. A-B) :  "And it always has to he 
mentioned that this lii-st principle is the acting cause o l t h e  heavens. .  . not us :I 

ciiiisc bringing then1 into existence, but as ;I form that preserves them and 
lunctions as a n  end for the sake of which thcy exist and  have perfection. B u t  
whether this first principle moving the heaieri-, belongs to thegenus 0 1  et'ti&i1t 
or I'iiiiil ~ i i i s e  is u special question." C't'. above. un. 34 a n d  38. 

Chapter  Two 

which to the heavens4" is like the relation of body to animal. Let us now I , , ,<  , 
return t o  our  subject. 
We maintain then that the celestial and the transient bodies have the 

following factors in common: both possess three dimensions, both have 
a substance recipient of the dimensions, and both kinds of bodies are 
never free from dimensions. However, we find that the substiitice 

underlying the indeterminate  dimension^,^' as well as the dimensions 

belonging to that body 4x that is common to  all transient bodies, are one 

in number potentially,-"" not one in number actually, that is.to say the 

indeterminate dimensions common to  all transient bodies are one in 

number potentially and likewise the substance that underlies these 

dimensions is [one in number potentially]. And all transient bodies 

share this body that is numerically one. All this follows'" from the 

1.e.. to  the heavens in their totality. I 'he heavens. analogous to the terrestrial 
Ining beings, are conlposed of a body and a soul. As the subsequent passage 
shows, the nature of the celestial body is established by comparing it to the 
nature of the body of terrestrial living beings. 
I.e., "prime matter." 
The term "body" refers to "prime matter". 
Niirbon~ ( 1 7 3 ~ .  I ) :  onins n33 131 .7ana nixqni 3'7177~17 -103 ison3 inns ,nxi3 

13 "in iirnsw ixn '7" i  .~iwnsi-1 +iv-! p '7113 p j n ~  i n -  n i3 i  IN inns in n i i i a i .  

T P r i m e  matter] is nunierically one insofar ;is it is matter and some one thing 
existing in potentialit\.  And the substantial formsexist potentiiill! in this prime 
matter either insofar as  one follows the other or  insofar as many ofthern exist 
together in a large part of prime matter, i.e., insofar as these forms do  not now 
e.sist in it." 
The p r ~ o f o f f e r e d  in the following passage establishes that the body ~~~~~~~~I\ [jig 
substantial change must exist in potentiality. Three possibilities are considered 
( 1 )  there exists one body in actuality: (2)  there exist many bodies in actualit) : 
(3 )  there exists one bod! in potentiality. The first and second possibilities :ire 
proved to be false, therefore the third must be true. The rejectionofthe first t h o  
possibilities is based on the following arguments: 
I'ir.',l Pos.'iihrlii,v: If the subject ofchang!ng elements were one in :iet~iiilit\. then 
a change of form would be an accidental change. An-.totlc. however. lia'i shovvn 
that a change of form must be a substantial change. lheietore. the s ~ i b ~ e d  
cannot he one in actuality. 
Second l'o.s.-iibitilj: 11 we assume that in a given change both the hod) lhiit is 
destroyed and that which comes to be exist in actualit), then :it some time 
during that change the body that is changed would completely cease to exist. 
Thus  the second body would come to be from nothing. This, liowe\ei-, is 
contsar! to the principle "ex mliilo nihil fit." 
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1 1  observation that the body that is one in species" passes from one form 

to another and from one set of dimensions to another, this second set 
differing in actuality from the first. An example is provided by the 

transformation of the body possessing the form air into that possessing 

the form fire. Now if this body. common to  the form air and fire, were 

numerically one in actuality, then the form would be an accident. And if 

the body receiving the form fire and that receiving the form air were 

actually two, it would follow that when one of these bodies is 

transformed into the other, the attribute of corporeity would be 

removed from the body that is destroyed. This body would then become 

non-body and the new corporeity would have to come from non-body. 

This is absurd. It follows therefore that the sublunar bodies have a 
common corporeal nature.52 

We must also ask"  whether these indeterminate dimensions and their 

subject are one o r  many and,  if they are one. whether they are 

potentially o r  actually one, and,  if they are many, whether they are 

actually o r  potentially many. As has been shown, their nature requires 

us to  lay down that they are potentially one and many.54 

It has been shown that. since the sublunar bodies are transient, they are 

composed of a substance existing in potentiality 5 5  and of dimensions in 

potentialitys6 settled upon this substance. It has furthermore been 

51 1.e.. t h e  b o d y  c o m p o s e d  of p r i m e  m a t t e r  a n d  c o r p o r e a l  form. 
52  'The c o n c l ~ ~ c f i i i g  s t a t e m e n t  < i f  t h i s  p r o o f  i s  i n s u f t i c i e n t  a s  i t  s t i i nds .  I t  i s  t o  h e  

p r o v e d  t h a t  t h e  c o m m o n  n a t u r e  o f t h e  s u b l u n a r  b o d i e s  ex is ts  in p o t e i l t r  1 '  'I i t ) .  n o t  
t h a t  t h e r e  ex is ts  an i i n d e r l y i n g  n a t u r e .  J a n d u n u s  i n  h i s  c o m m e n t a r y  (4%. I ) )  
a d d s  t h e  o m i t t e d  s t a t e m e n t .  H e  w r i t e s :  "ex q u o  c o n c l u d i t ,  quad necesse est i l l u  

c o r p o r a ,  q u a  a c l i i i v i c c i ~ ~  t r t i i isn1ut: intur .  1i:iherc 11at~ir : i in  corpor:1le111 coin- 

miinem. i t a  q ~ ~ o d  s i n t  e a d e m  i n  p o t e i ~ t i i i  ct n o i l  i n  i i c t u . ,  , ." 

53 T h e  f o l l o w i n g  p a r a g r a p h  p r e s e n t s  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I t  h a s  j u s t  b e e n  
s h o w n  t h a t  the  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  t h r e e  d i m e n s i o n s  and  t h e i r  sub iec t .  p n n i e  m a t t e i .  

a r e  o n e  i n  p o t e n t i a l i t y .  T h u s .  t h e r e  seems t o  b e  n o  n e e d  t o  i i sk  i i g a i n  w l l c t l i e r  

the\ a r e  o n e  i n  i i r r i i a l i t y o r  p o t c 1 1 t i a l i t y  O n l y  o n e  new, p o i n t  is e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h i s  

p a r a g r a p h ,  n a m e l y ,  that t h e y  are also inan) i n  p o t c n t i : i l i ~ .  

5 4  .I~II~~~LI~IIS (a. F):  " i t  [prii11e r i i a t t e r ]  is one i n  po ten t i : i I i t y  111sof';ir i is  i t  is s(ir11e 
one t h i n g  t h a t  l a c k s  ail1 f o r m s ,  and i t  i s  man\ i n  ~ x > t e i i t i a l i t y  inso f ; i r  as i t  is 

c a p a b l e  01' h a v i n g  d i f f e r e n t  [ s i i b s t i i n t i a l ]  f o r m s . "  

5 5  . h i i i c l u n i ~ s  (42c. I- ' ) :  "i.e., p r i m e  m a t t e r . "  

56 . I : i n i l ~ i ~ ~ i n ,  (42,' Cil' " . . w h i c h  :ire in poten t i ; i l i t y  tovviii-cl tlit.f'L'rent b o i i i l c l i ~ r ~ e s  
i ir icl b e c o n i c  a c l ~ r a l  t h r o u g h  dil ' f 'erent forms." 

shown that when this body, which is one in potentiality and matter in 
; I , , ~  

potentiality, becomes actualized, it becomes matter in actuality. From 

this follows Aristotle's saying that matter does not exist in actuality 

except insofar as it is visible,'just as form does not exist" except insofar 
as it is intelligible. 

Since the celestial body, on the other hand, does not undergo alteration, 

it must necessarily be composed of a substance in actuality and of 

dimensions in actuality. Therefore, it is neither generated nor 

corruptible. All this being as we have described, it follows that the 

celestial body is the matter that receives the celestial form in the manner 

that has been proved to  be proper to  this matter. I mean to  say, that the 

celestial matter agrees with the transient matter in some respect and i t  

differs from it in some. And both kinds of matter agree in that they are 

matter insofar as they are visible and insofar as they possess a power for 

locomotion, but they differ in that the celestial body does not have that 

potentiality for alteration that is proper to  the substances existing in the 
transient body. 
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I I 1 '  In a like manner it has been shown concerning the celestial bodies that 
their forms agree with those of the transient bodies in some respect and 

that they differ from them in some other.? On  the basis of this 

consideration the sublunar being composed of body and soul and the 

translunar one composed of body and soul are each called "living 

being" not in an equivocal sense, but in the sense of those terms that are 

predicated of different things according to  priority and pos ter i~r i ty . ' "~~ 

59 Jandunus comments (42d. G ) :  "It has been shown previously that the movers 
01 tlie celestial bodies agree with the souls of the terrestrial animals in that 
[both] movers impart locomotion to  their respective bodies. .  . . But the celcstiiil 
and the terrestrial bodies differ in that the celestial souls are not sustained in 
being by their bodies, nor d o  these souls impart being to their bodies. Thus,  the 
celestial animals are composed o f a  subject in actuality and  ofsouls ,  o r  movers. 
in actuality, while the sublunar animals are composed ofsoul i  and  o f a  subject 
that exists in potentiality." 

60 l l n 3 x 1  "in^73 o^lnXl"!inw~ In ' 7 3 ~  own qinw3 x'7. nun eq~iIroc t'... ~ ' d  
'ii'cundum priu.5 efposierius. Since the nia.jority oft l ie  Hebrew manuscripts has 
' 7 3 ~ ,  which implies a missing x'?, and ,  since the majority o f t h e  1,atin texts has 
m n . .  . ~ e d ,  the present reading was accepted. 
It is. however, possible to find a meaning for the text of the other Hebrew 
manuscript and  Latin Y, which have nn91p3 o 7 i n x l n  n i n w n  p '7"1 own qinw3 
l l I l ' X l ,  "equivoce. scilicet, secunduni prius et posterius." T o  understand this 
phrase, it is to be noted that predication "according to  equivocation" occurs in 
two ways: (1)  "according to absolute equivocation" (11103 qinw3); and (2)  
'according to 'generic' equivocation." In the first case the terms compared 
have only the name in common, in the second they have some other similarity. 
In the second case. equivocation is subdivided into kinds, and  one of these is 

"amphibolous" predication. A subdivision of the latter is predication 
"according to priority and  posteriority." In the light o f  this meaning of the 
term. the present passage. in its alternative version, is to be translated as " .  . . in 
an equivocal sense. I have in mind, [the kind o f  equivocation] contained in 
terms predicated 'according to priority and posteriority."' 
According to  either versic>ii of the passage, Averroes argues that the term 
"living being" is predicated o f  celestial and terrestrial substances according to 
priority and posteriority. However, in other passages (cf. above, chap. 1 .  n. 6). 
he seems to hold that terms a re  predicated of celestial and  terrestrial substances 
according to absolute equivocation. 
h e  two senses of predication "according to  equivocation" emerge Irom 
Miiinionides' discussion in his Treatise on the Art of I.u,qic, c'iap. 13, where he 
i t s :  ..A$S-11 h... I$̂ \ i.&l <r+l ' ? G I  AM- ,,-+ <r+l ^\ 
. . . a7psion o i n i  ,...no; q inw 09snnwnn ann  ,o*n -1'7 ip'7n7 o3snnc7nn ninc7-n 
"Ternis predicated accordmg to  [generic] cquiwcatioii iire divided into h i \  

cliisses. among them terms prediciited iiccording to  complete equivocation.. . . . 
according to amphibolous predication.. . "  (Arabic:  fed. Tiirker]. p. 59. lines 

It is necessary therefore in natures of this kind that the prior one is the 1 

cause of the p ~ s t e r i o r , ~ '  as has already been stated about this nature in 
another place. In an analogous manner, things of which the term 

"warm" is predicated differ according to  increase and diminution and 

according to  stronger and weaker.62 Thus  it has been shown in this 

treatise that the heavens are composed of matter and form as are the 

sublunar animals. And it has been explained in what way the translunar 
and sublunar forms agree and in what way they differ. It has also been 

shown how the ultimate mover of the celestial body differs from the last 

mover of the terrestrial ones."'Therefore, it remains for us to consider in 

what way the two genera of accidents, namely, the passive and the non- 

passive, agree and in what way they differ. 

We maintain that the celestial and terrestrial bodies differ in respect to 

the passive nature, called alteration, and that they agree in those 

accidents the change of which does not produce an alteration in their 

underlying substance. For  it seems that this alteration, inasmuch as it 
involves a change in the substance of the transformed body, is peculiar 

to those bodies the substance of which is intermingled with a 

potentiality, that is, to  the transient bodies." However, those accidents. 

the change of which does not involve an alteration in the substance of 
the underlying subject, are common to  the celestial and the terrestrial 
bodies. 

The first ones of the common accidents are locon~otion,  and 
transparency and non-transparency, as  well as those qualities to  which 
the latter accidents are subsequent - I have in mind the rare qualities 

12. 18-19. [ed. Ltros]. p. 3 5 ,  lines 19-20: Hebrew : [oil. hl'i-us]. p. 57. lines 3-4. p. 
94, liiic-i 6-S. i i i ~ i l  p. 124, lines III-20: 1-.iigIish: p. 59). Cl. t\\crrocs. Epitome 
Isufose. cti:ip. 1 .  t4ehrew : pp. M r ;  Latiti: Vol. 1 ,  2b. Mi. I -37r ,  1.'. 

61 "I he two natures diff'er according to priority and po-itcriorit). Priorit). which I \  

pred1c:itcd in mun\ wa\s (cf. ,bfi'uip/;),.s/(~.s V. 1 1 ; Caie,yorie.\ 12 ) .  is predicated in 
this iii-itancc according to cause and effect ( C u i q o r i f i  12. 14b, 10 t'f.). 

62 1-or the "a i i ib i~ ious"  prediciition of  the term "heat" as relerring to lirc and 

other hot objccts respectiiel . el'. Wo\t\oil. Hui.v(ii-i/ 7hi'o/o~yr(~a/ Ki'\'ir\\'. X X  XI. 
p.  161. lincs 3-4. I t  scei i i~ to .ne that the tcrm-i "sti-oiigei" and  .'wc:ikei-" ~ r c  
c q u ~  iili.'nt to tlie terms "pi-iiiiiir> " :inJ "siil~scqiietit" diseiisscd h\ Wollsoii. op 

(,/I.. p. 157, line 3 - p .  158. line 17; p .  l h ( ~  line 32-p .  107, line 20. 
M 1.e.. how llic celestiiil :iiicI lcrrcstriiil souls ilitlei. 
64 -1 hiit ihc ccli-it~il bodies ciiimot uiiiiei-go altcriition 1s shown in l)r  Ctivln I .  3 .  

270;~. 25-35. 
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I mi and the dense qualities - for it seems that density and  rarity are the 
cause of transparency and non-transparency. Yet, even though the 

celestial and terrestrial bodies have the attributes of rarity and 

transparency in c ~ m m o n , ~ "  these terms are predicated o f the  two bodies 

in respect to  priority and posteriority, as is thecase with the predication 

of "corporeity" which exists in both of them.66 

In an analogous mannerh7 the celestial and terrestrial bodies have 
luminosity and opacity in common. In this latter case. however, it is 

more nearly correct to assert that these terms are predicated according 

to equivocation, rather than  according t o  priority and posteriority. For  

we observe that, here below, light is generated in the simple, fiery, 

transparent body existing within the concavity of the lunar sphere only 

when this fiery element acts on  a heavy and dense b o d ~ . ~ O n  the other 

hand, it seems that the cause of the luminosity of the parts of the 

celestial bodies, that is, the stars, is the density of that particular part of 

the celestial sphere occupied by the star that is transparent in actuality. 

And that the stars are the dense part of the celestial sphere becomes even 

more apparent through the density existing in the planetsN which, as a 

Ntirhoi~i ( I7Xv, 2) : oj92?nl  n l l ~ s o n l  n11'BDn ,?Xi7, "i.e., rarity and transp;irenc\ 
and their respective contrary." 
The term "corporeity" is predicated ofcelestial and terrestrial bodies accon-iing 
to priority iincl posteriority. one o f t h e  kinds ofamphibolous predication. Ct.. 
however, Hebrew text. chap.  3. line 103 (and above, chap. 1, n. 8). where 
Averroes holds that the term is predicated according to  e q ~ i i v o c a t i o ~ .  
The iirgiiment in the following piissGe is sonlewh;~t obscure. Avem>es tries to 
show that the terms "lui innosi t~" and "opacity" cannot be predicatecl 
ambiguously. i.e.. according to priorit) and  posteriority, hut that the) must be 
predicated e i~ i i ivoca l l~ .  The cru\  o f t h e a m i m e n t  is that celestial and ten-estrial 
luniino'sity and opaeit', a rc  produced in entirelydifferent ways. Thus,  accord!ng 
to the implu'lhirgiiment, the two termscannot bepredicateilascauseandcllect. 
nor can they be pret1ic:ited accorciiiig toany  ol the other preciici~tions accortii11g 
to prioritj and  posteriority. Thus they must be predicated according to 
equivocation. Averroes' argument is based o n  the following eonsiiieratioiis: 
celestial light is ;i property of the celestial bod!. while terrestrial light is ;I 

product of the interaction o f  tire with a dense hod\ .  Celestial transparencj is ;I 

property ot the cclcstiul body. while tcrrestri;il trunsp:irer1c\ exists in c ~ e t ~ i ~ i l i t ~  
onl) in the presence of light. 
The  light of'thc elenlent fire becoi~les visible orlly when tire nets in n ciei~se, 1.e.. 
t'iirth) ynd optiqiie body. When lire is tiiii1iixec1 diul in its propci  place i t  fi 

ti-:insparent. Ct .  Junijiinn\. 43c, I < .  
[,itcriill) : "stars." 

result of this density, eclipse one  another, and the most obvious line ns 

evidence is provided by what occurs in the case of the m ~ o n . ~ " S i n c e  the 

difference between the stars and their spheres has been made clear, it is 

evident that the stars and the substance of the heavens are of one nature 

and this is a proposition on which all the ancients agreed, as Aristotle 

relates in the De Caelo. 'IThe celestial body, according to this opinion, is 

transparent in actuality in virtue of itself, this being contrary t o  the case 

of the transparent bodies here below, which are transparent in actuality 

only a t  a time when light is present."And the parts of the  celestial bodies 

differ in respect to  transparency and non-transparency, so that there is 

generated in them something like color, an  example of this being the 

Milky Way." And since it is apparent in the case of the moon that it is 

dense and dark by its very nature and that it receives its light from 

another planet, namely, the sun, Aristotle asserts concerning i t  in the 

book De Anirnalibu.~~~ that its nature is generically more like the nature 

"it nÃ§i na "wan ln i l l  , nyp  ons;? 09 i71pn  1-n T S ~ I  0 ~ 3 ~ 1 ~ 3  ^v?y msnn is11 nn 
Rl73. This passage is linginsticalh difficult, hiit its meaning is clear. Hav,ing 
s ~ ~ i t c t l  that the luminosity ofthe stars is the result ol'the cier~sity oftlie purl o f the  
celestial sphere in which the st;ir is found, Averroes now marslliils additional 
r\icIciicc that the m r s  are the tie11sc porti(ti1 of their rcspectiic sphci~e. 
Pliinctiiiv eclipses and, even more, lunareclipses pro\ ide evideiiec thill the stars 
.ire the clense portion of their spheres. For if this were not the euse. eclipses 
could not take place. The 1 atin texts have the easier reading: "...el hoe 
apparet in stellis. q ~ i a e  eclipsant w aciii1vice111. el hoc bcne appiirel in lunii." 
It seems that Alerrnes bas tuo ,Aristotcli.in piiss:~ses in 111111ti: ( I )  t h i n  thc 
celestial bodies and their spl~cres are o l  the same element. Cl'. 1)c fil(>/o 11. 7. 
2x93, 11-19 (cf. iilso commentaries aiiloi:.): (2 )  that the iincients b e l i e ~ e d  thiil 
there exists :in elenirnt t l i t ' t ' m t  t'mm the t'niir e lmf i i t s .  Ct. L k  (iirh 1 "i 27Ob. 
1-25. 
A transparent body in the sublunar sphere is not transparent of i tselfÃ‘to 
example. air in a dark room-but i t  becomes transparent in the 11rcsci?cc 01. 
light. On the other k i n d ,  the l ieuvenl~ element is transparent in actiiiilil\ in 
virtue of  itself 
Fi l in jx3.  The t4ebre\v text retiiiils the orignal  t\r:ihic term 091. This Arabic 
term occurs in Saaclia's Kitah (11-Amanat. p. 19. line I ,  ;ind Ibn Tibbon 
1r;insl;ites i t  :is nl11nn. ("I. Steinschile~tirr  H~~hrili\r/zc i ~ ' h t , r . ^ r l ^ u n ~ n  p 139. 11. 

229: also p. 186. I ) .  576. 
Steinsclineider points out that in Arabic and Hebrew philosoph\ tins title 
includes the ifi.'iloriu Animiiliiim. the l)e Part/bus An imal~um.  and the fi 
dencriiiu)m' An~tnuliiiin. C't. Steinschiieidei, Hi.~hrui.sihe i 'berseizun~'n,  p. 143. 
11. 67. beginning 
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I 146 of earth than like that of the other stars." And it seems that the celestial 

bodies differ quantitatively in respect to  rarity and density, both of 

which are the cause of luminosity and opacity, even though opacity 
exists only in the According to  my opinion, the problem of the 

luminosity of the celestial bodies must be understood in accordance 

with this explanation. 

Calefaction is another accident that the celestial and the terrestrial 

bodies have in common. And Aristotle noticed that the celestial bodies 
do  not produce heat insofar as they are hot, but they produce heat in 

virtue of the velocity of their motion. H e  supports this proposition by an 

argument taken from the observation of a missile. Fo r  when a missile is 

shot, its lead melts."And Aristotle states in the Metaphylsics that it is not 

necessary for an accident t o  produce another accident like itself - 

either in species o r  genus - as it is necessary in the case of the qualities 

that are substances. The commentators observed a second calefactory 

cause in the stars besides their fast motion, namely, luminosity. They 
noticed that light, insofar as it is light, is perceived to produce heat upon 

being reflected. They saw, furthermore, that the ability to produce heat 

through reflection of its light is not an accident peculiar only to fire, for 

it is an accident common t o  the celestial bodies and to  fire. And from 

what has been said concerning the calefactory action of celestial and 

l i i n d ~ i n u s  in t he  c o m m e n t a r y  (43d,  G )  refers t o  t h e &  ( ienc~ru/ /oneAnimul~um. I 
could  not  locate t he  passage. 

75 J i indunus (43d. F-G): " . . . i t  is t o  be  no ted  tha t  the  m o o n  differs f rom the  o the r  

s tars  in that  it ha s  light,  less in virtue o f  itself, m o r e  in vi r tue  o f  a n o t h e r  planet 
[the sun ] :  so t ha t ,  just a s  ea r th  is t he  lowest o n e  o f t h e  elenlents,  s o  t h e  m o o n  is 
t he  lowest o n e  o f  t h e  planets ,  i nasmuch  a s  it is m o r e  o p a q u e  t h a n  the  rest. 

" I  here has  a l so  been raised a quest ion whether  the  m o o n  has  light in virtue of 
itself a t  all .  I th ink that  th is  quest ion is a weak one .  Since the  m o o n .  when  it is 
no t  i l lumined by the  sun  o n  t h e  t i r e  which is t oward  us, is still seen by us, it must  
be  that  this occurs  in \ i r t i ie  o f  t he  m o o n ' s  o w n  light." 

76 J a n c i ~ i n ~ i s  (43d.  G ) :  " . . . t h e  C o m m e n t a t o r  wri tes :  'The  cause  ot' t he  spo t  
(mucula)  in the  moon is a difference in t h e  par ts  o f t h e  m o o n  in respect t o  rarity 
and  densi ty .  I tius o n e  par t  o f  t he  m o o n  is rare  a n d  docs  not  receive light I rom 
the  sun  in the  s a m e w a y  in which t h e o t h e r  par t  receives it. And  these  la t ter  par ts  
i ~ i i k e  a cer ta in  I'igure in t he  surface  of the  moon ,  because  of which the  m o o n  
appea r \  (liirk.' " 

77 Cf .  I;>(- C'ut~lo 11, 7, 28%. 19-35; a l so  I)e Cuelo, ed .  I .oeb Classical Library .  p.  
1x0. 11. u. 

terrestrial bodies,'< [it follows] that it is not far-fetched to maintain that I I I I L  IV. 

the term "calefaction" is predicated equivocally of these two bodies, the 

evidence being that their actions differ. For  the calefactory action of fire 

damages and destroys things - especially the kind of fire which 

produces light - while the calefactory action of the celestial bodies 

produces generation and bestows vegetative and animal life. This is the 

reason that there are two kinds of calefaction: that which is a passive 

quality changing the substance of the subject in which it inheres,"" and 

that which is not a passive quality."'The case of calefaction is akin to  the 
case of transparency and non-transparency, that is, there is the kind of 

transparency and non-transparency that is the result of a passive quality 

and there is the kind that is not. 

And since the statements of those who in former times investigated the 

activities of the stars have been verified, namely, that some stars impart 

heat and dryness, some heat and moisture, some cold and moisture, and 

some cold and dryness, it follows that these four qualities that the 

celestial bodies and the four elements have in common are predicated 

equivocally or according to priority and p o ~ t e r i o r i t y . ~ ~  
And it seems that the celestial bodies impart to us here below heat, while 

they themselves are not hot, for it is not necessary that the agent 

producing a certain accident be described by the same term as the 

accident that it produces. Thus, for example, not everything producing 

motion must necessarily be moved, nor must something producing 

78 "TO 10N7iy 1001.  I his phr:ise may be interpreteij  in t w o  \\ii',s: ( I )  it m a )  refer l o  

vvhat has been sa id  ycticrull), a b o u t  the  calefactory act ion ol  celestial and  
tcrrcstriiil bodies,  o r  ( 2 )  it niii) refer t o  what  has  been said in tile preceding 
disciis-iion. In t he  lo rmer  case the  reference would be t o  t he  a rgumen t s  which 
t\verroes lists in t he  siicceeciing sentences .  I n  t he  latter case  the  reference would 
he  t o  the  a rgumen t  which appea r s  a t  t he  beginning o l t h e  present pa rag raph .  
name l ) .  t ha t  t h e  celestial body produces  heat  wi thout  itself being hot .  

79 This  k i n d o f  heat is a proper ty  of fire a n d  thus  occurs  only  in tt iesubliiniir  worlil. 
XO Th i s  is t h e  kind of heat that  l ire and the  celestial e lements  have in c o m m o n .  
X I  11n'tOl 'lD'lp21. I l i e  l.iitin texts have the  dis junct i \c  uuf ( w )  . s c ~ ~ n ( / u n i  priu.\ cf 

pa.\frriii.\. v4 hich seems t o  he  preferable. T h e  problem is whether  these  qnulities 
;ire p icdicated "eqiiivocally" o r  "according t o  priorit:,' a n d  posteriority." Thi: 
iins!.+er s eems  t o  he  tha t  these qiiulilies a r e  preiliciited "equivocally" since 
A\er i -oes  shows  (Hebrew text.  lines 186-187) t ha t  they a r e  not  predic:itei-1 
iiecording 1 0  pr~or i t !  and  poster ior i ty .  
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I 172 blackness be black. And most accidents exist in this manner." These 

statements are evident from the following proof: if something altered 
were the result of something else altered and if something hot were the 

product of another hot thing and the series went on  t o  infinity, there 

would not exist something first altered. But something first altered must 

exist, just as it is necessary in the case of motion that  there exists a first 

moved." I t  is necessary, therefore, that the series of altered things 

should come t o  an  end with something causing alteration, which itself is 

not altered, just as in the case of moved things the series must come to an 

end with something producing motion, which itself is not moved. 

However, the difference between motion and alteration is that in the 

case of locomotion the series cannot possibly come to  an  end with 

something moving itself, for everything moved of itself has a mover 

other than itself, while in the case of alteration the series can come to  an 

end with something producing alteration in virtue of a prior, uncaused 

descriptive predicate belonging t o  it. The  beings having this latter 

property are undoubtedly the celestial bodies.x4 

But*' this prior descriptive predicate in the celestial body can belong 

82 I'or other  discussions ot'dissimilarities between ciiiise iind ellect. ct. Alyii/;ili. 
Tiiht//ut (it-l-'f//d.~('fu/z, XVII (cd.  Bou'.gcs. p 2x2: trans. H\ i~ i ; in .  p .  285). iilso in 
Alerroes.  Tahafidi a/-7uhaful XVII (ed. Bou\ges. p. 525: trans. \!an den Bergh. 

I, 321. iini-l notes, vol. I I ,  180); Maimonicles, Guide of the Perplexed. I ,  53 

(Arabic: p .  XI: Hebrew: p.  76a: English: p. 120). 
83 Cf. Phy'.ic', VII, 1 ,  242a. 15 ft'.: VIII, 5. 257a. 31 11. Cf. also Metuphysir.\ 11 .  2, 
84 I'lie i.htt'ereiice between locomotion anti alteration is that in locomotion the first 

m o i e r  15 separate  from us body,  while in alteration that which tirat alters is :i 

propert! inhering in the celest~al  body.  The  latter property does not presuppose 
I prior calise existing apar t  f rom the celestial body. 

85 H t i ~ i l g  shown in the p r e ~ o u s  passage that tilteration in terrestrial bodics is 
c d u e ~ b l e  to  something first altered in the celestial b o ~ l y ,  Averroes now shov>s 
thiit the iiltcrution of  the  celestial body and  thiit ol the tn'restriiil o n e  do  inn 
helong to  the same gcniis. Thus  the term "alteration" cannot  he predictited 01 

the two hodics iiccordini; to  priority ;lniJ posteriorit> but i t  mii'it be prcdiciited 
equivociill\ o f  theni. In tins piissage Averroes stems to imply thiit thinyi 
prediciited ;iccording t o  p r ~ o r i t >  iind poslern)i-it\ belong t o  the sunie gcniis. In 
other  piiss,igc-> lie seems to  in:iinliiin i l i i i t  tliinys predi~'iitcil i iccoidi i~g t o  pi iorit! 
tinil postcriorith ciinnot heloni; to tlie -1;ime geiiii'i. See alxi \e .  chap.  I ,  11. (I. ; i n ~ l  
ehiip. 2. 11. 00. 

I seems t o  me t h t i ~  the term "genus" 1s not usei.1 in the present passiige in its 
- l t i l c l  -1~'lisc hui l l ~ l t  I t  rek'is t i 1  tile tiictor ci~lllil1Oil to thing-. prci.~icillcit 

either to the same genus as the property it produces in another bod) o r  i t  

can belong to  a different genus. Thus, by way of an example of the latter 

case, the property of calefaction that the celestial bodies have toward 

the terrestrial ones is a nature that is neither hot nor cold, just as  t h e  

motion of the celestial body takes place according to  a nature that is 

neither heavy nor light. This is the most obvious statement concerning 

the celestial bodies. but G o d  knowsx6 the proof thereof proceeds as 

follows: since these four terrestrial qualities produce and unckrgo 

action in virtue of some quality apart  from themselves, their series must 

undoubtedly come to an end with qualities that act, but do  not undergo 

action. And it appears most likely and most proper that these terrestrial 

qualities are not reducible to  qualities belonging to their o w n  genus, not 

even if it were laid down that these qualities are predicated of the 

celestial and terrestrial bodies according [to the kind of "generic" 

predication that is said to  be according] to  priority and po~ te r io r i ty ,~?  

for it would necessarily follow that  something not passive would belong 

to the genus of passive qualities. And this is far-fetched. And from this 

discussion i t  is evident that fire, being passive, is not the first calefactory 

element," "but it is necessary that the first calefactory element should 

produce heat by means of qualities that are not p a s ~ i v e . ~  in the same 

iiccorcling t o  priorit) iind posteriorit!. 1 Iiis t!pe ot'preclictitioii isdistinynislieil 
Iron1 cqiii\ ocul pi-e~liciition. which refers t o  ti sameness 111 niiine only. 

X O  Y7l7 >tin. I'lii, plir;is<. ;ihseiit l ion)  tlie I i111n v e i ~ o n .  ic!\'i.'l-' silcli ~oilln1oil 
Koranic pl i rnso :is- 2 & l j a i ) T  ;,I... " . . .  i c i i l \ ,  Alliili is cinli~iiciiig 
(omnipresent) :  kno\ \mg7'  (2:109): ,&Is JJ.. . " .  . \ e n l \ .  -4Iliih is 

hciir,ng. knowing" (2:  177). &lip^ . . . " .  . . i i i i i t  Mliih i-' k n o \ \ i i ~ s .  \\IM-" 

(9: 15). 
8' 1 i l~~ i , i l I \  "iini.1 i t  tlie! were liiii.1 clo\\n to  he predic;itei.i , i c ~ l r d i ~ i i ;  to  pi'ioi-it! 

o n e  iiccoi~cling to pnoi-it! ~ i n . 1  posteriorit!. can he iippl~eil to  them lointl!. 
UX S I I K ' ~  fire 1-1 m e  01' the tuiir terrestrial eleinents. ilnd tliesc loin ~ ~ l c m ~ i i l - 1  ' i ic  
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I 1x9 manner as the first 'O mover produces motion by means of a descriptive 

predicate that does not undergo motion. 
In respect to  this question our  discussion; has run the course of the 

proofs that have been written about these matters. And these proofs are 

based upon principles that we have received from one who has given a 

perfect exposition of these subjects, namely, Aristotle. the son of 

Nicomachus. And since we have discussed these problems according to  

the measure of understanding that our  natural knowledge has attained 

concerning the divine things that are remote from our place, let us draw 

the treatise to  a close at this point. And let us rejoice in the wisdom that 

has come to  us concerning these honored matters more than we rejoice 

in the wisdom that has come to  us concerning those things that are close 

to 11s and that exist here with us. Though our  wisdom concerning the 

things of the sublunar sphere is prior to  ou r  knowledge of the things in 

the celestial sphere, yet a little knowledge of that which is noble, and 

which is beloved by us, is of great value. And,  perhaps, a small amount 

of knowledge concerning the celestial sphere is more worthy to  be the 

object of our  choice than a large amount of knowledge concerning 

sublunar matters. May God  bring us to human salvation and to the 

ultimate perfection that can exist for us, for when one investigates 

concerning human perfection one finds this knowledge to be one of the 

most wonderful things. May G o d  not place in us those impediments 

which keep one from attaining this perfection, these impediments being 

both things existing within us and things assailing us from w i t h o i ~ t . ~ ~  

The treatise is completed by the attainment of that which was intended. 

Praise be to  G o d ,  blessed be He. 

It has been shown that the celestial bodies are composed of tha t  which I , , , ~  1 

moves and that which is moved, and that the celestial mover does not 
inhere in its body2 in the manner of the other things moved in virtue of 

themselves."The proof thereof is found a t  the end of the eighth book of 

the Physics* where it is explained that the motion with which the 
celestial body is moved is eternal, not transient. And from this 

proposition i t  is demonstrated there, that the celestial mover cannot be 

a force inhering in the body that is moved by it, as is the case with the 

sublunar beings that are moved in virtue of themselves, that is, the living 

beings. By this I mean to say that the movers of the sublunar living 

beings are forces within bodies. 

All this can be proved once two premises have been laid down. One of  

them is that every force within matter is finite in n~otivity, the other, that 

the force in the celestial body is infinite in its motivity. From these 

premises it follows that the force in the celestial body is imniaterial. 

I t  is demonstrated in the succeedmg section (Hebrew tei t .  lines 1-23) t l i i i t  tlie 
mover o f t h e  celestial body is incorporeiil. Ct. Hebrew te\t.chiip. 1 .  lines l30l l .  
Avei-roes' iirgunicnt, which is based primarily on Aristotlc'sdiscussion in Book 
VIII 01' the Plry'.ii.\. proceeds :is follows: 
fir.\/  P r e i n ; . ~ :  Fiery corporeal force produces a finite motion ( l l c h i ~ w  lc\ t .  
line 7) .  
S i ' i i ~ t ~ d  Premise: The  force movuig the celestial bodies produces ,111 inlinitc 
motion (Hebrcu t e l l ,  line 8) .  
C o t ~ c l u ~ o n :  I hcret'orc. the force moving the celestiiil bodies is iiicorpo~ciil 
( imniater i~i l)  (Hebrew text, lines 8-9). 
Having set down this prool. Averroes otters one proot in support ol the secoiicl 
of  its premises (Hebrew te\ t ,  lines 9-1 1 )  a n d  two proofs in support o f t h e  first o f  
its premises (Hebrev, text. lines 11-15 and 16-23). 
a w l  m'73 0 3  Ymm. Literally: "and that the mover belonging t o  them is not 
bod\  ." More pi-eciseh, this should read "the celestial mover is not ii torce in ii 

body." Cl .  Toledan~is ,  p. 2 18, lines 14- 15. The  usual phrase is : TO ~ ' 7 1  WO]. K'7 

(DWi3) mi3 nJ ~ ' 7 1  (awl)  712 K'? :DO;> ^D. ('1. M;iiinonii.les. (luiilc,of lhc I\'rpl(~\(,d 
11 ,  1 :  Arabic:  p .  171. lines 8-9: Hebrew: p. 13b. 
. andunus  comments (4%. B ) :  "scilicet, in anirnalibus." The  soul that moves 
the heavens docs not subsist in the celestial body in the same manner as  the soul 
that moves the sublunar living beings exists in its body. The celestial soul is not a 
o r ( . e  inliering in a body. 
f ' h ~ Ã § (  VIII. 7-10. For references t o  specific arguments, cf. the succeeding 
notes. 



De Substantial Orbis 

, N ~ ~ ,  the stating that  the force in the celestial body is 

infinite in its motivity is among the ones proved in the eighth book of the  
Physics, and it is derived from the eternity of motion and theeternity of 
time. As for the premises that states that every force in matter is finite, it 

is proved from the fact that every force in a body, which is the same as a 
material force, is self-evidently divisible by the division of its body and 

this according to  subtraction o r  addition.%nd since, as has been shown 

in the third book o f the  Physics, 'every body is finite, it is impossible that 

an infinite force inheres in a finite body. This is clear through 

investigation. 

In the eighth book of the Physics, Aristotle endeavored to  prove the 

same t h i n g v r o m  fundamental principles already established by him 

5 According to Toledanus (p. 219, lines 5-6) and Jandunus ( 4 5 ~ .  E), Averroes 
offers two proofs lor  the proposition that every corporeal force produces a 
finite motion. Cf. above, n. 1. The first o f  these proofs is stated in the present 
passage (Hebrew text, lines 11-15), the second in the paragraph following it 
(lines 16-23). The first proof, in turn, can appear in two forms: (1)accordingto 
"addition" ("131; multitude); o r  (2) according to  "subtraction" ( U ~ Y Q ;  
paurnas). Cf. below, n .  6. 
The first proof, the one  according to  "addition." proceeds as follows: every 
corporeal force is divisible by division of its body. Thus, other factors being 
equal. a larger body possesses a larger force than a smaller body. Furthermore. 
every bod) is finite and i t  is possible that for any  given body one larger than it 
can be conceived. Now, if it is assumed that there exists a finite body possessing 
an infinite force, it is possible to conceive a body larger than the given one. The 
force of this larger body would be larger than the force of the given smaller 
body. that is. it would be larger than a n  infinite force. But the existence of a 
force larger than an infinite force is in~possible. Therefore. every corporeal 
force is finite (Jandunus,  45c, E). 

6 '131m UlYQ3. As indicated in the previous note, the proof contained in the 
present passage can proceed either according t o  "addition" ("131) o r  according 
to "subtraction" (UlYS?0). In the proof according to  "addition" a bod) is 
assumed to be added to  a given body. The resultant larger body is then 
compared to  the given body (d. above. 11. 5). In the proof according to  
"subtraction" a given body is imagined to be divided into parts. The  original, 
whole body is then compared to  one of its part\.  The proof ;iccoi'iiing to  
"subtraction" proceeds in the same manner. mutatis mutandis,, as the proof 
according to "addition." 

7 Physic", 111, 5. 204a. 34-206a. 8. 
8 This is the second proof den~onstrat ing that ever) corporeal force is linite (ct. 

above, n. 1 ) .  It proceeds as follows: every motion takes place i n  time. Now, i t .  
there existed an infinite force in a finite body, this body would move in no  time. 
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before. This proof proceeds as follows: every motion takes place in ,<, 
time.' Now, if there existed an  infinite force in a finite body it would 

necessarily follow from this assumption that this body would be moved 

by its force in no time. F o r  one body exceeds another one in respect to 

velocity o r  retardation of motion only in virtue of an excess of materii.11 

moving force, and an excess of forcc is subsequent upon an excess of 

bodies,'" that is to  say, the body with the greater force has the faster 

motion. Therefore, if there existed a body possessing an  infinite force, i t  

would follow that this body would move in no time. But it has already 

been shown that every motion must take place in time, for in every 

motion there is a prior and a posterior element, and the prior and the 

posterior elements are the parts of motion."Thus a motion taking place 

But motion in no  time is impossible. Thus.  an infinite torce cannot inhere in ;I 

finite bod?. 
Tha t  an infinite force in a finite body would move this body in n o  time is proved 
as follows: if the given force o f a  body is assumed to increase, the velocity ol the 
body also increases while the time necessary to  cover a given distance decreases. 
The larger the force the less the time. However, a s  long as the force is finite the 
time is finite. If we now conceive a force larger than any given force, that i->. an 
infinite force, the corresponding time would have t o  beless than any given time. 
that is, no  time. 
The proof of the proposition that every corporeal force is finite is based o n  
Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 24-266b, 6. In  setting forth his proof of this proposition 
Aristotle examines and rejects two possible assumptions concerning an infinite 
corporeal force. They a re :  (1) an infinite corporeal force moves its body in n o  
t ime;  or  (2) it moves its body in some time. Averrocs in the present passage 
considers only the first of  Aristotle's alternatives. 
F o r  statement of Averroes' complete proof, as taken from his Mii.li.Ui: 
Commentary on Ph,\"iici,. cf. H.A.  Woltson. C.re.vcu.s (text), pp. 266-270. Prop. 
XII ,  Part I. 
Cf. Physics VI, 3 ,  234a, 24-234b, 9. 
D1ninn nsiyn'7 n w o i  n i n ~ " l l i i ~ n i ,  el excessus virr~itum si'quiliir exce.s.sum 
corporum. This phrase has no  function in the present proof. since onl) a 
comparison of velocities and  forces of  bodies is involved, not one between 
forces and sizes of bodies. However, in the second part of Aristotle's proof, that 
is, the  one based o n  the assumption that a n  infinite corporeal force moves its 
bod? in some time (cf. above, n .  X), a con~parison o f s i ~ e s  and  forces o f  bodies is 
relevant. Perhaps Averroes had the two parts o t t h e  Aristotelian proof in mind, 
though in the present passage he makes use of only one part. 
T@R 01. In placeofthis Hebrew phrase, the Latin texts and the Hebrew texts 1 

n, 5 ,  have: "quae sunt in tempore," 7n73 on,  "which are elements existing in 
time." 
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m e  23 in no time is an  impossible contradiction.I2 

All this is as we have stated. It has also been shown that  the celestial 

body is composed of that which moves and that which is moved, and 

that that which moves does not subsist in that which is moved, nor does 

it inhere in it, but that which moves is completely free from all matter. 

All this being so, would that  I knew I '  whether that which is moved, that 

is the celestial body, is composed of matter and form in the manner of 

the sublunar bodies that  are moved in virtue of themselves by a first 

mover in them - I refer to  the bodies of living beings that are moved by 

a soul - or  whether the celestial body is simple without possessing any 

force at all?I4 By force I mean a form through which the body attains a 

certain activity, this form being different from the already mentioned 

motive form which does not subsist in the body, that is, different from 

the form that imparts to  the body infinite motion and motivity.I5 

We affirm l 6  that if it is accepted by us that every force in matter is finite 

p n y  ~ ' 7  11'7~. Propositions containing a contradiction are divided into two 
kinds: (1) those false and  impossible, and (2) those false but possible. The 
former propositions a re  false at  all times, the latter are false at some time but 
may become true at sonic other time. In hisEpitome o fDe  In/erpretutione. chap. 
4. Averroes provides a n  example lor each case: (1) of the contradictory 
propositions "even man is tin animal" and "not every man is an animal (some 
man is not an animal)," the former is necessarily true, the latter necessarily false, 
. e .  false and impossible; (2)  of the contradictory propositions "every m;in 
writes" and "not every man writes (some man does not write)," each ma? be 
true or  false at a given time. If it is false at a given time. it may possibly be true at 
a future iime, i.e. it is false but possible at the given time. Cf. Hebrew: 1 Ir. lines 
14-20; Latin: Vol. I .  2b. 42v. G - H .  The source ofthis  distinction appears to be 
De Interpretufione, chap. 9. especially 19a. 23-19b. 4. 
lYVX1 in3 '0. For this expression, cf. Wolfson, Crescu.~, p. 565, n. 9. 
Averroes inquires whether the celestial body possesses a soul that inheres in it, 
lust a s  the bodies of the terrestrial living beings possess souls that inhere in 
them. 
This question, as Averroes' answer shows, is occasioned by Avicenna's teaching 
that the body of the celestial element is composed of matter and form. 
Disagreeing with Avicenna's opinion, Averroes argues that the celestial body is 
simple, i.e., not composed of matter and form. For  a full discussion of this 
problem, ct'. Wolfson, Crescas. Prop. X. Part 11, p. 261 ( text) ,and n. 24,pp.  594- 
598. Also c f .  Hebrew text. chap. 1 .  lines 168 Sf., and  chap. 2. lines 26 ff. 
Having shown that the form of the celestial element does not inhere in its bod),  
Averroes now demonstrates-against Avicenna-that this body in turn 
cannot be composed ot matter and  form. The crux of the demonstration is that 
the celestial torm is incorporeal, whether it is conceived as active or  a s  passive. 
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- and it makes no difference whether this force is active o r  passive. t h a t  

is, receptiveI7 - and if it is true, as has been shown, that the celestial 
body is capable of infinite movement, it follows necessarily that it is not 

composed of matter and form and that it is simple, that is to  say, the 

celestial body is a simple subject for the first mover, which is its forrn.Ix 

For everything composed of form and matter is necessarily finite in 

respect to its receptivity, just as it is finite in respect to  moving 

something other than itself.Iy Therefore, the peculiar property of that 

which is moved in virtue of itself, namely, the celestial body, is that its 

mover is not in matter and that that which is moved20 by this mover is 

simple, not composite. 

If we desire to  affirm as true the premise we have set down, namely, that 

in the case ofevery force in a body the motion that this force produces as 

well as the motion that its body undergoes is finite, and if we accept at 

the same time that the celestial body has a finite force apart from the 

force which, neither existing nor inhering in it, moves it - this is as if 

you were to say with Avicenna that the motion ofdeclination l1 in virtue 

For the distinction between active and passive powers, cl. Mc/(~ph~,. \ i rs V, 15. 
1021a, 14-19; IX ,  1, 1046a, 16-29. This phrase contains an answer t o  :in 
argument that Aviceniia might advance in support of his view that the hod) ol. 
the celestial element is composed of matter and  form. For Aviceniiii could siiy 

that since the form of  the celestial body is a force that receives a motion of  
eternal duration from another force, it is a force infinite in respect to piissi\,it). 
I'd this he could add that while a force infinite in actiiit) cannot inhere in a 
body, one infinite in passivity can. Against this Avicennian argument Averroes 
maintains that even a force that is infinite in respect to passivity cannot inhere in 
a body. 
.laiidunus (46a, B ) :  " .  . . that  the body is only a simple sub.ject tor its lir-it mo\cr .  
. e . ,  the mover imparts to it motion, but not existence (t'.~.'ie)." 

Every material form, whether producing o r  undergoing (receiving) motion. 
must be finite in virtue of its inhering in matter. Thus,  its receptivity as well as  its 
ac tn i t?  must be finite. Since the celestial substances undergo inlinite motion. 
i.e., they are moved through an  infinite time, their bodies cannot be composed 
of matter and form (Jandunus,  46a, B). 
1300 Y Y l l n n m l , ~ ~ ;  quOit i ' i t~dquodmovefurabeo.  The Hebrew manuscripti h;ne 
the active 1100 Y31nnVl, "and that that which nioves." l ,or  similar 
inistriinslatioiis, el'. above, chap. 1 ,  nn. 5 and 59. 
"PUI. For the \ a n o u s  meanings of this term (5-0 in Arabic), cl. H. A .  \Voltion. 
"Hallevi and Maimonides on Design, Chance, and Necessity." 1 'roc~~~~lI in~~~' i  o/ 
the American Academy for Jewish Research. XI (1941). p. 120. nn. 5, 7. 
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IWK 4 1  of which the celestial body is said to  be neither light nor heavy is the 
result of this material force, and that the aggregate of this force and 

matter constitutes the celestial body - then it would necessarily follow 

that something eternal has within itself the possibility of being 

destroyed, without ever actually being destroyed. And the absurdity of 

this latter proposition has already been demonstrated a t  the end of the 
first book of the De C a e l ~ . ~ ~  
This being so,2" it is not  true that the term "necessary existence" is 

predicated in two ways: necessary in virtue of itself, and necessary in 

virtue of something else, possible through itself.24 If this distinction were 

valid someone might think that it applies t o  the celestial body, that is to 

say, one might think that the celestial body has in it a finite force, while 

22 Cf. De Caelo 1. 12. 281 b. 18-283h, 22: especially 28Ib. 18-282a. 4. and  282a. 21- 
25. Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 6, lines 20 ff. 

23 The text of this passage is somewhat obscure. A comparison with a parallel 
passage in the Tahdfut at-Tahafut IV (ed. Bouyges, pp. 276-284,passim; trans. 
Van den Bergh, I ,  pp. 163- 168,passim; trans. Horten,  pp. 188- 197,passim)yields 
the following interpretation: Avicenna distinguishes between two kinds of 
necessary existence: (1) necessary in virtue of itself; (2) necessary in virtue of 
another, possible in virtue of itself. Furthermore. Avicenna maintains that the 
celestial bodies have the second kind of necessary existence. Against Avicenna. 
Averroes argues, in the present passage, that the celestial bodies cannot have 
this second kind of necessary existence, for if the celestial bodies were possible 
in virtue of themselves, i t  would follow that they have a possibility of being 
destroyed. But Aristotle has shown that the celestial bodies can never be 
destroyed. Thus,  the celestial bodies would have a possibility that is never 
actualized. This is absurd.  
It is to  be noted that Averroes applies the term "possible" only to potentiality 
for generation and corruption, not to  an accidental potentiality, such as a 
potentiality for loconlotion. Furthermore, as  is clear from the passage in the 
Tahafui, Averroes does not rqect  the notion of "necessary through another, 
possible through itself," as  .Tandunus interprets. He only limits the applicability 
of this term to transient beings, excluding it thereby from the heiivens. 

24 For a discussion of the terms "necessary," "possible." " n c c e s s w  in virtue of 
itself," and  "necessary in virtue of another, possible in virtue of itself" in the 
writings of A\,iceniia and oftlie p roofof the  existence o f G o d  h~tscd on them. cl 
A.M.  Goichon,  I-a Distinction de /'Essence et dc /Â¥E,ristenc d'aprev 1hn .Sin2 
(Paris. 1937). pp.  156- 180. 
For the iiie:iiiiiig o l  this distinction, its origin in Aristotle, iini-I its relexailce 1 0  

Aviceniia's and  Averroes' doctrines concerning the cause of the celestial 
motions, cl.. Wollson, Crescus, Introduction, pp. 109-1 1 I ; Prop. XIX. 11. I ,  pp 
680-682. 

it acquires necessary existence from an  infinite, immaterial force, as I ! , , ~  4-  

indeed Avicenna thought. And he was under the impression that this is 

an  opinion of Alexander found in some25 of his writings. And upon this 

assumption Avicenna built his proof of the existence of a first principle, 

a proof different from the one based on the existence of eternal motion.2b 
But Avicenna's proof is based on faulty premises as you can see.?' 

But 2 8  there arises a question concerning this problem on the basis of 

Aristotle's remark in the De Caelo that the forces of the celestial bodies 

nxp. This term can mean "one" or  "some." Cf. Wolfson. Crt~xcu'i, p. 491, n. 14. 
A w r o e s  herealludes to  Avicenna's proofof the existence of  God. knownas  the 

proof from necessity and contingency. This proof, which is a metaphysical one. 
is based on  an analysis o f  the concepts of necessary and possible being. This 
proof is distinguished from the physical proofs of the existence of God based on  

some natural occurrence, such a s  motion. According to  Avcrroes only physical 
proofs of the existence of G o d  are valid proofs. Cf the succeeding note. 
Averroes here attacks the Avicennian proof o f  the existence of God dcriviiig 

from necessity and  contingency. The proof, as taken from Mainionides (CÃˆui(/c 
11. I, Speculation 3), runs as follows: 
I. Concerning existing things three assumptions are possible: (1) None of  

them comes to  be or passes away. (2) All of  them come to  be andp:iss m ; i y  (1) 
Some of them come to  be and pass away ; some of them neither come to be nor 
pass away, 
11. (1) Propositions I, 1 .  and I ,  2, are proved to  be false. (2 )  Therefore, I ,  3. 
must be true, and thus there must exist something that exists necessarily. 

111. Necessarily existing things (xcur  in two ways: (1)  Necessary in virtue 01' 

theniselves. (2)  Necessary in virtue o f  another. possible of themselves. 
IV. If we consider the things necessary in virtue ofanother.  we know that the 

chain of things necessary in virtue ofanothcrcannot  go on to infinity and thus it 
must come to  an end with something n e c e s s q  in \ l~r tue  of  itsell. 
Averroes' objection in the present passage is that Proposition 111. 2. which. in 
this proof, must be applied to  the celestial body. is absurd (d. above, 11. 23. F-or 
a different iirgumciit. cf. the p a s s a s  from the Tuh@fuia/-Tahafulcited in n. 23). 
Thus  this proof is not valid. 
Thomas  Ayuii~as also uses this Aviccnni~ii1 proof as one of his proofs o l  the 
esistt'iirt" (it God.  Ct. .S~~mtna  Thpnlogiue I @I. 2. Art. V Asgunlent ?. 
F'or :I further discussinn of  the controversy between Avu'miia and Awrrocs 
concerning this proof, cf. the commentary of Narboni on  Mainlonides' dfiiih'. 

11, 1 .  Also. cf. H .  A.  Wolfson. "Awrrocs '  Lost Treatise on  the Prime Mo\cr ."  
I f e / ~ r c \ t  Union College Anmia' XI11. 1 (1950/51). 683-710: Fr:ign~cilts 1-5. pp. 
687-702. 
A\erroes no\\ sets out to resolve a difticiilty occ:isioned b\ two contlicliiig 
Aristoteli~in statenients. Aristotle ;ifIirn1s in some o l  his writings that l\\c 

heavens must possess a finite motive force. whilein others he maintains that the 
si-iiiie celestial motive force is finite in one respect and infinite in another. 
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l ine  s i  must be finite in their activities inasmuch as the celestial bodies are finite 
in m a g n i t ~ d e . ~ ~  And he uses this premise30 to  show that the celestial 

bodies are of finite m a g n i t ~ d e , ' ~  and he gives this premise as one of the 

reasons for the fact that some celestial bodies move one star while some, 

namely, the sphere of the fixed stars, move many.j2 And he maintains 

29 This proposition is not demonstrated in the De Carlo. Averroes seems to have 
derived it from the f'ollou,ing premises : ( I )  a finite body cannot have a n  infinite 
motive force (this is proved in Physics VIII. 10. 266a. 24-2660. 6. and it is 
q ~ i o t e d  in DeCaelo I. 7, 275h. 21-23; 11. 12. 293a. 10-1 1); (2) the celestial bodies 
are finite (De  Caelo I, 5-7). 

30 1.e.. that the motive l'c~rces of the celestial bodies a re  finite. 
31 l l vvn  "Pl>a cp7n7nvn n-'minv l x v l  nmpnn nxT -'ism. The expression Â¥"7i~ 

l lYV3 is obscure and  Toledanus and Jandunus differ in their interpretations. 
1.oledanus comments : "f'initae quantitatis numero," i.e., the number ofstars  in 
the celestial sphere is finite. He seems to  consider the present phrase as an 
introduction to  the proof that the number of stars in each sphere cannot be 
greater than it is. 
Jandunus (47c. G)  interprets the expression as "finite in extension" He refers 
the present phrase to  a proof demonstrating that the celestial bodies a re  finite. 
since their motive forces a re  finite. Cf. De Caelo I, 5, 272a, 7-273a, 6. This proof 
is independent of  the proof that the number of stars in each celestial sphere 
cannot he greater than it is. 

32 In setting down this proof from the Dc Caelo, Averroes is not interested in the 
proof as such, but only in one of its premises, namely, the premise stating that 
the motive force ol the celestial body, though infinite in one respect, is finite in 
another. Avcrroes uses this proposition to  show that Aristotle stated explicitly 
that the celestial motive force is finite in some respect. F o r a  parallel discussion, 
cf. Hebrew text, chap. A, lines 121 ff., and below, chap. 6, 11. 47. 
The proofthat  the number of stars in each sphere cannot be greater than it is is 
based on Dc Cuelo 11, 12, 293a. 4-1 1. Averroes' text o f the  passage read-.: "And 
if there were in any of the planetary orbits more stars than there are. the 
~ ~ l t i n ~ n t e  orbit [that ol' the fixed stars] would d o  work when it moves the orbits 
conling after i t . .  . And we have already said in many places that every finite bod\ 
ha\ ul\o u/;ni /c  power. For this reason there exists in each one o f t h e  planetar! 
orbits only one star" (1.w Commentary o n  De Caelo 11. t. 71. Vol. V. 1 4 5 ~ .  G : 
n o t e  also corn. 71. 145v. H -  I & ,  H). 
Averi-oes' proof proceeds as follows : the motive force of the  sphere of the  fixed 
stars is 01 a given finite quantity. Now. ilthere were more stars o r  planets in one 
of the  orbits, either the whole heavens would be without motion o r  thcvelocn! 
of their motion would decrease. Thus- in order for the celestitil hodies to h:t\e it 

iLiil> motion n1:i constant, finite velocity a certain force must be iidcled to tlie 
force o l  the oiitei-inost sphere. I h i s  new force would hc added t i )  the original 
niiturul torn- of the heti\ens. Thus. the new motion \voulcl be a violent motion. 
B u t  ;in\ violci1t 111otio11 must come to an end. Thus the Ilea\ei~s wo~ilcl cease to 
exist. 'I his is impossible a n d ,  thus, the assumption that the planetar) orbits 

106 

that, if the stars in the sphere of the fixed stars were smaller or  larger. it 
IITW v, 

would be impossible that the finite force should move them." And 

generally, it was shown there, in the general treatise.j4 that if the heat- 

and motion-producing forces in the celestial bodies were infinite in all 
respects, then the motion of those bodies that are here below would take 

place in no time." And this consideration brings one to  think that there 

are in the celestial bodies active forces that are finite. 
We say briefly that the termj6 "infinite" may be applied in two senses: 

first, in the sense of a force of infinite action and passion in time but 

finite in itself, that is, finite in velocity and intensity;" second, in the 

sense of a force of infinite action and passion in itself.j8 Now, a force of 

infinite action and passion in itself cannot exist in any body, whether it 

be celestial o r  transient, for only an infinite body could attain a force of 

this latter kind. And since an  infinite body is i r n p ~ s s i b l e , ~ ~  it follows that 

the celestial spheres produce and suffer motion in time.40 On  the other 
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in,- 66  hand, the existence of forces infinite in time with reference to both 
action and passion is necessary for the celestial bodies. And as for the 

temporal infinity of these forces with reference to  passion, that is, 

d e c l i n a t i ~ n , ~ '  it is due  to  the fact that: these bodies are absolutely 
~ i m p l e . ~ ~ a n d  with reference to  action, it is due to the fact that the forms 

of the celestial bodies have no subsistence in their subject.-" But infinity 

in time with reference to  both action and passion is impossible in the 

case of the transient bodies, because transient bodies are composed of 

matter and form. 

Now the existence of a force of infinite intensity whose cause is iissumed 

to  be a body, insofar as it is a body, is impossible in the case of the 

celestial body o r  any other b ~ d i e s . - " ~ O n  the other hand, a force that is 

infinite in respect to time is necessary in the case of the celestial body, 

inasmuch as that which moves and that which is moved in the celestial 

bodies differs from that which moves and that which is moved in the 

transient bodies. And a force of infinite duration is impossible in the 

case of the transient bodies since their motive forces are material and 

intensity a n d   loci city, it would li;i\e to  reside in a n  infinite bod \ .  ( A  finite bod\ 

can oiilj  have a f i i~i tc  1.orce.) 

S ~ f l d  Premise: The  existence d' an iiitinite boiij is impossible. 
C O I I ~ U ~ ~ I W I :  Therefore, the force o f  the celestial bod) is finite in i t s e l l ,  ( I he 
statement in o u r  text, "thecelestial spheres p roduceand  sut't'ei motion i n  time." 

is equivalent t o  this statenlent.) 
41 n7U17 b " ~ .  The pin-iise occurs  neither in the Liitin t e . ~ t s  nor  in t l i e c i t . i t i ~ ~ ~  (11 thi, 

passiige in Nitrboni's co~iimentiii->. This semis to iiiiiicate that i t  is ; I  l:iicl 

addition. I h e  phrase has no special nieaning here and sii~ir)l\  iiietins , . I , L ,  . 

motion." 0. above. n .  21. 
42 Janduiiiis ( 4 6 4  1. ) :  ".  . .;>incc the celestiiil boiiies tire simple. tliej d o  I I O I  

u~i i icrgo an) change except change in place, aiii.1, therclore, tlic! i-1-111 i i i ~ d ~ i i ; ~  
action a n d  motion which a r c  inf ini te  according to nine." 

N-irbi~ni ( 1 7 7 r  1): '71; m nnb pi u'7mn3 D ~ U W B  n n v  m a  ny?lnn . n ~ - -  
yDB7-I. "i.e., t h e j  a re  [inlinitel in motion because the\ ;ire ab.->oliitel\ simple iini.1 
thus they have no  potentiality for  corruption." 

43 . J t i r~~ i~ in t i s  (4M.  1:): "si~iee 111e forms are sepiii-'ite 11'1-0111 their hodiesj tlic\ I ~ t i \  1, 

n o  coiitr:ii-! nor  a subject thi-oudi  \vIiicl~ they hubsist I I I  b q ,  t11crcloi-c t l~t ,?  
can net duriiig an infii1itc time." 

44 .Iancl~~nu.'i  ( h i .  1-1 ) :  " .  . . tlliit is, a n  inI'iiiite l'orce cannot he the torm ol a bod!. 
o r  e\eiq bod> is linite and  tlicrc niiisi be ti proportioii~itciicss hct \ i ,~cn tlu. 
~ ) i i ; in t i l~  01 .i bod! iinci the  action of i t ,  toi-ce. Thus,  i l  ilic botl\ is linitc. us I r n ~ . ~ ,  
must be finite in intei is i l~."  

since their bodies, which are moved by these motive forces, are ill,,, - 1  

of matter and form. 
Thus, the celestial and transient bodies have in common that the 

and action belonging to them are finite in themselves. And this 

is the reason that the motion of the celestial bodies takes place in time. 

and some of them move faster than others, in spite of the fact that their 

motive forces are immaterial. For,  since these motive forces are finite in 

themselves, the celestial bodies receive them in a finite way. In respect to 

duration, however, the celestial bodies receive the motive forces in an 

infinite way. 

And from the fact that there exists in the celestial bodies a force of finite 

action and passion in itself, it does not follow that there exists in them a 

force which is finite in time, nor does it follow from the same fact that 

the celestial body can be destroyed o r  that it is composed of matter and 

form. But that possibility of being destroyed would only follow from the 

existence of a force that is finite in time, and so  also the possibility of 

being composed of matter and form. 

And it is clear45 that if there existed in a body composed of matter and 

form a force infinite in time, it would necessarily follow that a force of 

infinite action and passion in itself would exist in this body. The 

absurdity of the latter proposition is demonstrated by Aristotle in a 

proof based on the assumption that the forces by which the celestial 
bodies are moved infinitely are corporeal.46 

And it is clear that from the fact that a body receives a passion that is 

finite in itself but infinite in time, o r  an action that is finite in itself but 
infinite in time, it does not follow that it is composed of matter and 

form. as 'would have to  be the case if the body's action and passion 

finite in time. Fo r  to  be finite in respect to  action and passion in itself 
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IUK YO belongs to a body insofar as it is body,47 while to  be finite in respect to 
time belongs to a body insofar as it is composite.4x 

The reason for error concerning this question and what makes it seem 

that Aristotle contradicts himself is the equivocation in respect to the 
two termsw "finite" and "infinite." For if one does not distinguish 

between the finiteness and infinity that are true according to time and 

the finiteness and infinity that are true according to action and passion 

in itself, the above-mentioned confusion takes place. And concerning 

that finiteness that the celestial and the material bodies have in 

common, Aristotle showed in a general proofthat  every corporeal force 
is finite, however, not according to the finiteness that the body has 

insofar as it is composed of matter and form.s0 All this is clear to  him 

who reflects on this matter. And through this discussion the doubts 

concerning Aristotle's statements5] have come to  an  end. and it is clear 

that all his statements are in agreement with each other. And G o d  is He  

Who guides one into the right path." 

And someone might argue that, inasmuch as every body acts in virtue of 

one principle and suffers action in virtue of another, it follows that every 

body is composed of matter and form.53 

In answer to this we say verily the questioner has spoken the truth.54 

However, one must realize that there are bodies that are composed of 

matter and form in such a way that the form does not subsist in the 

matter and that the matter is only a subject, not a matter existing in 

Narboni (1 77r. 1-2): v i m  xin OKI v+nln? nlnwJ,? ̂ xa 1'7 m IT '31 ,n;n\ "for 
the body must have finiteness in respect to  action and  passion in itself because i t  

possesses the attribute of absolute corporeality, even if the body is simple." Cf. 
also Jandunus 47b, D. 
Everything c o n ~ p o s e d  of matter and  form must be destroyed at some time and 
thus it is finite in duration. 
lI1l~ND. This term seems t o  bean  Arabisnl. It r m t s  the Arabicdual > -̂JL, as 

the Latin duorum nominum indicates. 
But according to the finiteness that a body has insofar as  it is a body. 
Jandunus (47c. E ) :  " . . .sometimes Aristotle says that the celestial forces arc 
finite and  sometimes that they are infinite." Cf. above, n. 28. 
Cf. above, chap. 1 ,  n .  100. 
Jandunus (47c, F):  " .  . . a n d  that which acts is the form and that through which 
the body undergoes action is the matter,.  . . wherefore every body is composed 
of matter and form and.  therefore, also the heavens. This seems to  contradict 
what has been said previously.'' 
Jandunus (47c. G ) :  "i.e.. that every body is composed of matter and form." 

potentiality. Bodies of this kind are the celestial ones. Then, again. there ! , I , ~  I , , ,  

are bodies that are composed of a matter existing in potentiality and of a 

form that subsists in the matter. Bodies of this description are the 

transient ones." From these considerations it is clear that the term 

"body" is predicated of celestial and subcelestial bodies equivocally. so 

that the eternal bodies and the temporal ones have absolutely nothing in 

common. This is already apparent from the fact that the celestial body 

needs a subject only because it undergoes locomotion, while the 

transient bodies need matter because they are subject to generation and 

c o r r ~ p t i o n . ~ ~  Both bodies, however, need a form because of their action. 

But they differ in that the form belongs to one of them according to 

infinite time and to  the other according to finite time. Thus the celestial 

forms are immaterial. And you must understand the question in this 

way. 

I have solved this problem only after a great deal of research and after 

having spent no small amount of time on it. This question is one of the 

most exalted and subtile, inasmuch as one cannot attain human 

perfection as long as the answer to this question is withheld from him. 

And there is no  Lord besides the G o d  Who helps, and the mouth of  

those who understand is filled with His praise. May He  be praised and 

exalted. The question is completed. Praise be to G o d  Who answers 

everything requiring an answer. 

55 Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 2. lines 47 ff. 
56 Cf.  Metaphysics VIII, 4, 1044b, 3-8 (also Averroes, Lone Conzmeniur~ on 

Metaphysics VIII, t. 12, Arabic: p. 1074, lines 6-8; Latin:  Vol. VIII, 2 1 9 ~ .  M :  
corn. 12, Arabic: p. 1076, line 16-p.  1077, line 18: Latin:  Vol. Vl l l ,  220r. 1.:- 
220v, G).  

I i f )  
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I I Sincei Aristotle2 has shown that the motion of the heavens is the first 
motion,j and  since he has demonstrated that motion exists in that which 

is moved,4 it follows that the body that is moved with the first motion is 

eternal. Fo r  if this body were transient, its motion would not be the first 

m ~ t i o n . ~  And when Aristotle investigated, s ~ b s e q u e n t l y , ~  concerning 
the motion of the celestial body and whether it can be a t  rest, he also 

concluded that, since its motion is the first motion -and this motion is 

not preceded by any other - it is an eternal motion. 

And,' after the following propositions had been established by 

Aristotle, namely, that this body is eternal and that it is moved, he first 

of all investigated concerning the motion of the heavens. And he found 

that the heavens are moved by a force that is neither light nor heavy.& 
Now, inasmuch as every force that is heavy o r  light either exists in a 

transient body, o r  is of a transient n a t ~ r e , ~  o r  - in the case of the 

sublunar living beings - the soul exists together with the transient 

nature,'Oit follows that the celestial force, being neither heavy nor light, 

x 
9 

I l l  

It is t o  be shown thal  the celestial body is eternal. The  proof. as I-econstriicteil 
from the present passage. is composed of  the following i \ \ o  pa r t s :  ( 1 )  since the 
heavens are  moved with the first motion a n d  that first motion is eternal, i t  

follows that  the heavens a re  moved with a n  eternal mot ion ;  ( 2 )  since the 
heavens a re  moved with a n  eternal n ~ o t i o n  ;ind iiiotioii exists in 1Ii;it u h ~ c l i  is 

moved, it follows that the celestial body is eternal. 
03n-i. Literall) : "the Sage," i.e.. "the Philosopher.' ' 
This proposition rests o n  the tbl lowingtwo premises- (1)circiiliit locomotion 1-1 

the primark kind of locomotion (Phj,.\ics VIII. )̂: ( 2 )  tlie Iie;iveiis hiive circiiliii 
o c o m o t i o n  ( D e  Cuelo I ,  2).  
/'hj~.sic-, 111, 3, 202a. 13-21. 

This statement appears  to  he based o n  P/IJ.\I(,.Ã VIII. 7, 2Mb,  29-261ii 12. 
especially 26 la ,  7-12. 
The  bucceediiig passage appears  t o  he based o n  f 'hui i  \ VIII. 7. 26la .  27-201 h. 
26. Since the present p a s u g c  f o l l o w  the one from tlic /'li\"\ic\ citeil , iho\e .  in 11. 

5. the term I T  i n s ,  "suhsei~iici~tl! ." seems I D  hi11 e tlic ~ i i ~ ; ~ i i i n ~ ' . ~ n  ;I Â¥iiil>sci.liicii 
passage of the /'h,i~.\/c.s." 
In the f o l l o w i i i ~ n t i i - i i ~ r i i p l i  11 i \  slitiwn that .  in onev ia> .  tl'ieci-lcstiiil loice exists 

in separation Ironi its b o d \ ,  while, in another  u a ) .  i t  c\ists in i t .  

I )?  Cado I. 3. 269h. 18-270i1. 12: also el. Hebrew le\ t .  chap. 2 .  lines 15 11. 
1.e.. i t  is a contrary. 
1.c..  the M N I I  ~iilieri"! in the b o ~ l )  o l t l i c  snlnlii~iiii li\ini; beings 

exists in a simple body," and that it possesses neither a subject nor a I!,,,. 

contrary.l3 And without any doubt the celestial force is a soul that is not 
intermingled with a transient nature,I4 but it is the soul of an eternal 

body. In one way this soul does not exist in separation from its body, yet 

in another way it does. I t  exists in separation insofar as this body, being 

permanent in virtue of itself, does not need a soul,is for to  need a soul for 

the existence of the body is proper1" t o  the sublunar living beings in 

which the souls exist together with the natural forces. In another way, 

however, the celestial soul must exist in its body, for everything moved 

in virtue of itself must be moved by a force existing in it. 

And when Aristotle considered these powers in the celestial bodies, i t  

became clear to him that, of all the powers of the soul, they possess only 

the appetitive one.l7 And when he analyzed the celestial appetitive 

powers he showed that they are moved by a desire for an object more 

excellent than they.l8 Furthermore, when he investigated these celestial 

Cf. Hebrew text, chap.  2, lines 27 t'f. 
.Jandunus (4Sb. A ) :  "in virtue ofwhich it exists." Cf. Hebrew t e d .  chap.  1 ,  lines 
139 t'f., a n d  chap. 2, lines 47 ff. It is to  be noted that  in thi5 passage Averroes uses 
the term "subject" as  theequivalent o f t h e  term "nlatter,"whilein the other t \ + o  
passages cited he makes a formal distinction between these two terms. 
Cf. Hebrew text, chap .  1, lines 135-147, passim. 
T h e  celestial soul does not  inhere in a body subject to  $eneriition and  
corrupt ion.  
F o r  its existence. 
~ I Y Z l n 3 ,  iit 'u; f i t  i ii~posilio. Literally: "as is the case." 
715 w91-i ninsn nwpiwn ns s--icy i'? i s m 7  ,nlnsn 1'7~3 "is'ioi. I lie litei-iil 

translation o f  this somewhat awkward passage is :  "And when [AI-istollel 
considered these powers, it became clear t o  him thiit i t  is the same as llie 
appetitive power i1111011g the powers ol the soul." Abient  I'roiii the t t e b r ~ ~ \  
manuscripts, this phrase was supplied Iron1 tlie Latin \el-sion. In the [.am1 11 

reads:  "\rt cum considerinit in istis virtutibus. ciecl;ir;itum fnit ips1 ipsa11i ~,ssi.' 
virtutcm appetitivam d e  virtutibus animae t an t~ im."  
Janduniis  (4Xh. I ) ) :  " .  . . a n d  the Commentu~or  states in the twellth book ol the 
Mt-tuphj ,~i ts ,  that intellect and  will [appetite] (iniclledum n ~ o / ~ i n / t ~ f ~ ~ t i ~ )  m e  1 1 1 ~  

only powers of the sciil that the celestial bodies pcssess. In o u r  pas-iage he  has 
the same twofold distinction in mind. thoiigh lie (JOLY not speak ol t l i t  intCllcct. 
In the present passage he inicnds to  speak only of the appetite. which I \  

sitbsequeiit to  the intellect.'' C t .  Hebrew tekt, chap.  ft, lines 94-97. 1 lie biisis 1111 

the lwol'oltl distinction is I'onnti in Aris tot le  hfi'la/?/lj'slr\ X I 1  7. l072;i. 26 11.  

C'S. /)f At~itnu. 111. 10. 
Alc r roes  ciistiilpnshes between tlie iippentive po\\cisoltliecclcsti:il  bodies iind 
the iiitelligence tliat is t h e o h ~ e c t  oI~their~1es1re.  The itppctiti\c 110wer\ iiilpiiit tn 
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I I appetitive powers, he found that they are f in i te i9  And when Aristotle 
considered the continuity of their motion, it became clear to  him that 

the cause of their continuous motion is not that principle by which they 

the celestial spheres motions finite in intensity and  velocity, the intelligence 
motions of infinite duration. In the De Substunt~u Orhis Averroes does not 
explain how the appetitive powers are related to  the intelligence that is the 
object of their desire, and  the commentators differ in their interpretations. 
Toledanus holds (pp.  248-249) that each celestial sphere possesses its own 
immaterial intelligence, which, as  object of that sphere's appetitive powers. 
imparts to  it eternal motion. Jandunus  maintains (48b. D) that each sphere 
possesses its own appetitive powers but that there exists only one immaterial 
intelligence, the prime mover, which is the common object of desire of all the 
spheres. Robert of England in his Glosses on  the TractatusDe Speru ofJoannes 
de Sacro-Bosco expresses the same view. Cf. P. Duhem, Le S\"iti'tne du Munde. 
IV, 551. It is to be noted that Averroes does not mention the intelligence that 
produces the finite celestial motions in the present passage, but it appears that 
this intelligence is identical with the appetitive powers. 
In the De Substuntiu Orbis Averroes does not decide between the two opinions 
set down by the coninicntators. But his views emerge clearly from his I-ot1,y 
Commentury on  Metaphysics. In that work Averroes shows that each celestial 
sphere possesses its own intelligence that produces the eternal motion proper to 
that sphere. But, in addition, the prinie mover serves a s  a second object of desire 
for the appetitive powers of each sphere. By desiring the prime mover the\e 
powers produce the eternal diurnal motion common t o  all spheres. Cf.  l.onx 
Commentary o n  Metaphysics XII, coni. 43, Arabic: pp. 1644-1645: Latin:  Vol. 
Vl l l ,  3 2 6 ~ .  1.-3271. C :  coin. 44, Arabic: p. 1649. line 8 - p .  1650. line 6 ;  Latin:  
Vol. VIII, 327v, K-M. Ct.  Duhem, op. cil., IV, 548.559. In the light ol [hi\ 
discussion Toledanus' interpretation seems to be correct. 
But a difficulty remains. In the present passage of  the Dc' Suhstut~iiu Ot-/~i \  
Averroes speaks o f t h e  appetitive powers and the intelligence as if the! mere two 
separately existing principles. This also seems to  he his view in the I.on,y 
Commentary on  M e i u p h w c ~  (XII.  coin. 41. Arabic: p. 1630. lines 1-4: l.atin: 
Vol. VIII. 3241. F.) when he writes: " . . . t h e  celestial motion is composed ol'two 
motive forces (a ; ex duobus motorihus): a motive force of finite 
motivity. and this is the soul that is in it (̂  A! &j: c!e.~!(itzitt~uc\f,tr/ii 

in t'o), and a motive force of infinite motivity, and this is the force that does not 
exist in matter ( i > b  a &:Ã‘Ã ,Ã̂1 bydl d e ~ 3 ;  et estpoteniia qucu'noti cJ\i in tiiiiirrii/). 
By contrast he affirms in other passages that the appeti tue powers and the 
intelligence are diflercnt aspects of' the same celestial lorni, Cl'. Hebrew t e \ l ~  
chap. 1 ,  lines 168 St'.. and chap.  2, lines 41 fl. I t  appears to me that o u r  present 
passage anit its parallel in the Cot71mentary o n  Memph\"ini can be intcrpictei.! 
according to Averroes' second view, that is. the t u o  movers ol ciicll sphere i i r ~ ,  
dil'lei-ent aspects of the same celesti:il l'oriii. 

I9 1.e.. tinite in intensity. Cl. Hebrew text, chap. 3.  lines dl  I t .  Acei~nlini; to 0111 

interpretation of this passage (ci .  above. n .  IS). i t  is sho\\n that the torn1 ol 

are moved, but that the principle which imparts to  them continuity [of 

motion] is the object desired by them. And since continuous motion can 

only be the product of a completely unmoved mover, it follows that this 

mover can be neither a body nor a power in a body, but that it must be 
an incorporeal intelligence. This has already been proved in the Dc 

Anima.20 It has been shown there that  a mover of this kind must be an 

incorporeal intelligence and that the celestial body conceives2' this 

intelligence. [Thus the-celestial body is moved by an  object of appetite 

and by an  object of intelligence] for the object conceived by the 

intelligence is an object that Aristotle generalizes to  mean the same as an 

object of appetite.22 

given sphere, considered as appetitive power, tunction-i as  ettk-icnt cansc and  
produces a motion of finite intensity, while, considered as object ul' tlic 
appetitive power. the same form functions as final cause and produces ;I motion 
of infinite duration. 
According to Jandunus (48d, E-F) who (as was seen above. n .  IS) ol'l'ers ,I 
different interpretation. it is shown that the form of each spheie functions as 
efficient cause and produces a motion of finite intensit!. while the lust 
unmoved mover functions as final cause and produces a motion of intmitc 
durat ion.  To this explanation Jandunus adds that the first unmo\cd nio\ci is 
infinite in respect to intensity as well as  in respect to  duration. 

20 It is not clear which passage of the De Animu A\crroes hiii in inind. since the 
nature of the celestial intelligence is not discussed explicitl! in ;in\ p:ii-t ol this 
work.  In the De Animu Aristotle only mentions that the intellect docs not inhere 
in a body. Cl'. /If Anitnu I I .  2, 4 l3b .  24.2% 111, 4. 429:i. 18-29. cilxvi;ill\ 111. 5 .  
430a, 17-19. A better source for the present passage secmi to be Mi't(i/)/i~ Ã §  

XII,  7, especially 1073a. 3-12. 
21 T 'YD.  The emendtition is based on  the l.atin (;rite//i,yii) ;md o n  the iiieaniny ol 

the context. The text 01 the Hebrew manuscripts ( .  . .'7 T " l Y 0 )  iii;i\ l i : i \ ~  iiris~ii 
from an ambigunj  in the underlying Arabic term. ['or the paiticipic. Yf-s-Ji. 
~Iep~-ni.iing o n  its \owcl-i, can be active (p) or  p a i s n c  (^a2<). Ihe  H c b r ~ \ \  
translator took it in a passive sense, Vor other instances in \\hiell the l iehie\ \  
translator took a n  active lor  a passi\e, ct'. above, chap. I .  11. 5 9  

22 nw -93 i - 1n5 i y  1vx 81-1 ' 7 3 ~ 1  >i lx-!v 79'7 '73v-i - I T  - i l w  m n ~ n t t 7 n  m a n  -11 -I~J 'W 

n p i v n i .  The t i- i~n~li i t ion of th i s  dil't'icult passage is biisei.1 on  the ;is~iiiiptioii t l i i i 1  

the phrase ' 9 3  inn'?!^ reflects the Arabic ,}(Â &I. whicli d in  hii\e tllc inciiningi~l 
"to generalize to  mean," HIK.I that A\erroes has in mind the lollo\\ iiig piissiigc in 
. \ l f ~ ~ u p h j ~ \ / ( ~ \  XI I ,  7. 1072a. 23-27: " .  . . there is also somcthini; tl1;it mines [tlu' 
first heaven]. And  \ince thitt which moves and is nio\ei.l is inti-~inu'diiitc. their  I-- 

soinething t l i i i t  inii\cs without being iiiovci.1. being cterntil, siib-.tiinee iiml 
actualit). And the object of desire iind the ob)ect ol'thoiighl nio\e in this \\it! 
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I Aristotle also investigated the cause of the eternity of the heavens and he 

proved at  the end of the first book of the De  Cuelo 23 that the celestial 

bodies are without any potentiality at  all. And concerning the force 

through which the celestial bodies have locomotion, namely, the 

appetitive soul, he demonstrates that it possesses no matter apart from 

the one that is potential in respect to locomotion only.24 After Aristotle 

had established by way of demonstration the knowledge of these three 

causes,25 he had completed the science of the heavens. 

And from the sum of these principles 26 the following proof, found in the 

second2' book of the De  C ~ e l o , ~ *  also becomes clear. Aristotle proves in 

they move without being moved. The primary objects of desire and thought are 

the same..  . . " 
Alternatively, the present passage of our  text may be translated: " . . . a n d  that 
the celestial body conceives this intelligence; t'or conception by means o f  an 
intelligence is that which propels the celestial body in accordance with thib 
desire." According to  this interpretation the passage seems to  mean that the 
form o f  the celestial body considered a s  an intelligence conceives the object of 
this form's desire. This conception causes the celestial form. now considered a-i 

an appetitive faculty, t o  impart to  the celestial body the circular locomotion 
proper to  it. The sources on  which this interpretation is based are the passages 
from the Metaphysics and  the De Anima cited above, n. 17. 
The alternative interpretation is akin to  the reading of the Latin texts. Though 
this text occurs in a variety of readings, in its best version it appears to state: 
' .et quod istud corpus caeleste intelligit hanc intelligentiam; intellegere enin1 
transmittit ip-ium a d  illud appetibile." 
De Caelo I, 12. 
Cf. Metaphysics XII, 2, 1069b, 24-26. 
nlSDi l h .  1.e.. the material, efficient and  final causes of celestial motion. 
Toledanus interprets (p. 250): (1 )  the nature of thesubject o f the  celestial living 
being; (2) the nature of its soul ; (3) the nature of the mover giving it continuous 
motion by reason of being a final cause. O r :  ( I )  the orbit ;  (2) the motor ;  (3 )  thc 
activity going forth from the orbit. O r :  the three ways in which it was shown 
that the celestial body is simple, i.e., ( I )  the way from the eternity ofmot ion ;  ( 2 )  
the way from the priority of  motion;  (3) the way from the lack ofcontrariety in 
its motion. 
Jandunus interprets (49a, C) :  (1)  the subject of the heavens; (2)  the proper 
motor that is called its appetitive power;  (3) the prime mover that moves as 
object of desire and is completely immovable and  incorporeal. Cl. above, n. 18. 
I.e.,  the material, efficient and  final causes of celestial motion. 
Â¥Wl in secundo. The Hebrew texts have IlWKl?I, "in the first." and  so  does the 
Latin p. However, the other  Latin texts have the correct reading (see critical 
apparatus). 
Cf. De Caelo 11. 12,293a. 4- 1 1, and Averroes' Long Commentary on De Caelo I I. 

this passage that if there were more stars in the heavens than there are, line i i  

or  if the existing stars were of greater size, then the motion of the 

heavens would come to a stop. And if the celestial motion stopped then 

the continuous existence of the celestial bodies would also cease, for 

motion is one of the prerequisites of continuous existence. 

From all these considerations it is clear that the one who gives 

continuity to  motion is the same one who gives motion to the heavens, 

for if this were not so, motion would be destroyed, and if motion, then 

the heavens, for the heavens exist only in virtue of their motion: And if 

the motion of the heavens were destroyed, then the motion of the 

sublunar beings would be destroyed, and,  consequently, the world in its 

totality would be destroyed. Thus, it has been shown to be true that he 

who imparts continuity to  motion is he who gives existence to the rest of 

existing things. 2q 

Now the proof that Aristotle produces at  the end of the eighth book of 

the Physics,30 namely, that an  infinite force, whether material o r  im- 
material, cannot exist in a finite body, has given rise to a doubt on the 

part of some people. And we have already spoken about the solution of 

this question arising from this subject. " And it may be copied here. '' 

t. and  corn. 71, Vol. V, 145v, G-146v, H .  Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 3. lines 52 f f .  
a n d  above, chap. 3. n. 32. 

29 In this passage. Averroes considers the heavens as one thing and  he speaks ol 

the mover of the whole. Narboni and  Jandunus propose divergent inter- 
pretations of this passage. Jandunus interprets (49b, A ) :  " . . . a n d  this is the 
prime mover, since all exist in virtue of it. And if the prime mover did not exist. 
the other  beings would not exist. And thus everything depends on  it for its 
existence and  perfection as o n  a final cause. And from this. the way in which the 
first cause gives existence to  the other beings is also clear . .  . for it does so not as 
an efficient and  a productive cause, which gives something its existence after 
non-existence.. . but as a conserving and perfecting [i.e.. final] cause." 
Narboni  (179v, 2) interprets: s in  n l n x  niYYiannn n i sxn i i  nis'xnw 1nX .JYl' 

y i x n  n x i  nvnw-i ns nyn'w x i 3  n w x - 1 3  i n s  m'71 .'7yisn x1n ylann n n  ,ny i l ns ,  

"Inasmuch as those beings that a re  movedexist only through motion. therefore 
the prime mover is the agent [efficient cause] of the universe. Therefore it is 
written [Genesis i :  I]: 'In the beginning G o d  created the heaven and the 
earth. '" 

30 Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 24-266b. 6. 
31 According to  Jandunus the question that Averroes has in mind is : if the infinite 

motive force of the celestial body is completely incorporeal, and  if there exists 
no  other  celestial motive force besides it, it follows that the celestial body IS 
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I 4 We have likewise stated that something first moved in virtue of itself 

cannot be moved accidentally by the nature of its mover, and we have 

moved in no  time. This argument, Averrocs implies, was the one that led his 
opponents (primarily Avicenna) t o  posit two celestial motive forces: one,  
infinite and incorporeal, which imparts to the celestial body a motion of infinite 
durat ion;  the other, finite and  corporeal, which imparts to the celestial body a 
motion of finite velocity. 
Averrocs denies the existence of a corporeal motive force in celestial bodies. 
maintaining that the same incorporeal motive force produces the finite velocity 
of celestial motion as well as  its infinite duration. Cf. chap. 3,passim; especially 
Hebrew text. lines 61 ff. 
Jandunus bases himself on  Averroes' discussion of this problem in Long 
Commentary on Physics VIII. corn. 79. Vol. IV, 426v. H-427v. G. Jandunus' 
commentary reads (49c, E):  "Notandum est, quod quaest io. .  . est, quod si 
omnis virtus existens in corpore est finita, igitur omnes virtutes caelestes activae 
sunt finitae: quare non  poterunt causare motum perpetuum. Et, si dicatur quod 
virtus terminans motum perpetuum est infinita, tune sequitur quod movet in 
non tempore: quod est impossibile.. .," "It is to  be noted that the quest ion. ,  , 
is: if every corporeal force is finite, then all active celestial forces are finite and 
thus they cannot cause eternal motion. If. o n  the other hand. it is maintained 
that the force that produces a n  eternal motion is infinite, then it would follow 
that this force moves the celestial body in no  time. This is impossible.. . ," 
Narboni, for reasons given in the succeeding note. identifies the question of the 
present passage with a question that Averroes discusses at  the beginning of 
chap. 6 of  the De Subsran~ia Orbis. In that passage Averroes discusses the 
proposition that the celestial bodies possess a finite corporeal motive force 
apart from their infinite incorporeal motive force. However, the discussion in 
chap. 6 differs from the interpretation offered by Jandunus cited in the present 
note. 

32 1x33 pnY7i. This phrase is absent from the Latin versions. There exists, however. 
no need t o  maintain that it is a gloss added by an editor since, as our  
interpretation shows, it fits within the context. Averroes does not seem to  refer 
to  any specific passage in his writings that may be copied here. This view 1s 
supported by the Latin version which, though not containing the present 
phrase, reads: "et muliotiens locuti luimus." O u r  interpretation takes the 
Hebrew term pnY'1 as a niph'al o r  hoph'al reflecting a passive form of an 
underlying Arabic . 

Narboni, in commenting on  this phrase (179v, 2), shows that it appeared in the 
text that reached him. Since in this version of  the text. chap. 6 followed the 
present chapter (d. my article, "The Composition and Transmission ot 
Averroes' Ma'amar he-'&em ha-Gu/ga/," p.  306), he saw in the present phrase 
an allusion to that chapter (for the text of' Narboni's commentary. ct'. my  article. 
p. 306, n. 2). Narboni appears to  have taken the phrase pJ3 pnY3i in the sense 
"and we [?I shall pass o n  from here [to a discussion of this question]." 
Steinschneidcr follows Narboni's opinion. Cl'. Steinschneidcr, Hebraische 

discussed the nature of this moved." This is what we intended t o  I , , , ~  i; 

explain. And it is obvious that he who does not differentiate the  

knowledge of the heavenly bodies in accordance with the causes 

enumerated in these three  question^'^ will not have completed his 
knowledge of the nature of the heavens. And God  is He Who guideth 

one in the right path." May His name be blessed and praised. Amen. 

The treatise is finished. Praise be to  God." 

Uberse i~un~en,  p. 187. 1 have shown in my article that origiilally chap. t) was 
independent of chap. 4. Thus 1 d o  not see in the present phrase an \  specific 
reference to chap. 6. 

33 Averroes seems to allude here to another argument den\ing the existence d a  
celestial motive force that is corporeal. For,  if it is assumed that a motive tt)rce 
of  this kind exists, it would follow that the heavensarc moved accideil t~~ll \ .  But 
this is absurd. Cf. tlebrew text, chap,  6. lines 98 ft', and below,chap. 6.11.M. As 
hefore. 1 do not see in this passage an allusion to specific discussion of this 

issue. It is to  be noted that, of the Latinversions, only Y has thecorrect readiilg. 
34 Narboni, who rearranged the text, refers the three questions to  the three 

chapters of his third treatise (cf. my article, "The Composition and 
Transmission o f  Averroes' Ma'amar be- 'Egm ha-Gal&" p. 300). In his 
commentary on the third ot these Narboni writes ( 1 7 9 ~ .  2): D'W1173 Xl'l 

n1n3vi ,i'7 ^w^w 71 i v x  p . w i n  i n x m  xi-n , x ~ n  v'73 mn-nwn D l 3 7  3 -n27'7B' 

132 nxi , inxnn m xini ,'7p x'7i 733 x'7 xinu1 ,-IT '33'7 1vx  ~ w n  inxn3 mi .UWS 
~'n~D"?in' ~'7'73, "And the three questions that he [Averroes] has in mind a rc :  
(1)  that the celestial body is not composite, and this is discussed in the first 
chapter of which this is the third;  (2) that the celestial body is simple, and this is 
discussed in the second chapter that precedes the present one ;  (3) and that it is 

neither heavy nor light, and  this is discussed in the present chapter. And  these 
topics arc sometimes discussed together." 
Acc(\rding to  Toledanus (pp. 254-255) the questions a re :  ( 1) the composition of 
the celestial orbi t ;  (2) the infinity of the force in respect to duration and 
intensity; (3) the separate existence of the motor (abstruccione metons).  
According to h n d u n u s  (49c, E) the three problems are: ( 1 )  the final c~t11se 
(prime mover); (2) the efficient cause (the mover proper to each 'ipherc); (3)  the 
material cause (the body of the sphere). 

35 Ct. Hebrew text. chap. 1 .  line 198, and :~bove, chap. I .  11.  100. 
36 In the Hebrew text t h m  follows a n  editorial gloss that reads: 1131 1WN 

751717 r,ixn 1'71 .mm '7x71 ,715 l v n -  i v x  i n x m  i n i 3  1nxn7 m, "'l-he question 
which Averroes has raised in this treatise will be answered in the treatise which 
follows. Gocl knows and to  Him greatness is suitable." 
This gloss describes the relation between chapters 4 and 6. It must ha \e  been 
added by an editor who considered these two chapters as  part of a larger 
treatise. Cf. above, Introduction. pp. 15-16. 



Chapter Five 

I 1 We must now investigatei concerning the statement of those who say 
that the celestial body is simple and spiritual. We maintain that the 
meaning of this proposition is that the celestial body consists of 
immaterial dimensions, this being the reason that it undergoes neither 
change in quality nor change in s ~ b s t a n c e . ~  And the matter stands as 
Themistius explains, namely, that the sun. the moon and the rest of the 
stars are either forms, whereby he means immaterial dimensions, that is, 
spiritual bodies, or they are material bodies in such a manner that the 

term "matter" is predicated of them and of the sublunar bodies in an 
equivocal sense.3 The argument proceeds as follows : no one doubts that 
the celestial bodies are bodies, for they undergo motion. Nor does 

anyone doubt that bodies undergo a change [in quality] and a change in 
substance only because they exist in matter, this being the reason that 

material bodies are more than one in number and that there are among 
them species and genera.4 Since the celestial bodies possess none of the 

attributes proper to material b o d i e ~ , ~  they are immaterial bodies. 

1 In the following paragraph it is to be established that the celestial body is 
immaterial. The argument proceeds a s  follows: 
First Premise: Everything having matter undergoes alteration and  substantial 
change. 
Second Premise: The celestial bodies undergo neither alteration nor substantial 
change. 
Conclusion: Therefore, the celestial bodies are immaterial. 
That the celestial bodies are not pure forms but bodies is demonstrated as 
follows : (1) the celestial bodies are moved: (2) things moved must have bodies: 
(3) therefore, the celestial bodies have bodies. 

2 Everything uiidergoing substantial change or  qualitative change, that is, 
alteration, must be composed of matter and  form. Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 2. 
lines 106 ff. 

3 Cf. above, chap. 1. n. 6, and  references there. 
4 Jandunus (49d, E-F) explains that sublunar matter has potentiality for forms 

that differ in species a n d  in number. 
5 1.iterally: "And since this is so." Janclunus comments (49d. F): "But since the 

celestial bodies undergo neither alteration nor substantial change, and since in  

the case of the celestial bodies one species does not contain a number of 
individuals, i t  follows that the celestial bodies are ininiaterial." It is to  be noted 
that each celestial body constitutes a separate species. 

One may doubt, however, concerning the celestial bodies whether [it i s  I , , , ~  1,) 

right to  assume, as is done,] that they have a kind of matter required by 
their potentiality for locomotion, inasmuch as every potentiality exists 
only in matter.6 But it seems that this matter of the celestial bodies has 
an existence intermediate between that matter that is completely 
potential and pure actuality, I mean to say, that this matter consists of 
those three dimensions which have no potentiality at all.'Thus matter 
and potentiality have degrees. And because of their potentiality for 
locomotion the celestial bodies require that there entersinto them a 
mover that has no potentiality at alL8 
And John has raised a question concerning the eternity of the world, 

and many of those who speculated l o  on these matters found it difficult 

to evade this question. It is: if the world is eternal it must necessarily 
possess an infinite potentiality. On the other hand, Aristotle showed 
that the world is finite [in e x t e n ~ i o n ] , ~ ~  and since it is finite, it has a finite 

power.I2 Whence it follows that the world must be generated and 
corruptible. 
The answer to this question is: l 3  generation and corruption as well as 

Jandunus (49d, H) :  "Since the celestial body has potentiality in respect to place 
(ad ubi), it must have some kind of matter." 
The  prime matter of the sublunar bodies possesses the three dimensions 
indeterminately, i.e., in potentiality. The celestial matter possesses the three 
dimensions only in actuality. Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 1, lines 148 ff. 
T h e  celestial mover is in complete actuality, i.e.. it has no  potentiality for 
substantial change or  alteration. 
I.e., Johannes Philoponus (Grammaticus), beginning of sixth century, who in 
the Arabic literature is generally referred to  as&ÃˆÃˆJ\(& and ir: the Hebrew 
literature as pipian ('m) Â¥pill' 

D'T"Y?3 "1:3"l, p/ure.s consyderan~es. The Hebrew manuscripts read D'I'IYO and 
~ ~ 1 ~ 1 Y n n .  This is obviously a copyist's mistake. 
De Caelo I ,  5-7. 
A finite body can only have a finite force. Cf Physii's VIII, 10.266a. 24-266b, 6. 
Johannes Philoponus' question: "Why is the world neither fzener~ited nor 
destroyed, if it is finite in extension'?" is answered by making a distinction 
hetween potentiality and  privation. Potentiality isa positive state (yip: hahitus) 
and ,  thus, a potentiality existing in a body is finite. Privation, however, is not a 
positive state, so  that it is possible fora finite body to  have an infinite privation. 
The  celestial body is a body of this kind, that is, it has infinite privation, but 
never a potentiality for substantial change o r  alteration. Thus the celes~ial bod! 
exists eternally through itself, i.e., it is neither generated nor destroyed. 
Averroes also discusses John  Philoponus' question in the following works. 
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I I ~ C  is every other motion proceed from a potentiality that is a positive state. 

But everything that lacks the causes of motion must have the contrary of 

motion, that is rest,I4 which is the privation of motion. And it is not 

impossible that the celestial body that lacks motion and its causes has an 

infinite rest,I5 even though its body is finite, for rest is privation and 

privation is not potentiality. 

Thus, Aristotlestates that since the fixed stars lack the causes of motion, 

they must have the opposite of the motion belonging to the other 

celestial bodies, that is. they must have infinite rest.I6 And in like manner 
Aristotle maintains that the earth must be at  rest - which is a privation 

of motion - since it lacks an  agent that moves it infinitely." Therefore, 

he maintains that the rest that the earth possesses must necessarily be 

stronger than the power by which the heavens are moved above it, for 

motion cannot belong to that which is absolutely at  rest, since that 

which is absolutely at rest I n  lacks the causes of motion. This is self- 

evident. Thus the heavens have an  infinite privation, even though they 

are finite, inasmuch as rest is a privation, not a power, as those thought 

who demanded that the heavens are at  rest in virtue of a power. In 

Long Commentary o n  Physics VII. corn. 79. Vol. IV, 426v. K ff.; Middle 
Commentary on De Caelo I ,  quaestio. Hebrew: 124v S t ;  Latin: Vol. V, 293v. I 
ff.; Lon,? Commentary on l )e  f ielo 11. corn. 71, Vol. V, 145v, K I'f.; L o n ~  
Commentary on M(~tuphyiics XII. corn. 41, Arabic: p. 162, lines 10 t i . :  Latin: 
Vol. VIII. 324r. B ff. Cl'. H . A .  Wolfson, "The Kalain Arguments tor Creation 
in Saadia, Averroes, Maimonides, and St Thomas." Saadia Anniversary, 
Volume, American Academy for Jewish Research (New York, 1943), pp. 201- 
203. and  H.A.  Davidson. "John Philoponus as a Source of Medieval Islamic 
and Jewish Proofs o f  Creation," Journal of the American Oriental Society, 
LXXXIX (1969), 357-391, passim. 

14 nnllnt. This term refers to  an absence of motion, 1.e.. a complete absence of 
substantial change and alteration. However, it does not refer to a n  absence of 
locomotion. 

15 "illn, quimm. The Hebrew nianuscripts read "Pin. "generation." The Hebrew 
translator seems to  have misread J&, "rest,"as J& "generation." 0. above. 
chap. 1 ,  n. 59. 

I f )  CS  He Caelo T I ,  8 ,  where Aristotle shows that the lixeil sl;trs h;ivc no motion of 
their own. 

7 CT I)? Caelo 11, 14. mi,!. 24-297a. 7. where Aristotle show\ that the earth 1s at 
the center of the universe ;mil that il is immov;ihle. 

I X  R l  WIW 103 R I J  ' 7 ~ ,  in eo, quode^l quie.'icen.\. The Hebrew maniiscripts have '7y 

ns Sine? nna n31. This is obviously a copyist's mistake. 

reality, however, the heavens must be at  rest in virtue of the absence of a II,,~ Y 

power. 
Thus we find that those who discuss this question ask whether the 

heavens are permanent through themselves or through a property 
added to their substance. The answer is that they are permanent 

through themselves, for permanence is a privation of motion and only 

that which lacks an agent for motion has privation. 
And reflect upon this question for it is a good one. The treatise is 

finished. Praise be to God.  

Among those who philosophize there are some who raise a question IIIIC I 

concerning the nature of the prime mover by saying that it is 

unnecessary that there should exist a completely incorporeal r n ~ v e r . ~  

And they maintain that the heavens possess two powers: one, which 

makes them to be eternal; the other, which makes them to be composed 

of matter and form, inasmuch as it is the nature of every body to be 

composed of matter and form. From these premises concerning the 

celestial powers it follows, according to the third figure of the 

syllogism,' that some eternal bodies are composed of matter and form, 

and these bodies are the celestial ones.-"The reason for this conclusion is 
that the philosophizers thought that the proposition "everything 

generable and corruptible is composed of matter and form" is not 
convertible. The truth, however, is that this proposition is convertible. 

For the statement of him who says that every body that is gener:ited and 
corruptible is composed of matter and form is the definition of 

1 The Sollowing q u m e n t s  are directed against Av1ceni1~1 and his hl lowers.  

2 The philosophi/ers deny that the completely incorporeal mover is the o n ] \  

mover d the celestial bodies. 
3 C f .  Prior Ana/y[jc.\ I ,  6, 28h, 11-13. Cf.  Averrof,. Epitome of Prior / ~ t l ~ / , \ ' t l ~ ' \ .  

chap. 4, lIcbrc\+: p. 1 % .  b o i l o n -  19b: l.:itin: L'ol. I .  3b. 4Xr. B-1). 
4 The yllogism of the opponeilts is :  

I'ir-,1 Premise: Some bodies [the celestial ones] ;ire eternal. 
Second Premise'. All bodies iirc composed of matter mi1 forin. 
Conclusion: Therefore, some eterii;~l bodies [the celestial oiies] ;ire composed oi 
matter and  form. 
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m e  7 generated and corruptible, and definitions are convertible with that 

which they define. 
Furthermore, everything composed of matter and form is subject to 

change and everything that can undergo change is generable and 

corruptible. Therefore it follows that something composed of matter 
and form cannot be eternal. Does it not follow, therefore, that the 

heavens are not composed of matter and form'? 

Aristotle explained this matter as follows. Inasmuch as the heavens d o  

not undergo substantial change and alteration, for they have neither a 

subject nor a contrary, it becomes clear concerning them that they are 

~ i m p l e , ~  and that which is simple is necessarily eternal. It is also clear 

that the heavens possess only the kind of matter that has a potentiality 

for locomotion. For  this reason the term "subject" is more properly 

applied to the heavens than the term "matter".6 And since Aristotle has 

proved that something simple does not move itself, it follows necessarily 

that the heavens have a mover that is added to  them.'And it also follows 

without any doubt that this mover does not have its subsistence in the 

heavens, for if it did, the heavens would not be simple and they would 

possess a potentiality for receiving that form that moves them. And if 

the celestial bodies possessed a potentiality, they would have to be 

destroyed. 

And Aristotle produces the following argument in support of the 

simplicity of the celestial body: * if there existed in the celestial bodies a 

5 De Caelo I, 3. 270a. 12-35. 
6 Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 2, lines 46 Sf. 
7 The heavens have a mover, which exists apart from their body. 
8 The following argument is composed of two parts. In the first Averroes shows 

that if it is assumed that the heavens are composed ofniat ter  and  form it follows 
that the heavens have been destroyed at  some past time. This conclusion is false 
but possible. The proposition that the heavens have been destroyed, in turn, 
leads to  the conclusion that  something eternal has been destroyed. This 
conclusion is false and  impossible. Invoking the logical principle that a false 
and impossible conclusion cannot follow from a premise that is false but 
possible. Averroes shows, in the second part of his proof, that the original 
assumption that the celestial body is composed of matter and  form is false and 
impossible. It follows, then. that the celestial body is simple, that is, it is not 
composed of matter and  form. 
In detail, the first part of  the argument is composed of the following three 
divisions : 
I. l-'/rs; Premise: The heavens are composed of matter and form (assumption). 

potentiality, then the assumption of those who subscribe to this view. i m r  211 

that is, the proposition affirming that the heavens have already 

actualized this potentiality, I have in mind, that the heavens have 

already been d e ~ t r o y e d , ~  is a proposition that is false but possible, for i t  

is the nature of potentiality and possibility to become actualized at  some 

time. And if this proposition were correct, then there would follow from 

it a conclusion that is absurd and impossible, namely, that something 

eternal has been destroyed. But it has already been shown in the Prior 

Second Premise: Everything composed of matter and form has a potentiality 
for being destroyed. Conclusion: The heavens have a potentiality tor being 
destroyed. 
11. First Premise (1, Conclusion): The heavens have a potentiality for being 
destroyed. Second Premise: Every potentiality must beactualized at some time. 
Conclusion: The heavens must be destroyed at some time. 
111. First Premise: Let it be assumed that the heavens have been destroyed. 
( F o r  the meaning of this proposition, cf. below. n. 9.)  Second Premise: The 
heavens are eternal. Conclusion: Something eternal has been destroyed. 
The second part of the argument proceeds as follows : The conclusion of I11 is 
false and  impossible. But a false and  impossible conclusion cannot follow from 
a premise that is false and possible. Since the second premise of I l l  is true. the 
first premise of 111 and. in turn,  the first premise of 1, arc false anit impossible. 
not false and possible. 
The present proof is based o n  De Caelo 1, 12, beginning, where Aristotle shows 
that  something eternal cannot have a potentiality for being destroyed, that is. 
that the celestial body is not composite. For a lull statement of A ~ e r r o e s '  
version of Aristotle's proof, cf. Mi(id1c~ Commentary on LIP Cuelo I ,  lo^. 3-4, 
Hebrew: pp.  120r- 121r: Latin:  Vol. V, 289r. B - 2 8 9 ~ ,  I.. 
The logical structure of the proof is described in the Middle Cornt?icwtaryon I)!, 
Curlo I, 102, 3, Hebrew: p. 120r: Latin: Vol. V, 289r. C as follows: BUV- l l . .  . 

~ p w n  m - l n  7s y i v s s - i  3 ~ 3 n n  3"nn7 s'7 i ,w-ny w p m  1303 imn~v "1 s i n  w n  

TUSK ~ T J  s'7 ni3-13 "ip 3 ~ 3  n i m p n 3  i f-  n q p v  vpm n i b i n  V I ~ V > V  '7"i 
T h e  second principle. which is explained in the Prior Analytics, is that an 
absurd conclusion cannot follow from a premise that is false and possible but 
only from one that is false and impossible. I mean to  say that. if the conclusion 
of it s>llogisni is absurd. then it is necesszir! that among the premises must he 
ones that arc false and impossible, not false but possible." 
0. f r i a r  Analytic\ I ,  15. 34a. 5-34b,  2, especially 34a, 25-33: and Prior 
4nulytii-i I, 22. 40a, 4-18. 

9 11031 133 '31X1 . ' P Y ~ ~ Z  '?K 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 3 3  Dm. Since the heavensareeternal (ipuneami'. 
~t ma\ he as->t~nied that their potentiality tor being deslro\ed ha< been 
ic t~ ia l i / ed  i-iiir~ni; this past, eternal time, 1.e.. i t  may he assumed that the heavens 
have ;ilreiici\ heen destroyed. This proposition is false, hut possible. 



Chapter Six 

1 1  2 Anulytics l o  that from a proposition that is false but possible no  absurd 
conclusion can follow. Since it has thus been verified that the heavens 

d o  not possess a power, it follows necessarily that they are simple and 

that that which moves them is not a form inhering in them in the manner 
in which forms exist in matters, for forms of the latter description are 

transient. And a body of the former description is necessarily sin~ple.  

When Aristotle found circular motion to  be infinite, he started to 

investigate concerning the mover producing this infinite motion. And 

he asked whether it is possible that this mover be a force in a body - 

and it makes no difference whether this body is simple o r  composite - 

or  whether it must be a substance separated from every kind of body. He 

observed that it is a well-known proposition that it is impossible that 

this infinite activity should proceed from a finite power, but li [at the 

same time] this infinite activity would be completely impossible unless it 

proceeded either from a force that possesses no  passivity at all on 

account of its being an  immaterial form o r  from an infinite force that is 

described by the attribute of infinity on account of its being in an 

[infinite] subject, for [in the latter case] a force that is a form subsisting 

in a body is not described by the attributes of finiteness o r  infinity except 

insofar as the subject in which it subsists [is described by these 

attributes], for a form of this kind does not attain this qualitative 

attribute [of finiteness o r  infinity] except in virtue of the body [in which 

it subsists] that attains [attributes of] quantity l 2  in virtue of itself. And 

10 W p  "ID. Literally, "the book o n  the syllogisnl." For  the reference to  thePrior 
Analytics, cf. above, n .  8, end. 

1 1  Having made mention o f t h e  proposition that the infinite motion of the heavens 
cannot proceed from a finite motive force, Averroes next considers the 
possibility that this motion proceeds from an infinite motive force. Concerning 
such a motive force one may assume either: (1)  that this force exists in 
separation from the celestial body;  o r  (2) that it subsists in the celestial body. In 
the case o f  the second alternative it can further be assumed (a )  that the bod! in 

which the celestial motive force subsists is finite: o r  (b)  that it is infinite. 
That  the celestial motive force subsists in an infinite body is disproved in tin- 
present paragraph. and  that it subsists in a finite body in the succeeding 
paragraph. From these two arguments Averroes concludes that the celestial 
motive force exists in separation from its body. 

12 The quantity o t t h e  force inhering in the body is proportional to the quantity ol 
the body. Thus, i f the  body is finite the force inhering in it must be finite, and  if 
the hod) were infinite. the force would be infinite. 

Aristotle noticed that if these [celestial] powers were described by the j3 

attribute of infinity in virtue of their subject, it would follow from this 

that they inhere in an actually infinite subject, that is, in an infinite 

body, and he has already proved that the existence of an  infinite body is 
an i m p o ~ s i b i l i t y . ~ ~  It is evident then, that there does not exist a force of 

which it can be affirmed that it is infinite in the just-described manner, 

the reason being that no infinite body can exist. From this argument it is 

clear that the proof of the existence of an incorporeal mover rests upon 

the verification of the proposition that it is false that something actually 

infinite exists. 

Thus, it remained for Aristotle to  ask in accordance with the required 

division of the argument: l 4  perhaps this power inheres in a finite body, 

either in one composed of matter and form o r  in one that is simple'? And 

he begins to  prove that it is impossible that there exists a power that is 

infinite insofar as it exists in a finite body.I5 For  this assumption, that is, 

the assumption of one, who maintains that there exists a power that is 

described as infinite insofar as it exists in a subject, while at the same 

time this subject is assumed to be finite, is self-contradictory. 

In order to  show this, Aristotle begins to  use i6  the kind of 

demonstration that arouses doubt in those not accustomed to it. Now 

Aristotle has already used this kind of demonstration in many places of 

the Physics, for example at the beginning of the seventh book and of the 

eighth.17This type ofproofproceeds as follows: he takes a proposition 

Physics 111. 5 ,  204a, 34-206a, 8. 
Averroes now considers the assumption that the infinite motive lorce of the 
heavens subsists in ;I finite bod). Cf. aho\c.  11. I I .  
-1'713a o i n .  I / ;  corporcfliuto. In place 01' - 1 5 i s n  ov.3 t11c tfebi-e\+ i n C i n n s c i ~ p ~ ~  
have n'7isa m a .  "in the gcniis ol'fiiiite'." If, as  has been assumed, the Latin has 
the better reading, i t  is possible that the Hebrew translator misread a n  
underlying Arabic (Â¥Ã‘ '1s &. But this suggestion is tenuous. since the L-iiitin 
translation ol this chapter was made Iron1 the text ot'the Hebrew niariii'icripts. 
n l e ' ~ ' 7  np'71. ' I  Ins is :in Arabism. I he I atin s i i i i p ~  h;is/0(11. The Hebrew term np1? 
reflects the ~iiiderlying Arabic.&\ whose primary meaning is np'7.  Ho\\c\ei  
can also mean h n - 1 .  I'lius. a better translation would he n iu795  Sinnm ( ' 1 .  
Hebrew text. line 26. 
']'?wn. OCi~lL'l. '1 he Hebieu iiliiiliisLTipt'i h;i\e ' W W X  , 'WW31. ;ind '1-11. ";iml 
sixth." respectively. I his seems to be :I copyist's mistake Cl. l 'h\ ' \i( i \ ' I I . c l ~ ~ i p .  
I. m d  / ' / i n ~ i s  V 1 1 1 ,  chap. I 
Averroes' sliiitement. i n  the present passage. is condensei.1. I lie prool t l i i i t  he hiis 
in mind is one h\ rci/uc,tio d i i / i~ i i ' i /u in  ~ n 5 n  W ~ T ;  .\.~//oyi.\mii\ O(/IHÃˆIÃˆMI/II /C 
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I C  46 that is possible in virtue of itself, though impossible accidentally. T o  it 

he joins the premise the denial of which is sought, and he concludes 
from it something absurd. But he knows'that  a false and absurd 

conclusion cannot follow from laying down a premise that is possible 

insofar as it is possible, but it can only follow from a premise in which 

there is doubt.I9 But a premise from which something absurd follows is 
itself absurd. 
This conclusion is true inasmuch as Aristotle had already explained 

previously in the Prior Analytics that an  absurd conclusion can[not] 

follow 20 from two possible premises or from one. As an example of this 

he showed that a line, insofar as it is a line, can be divided infinitely even 

though its accidental division insofar as it is a line in a natural body, 

Cf. Averroes, Epitome of Prior Analytics, chap. 7, Hebrew: 22b, t o p ;  Latin:  
Vol. I, 2b. 50r, F-50v,  G .  The main syllogism [11, below], which is the only one 
mentioned in the present passage, is a composite one (33iin W ~ J :  syllogismu.~ 
compo.sirus), i.e., one the premise or  premises of which are based on  another 
syllogism [I, below]. Cf. Averroc^,Epitomeoi'PriorAnalytics, chap. 8, Hebrew: 
23a bottom, ff.: Latin:  Vol. 1, 2b, 50v, M ff. Schematically, the proofproceeds 
as follows: 
I. (not  mentioned in the present passage) First Premise: A proposition that is 
possible in virtue of itself, but impossible accidentally. SecondPremise: A true 
proposition. Conclusion: A proposition that is possible in virtue of itself, but 
impossible accidentally. 
11. First Premise (I, Conclusion): A proposition that is possible in virtue ot 

itself, but impossible accidentally. SecondPremisc: An ambiguous proposition 
[below, n. 191 (the opposite of what is to  be proved is assumed). Conclusion: An 
absurd proposition. 
The absurd conclusion [11] cannot follow from the possible proposition [11, 
First Premise], nor from the premises on  which it is based [I, First and  Second 
Premises], Thus,  it must follow from the ambiguous proposition [II, Second 
Premise]. 

19 The ambiguous premise (pSlDOl 7Dip77) is a hypothetical disjunctive 
proposition. Cf. Averroes, Epitome of Prior Analytics, chap. 5, Hebrew: 20a. 
t o p ;  Latin, Vol. I, 2b, 48v, G-H. 

20 The Hebrew manuscripts have the reading P n n 7  n^iW and the Latin, 
translated from the Hebrew, reads "sequatur." However. on  the basis of Prior 
Anukrirfi I ,  14-22, especially 20, 3923, 4-13, where Aristotle demonstrates that 
from a possible premise no  necessary (in this case necessarily false) conclusion 
can follow, the opposite conclusion seems to  be warranted. In the light o f th i s  
consideration I emended the text to  read 3""nn" ~ ' 7  " U I W ,  "non sequatur." 

such as water or  fire, is i m p ~ s s i b l e . ~ '  Aristotle has also demonstrated the I , , , ~  5 3  

following premise:22 if it is assumed that there exists a finite body that 
has an  infinite force, for example, the celestial body, then it is possible to 

assume that there exists a body larger than the celestial body though this 

is impossible a~cidenta l ly .~ '  T o  this he joins a premise that lays down 

something well known about these forces that are in bodies - whether 

these are forces of simple or  composite bodies - namely, that the force 

of a larger body is greater than the force of a smaller body, for these 

corporeal forces are described as great and small in accordance with the 

size of their subjects in which they reside. Now that this premise has 

been verified by him, Aristotle assumes that there exists a body that is 

21 Averroes alludes to  a proof that a given finite line cannot be infinitely divided in 
actuality. The proof proceeds a s  follows: 
I. First Premise: Given any unit line measuring a given finite line, a line 
smaller than the given unit line can be conceived. Second Premise'. Given two 
unequal unit lines, the number of divisions made by the smaller is greater than 
that made by the larger. Conclusion: The number of divisions made by a line 
that is smaller than a given unit line is greater than that made by the given unit 
line. 
11. First Premise ( I ,  Conclusion): The number of divisions made bya  line that 
is smaller than a given unit line is greater than that made by the given unit line. 
Second Premise: A unit line that makes a n  infinite number of divisions in 
actuality exists (i.e., a line that is infinitely divisible in actuality exists). 
Conclusion: The number of divisions made by a line that is smaller than the 
given unit line is larger than that made by the given unit line (i.e., one actually 
infinite number is greater than another). This is absurd.  Thus the second 
premise of I1 is absurd. Cf. above, n. 18. 

22 The proof of this passage proceeds as follows: 
I. First Premise: A body larger than the heavens can be conceived. Second 
Premise : A larger body has a greater force. Conclusion : The force o f  the bod) 
that is larger than the heavens is greater than the force of the heavens. 
11. First Premise (I ,  Conclusion): The force of the body that is larger than the 
heavens is greater than the force of the heavens. Second Premise: The force 
inhering in the heavens is infinite, i.e., the infinite force of the  heavens inheres in 
their finite body. Conclusion: The force of the larger body is greater than the 
force of  the heavens, i.e., one infinite is greater than another. This is absurd. 
Thus the second premise of I1 is absurd. Cf. above, n. 18. 
Aristotlc reaches the conclusion of th i s  proof in a different manner. 0. Phj,.sic.\ 
VIII ,  10, 266a. 24-266b. 6. 

23 A body greater than the celestial body can be conceived, since, given a finite 
body, one larger than thegiven one can be conceived. In actuality, however, this 
body cannot exist since, as Aristotle has shown, n o  body exists outside the 
heavens. 
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itself, [but] impossible accidentally. From these premises he concludes 
that the force of this body is greater than the force of the smaller body, 

that is, the force of the heavens, the reason being the one we have 

mentioned before, namely, that a force is described by a quantitative 
attribute in accordance with the size of its subject. Now that this premise 

has been verified, he adjoins to it [by way of conclusion] that there exists 

in a finite body an infinite force greater than the infinite force that exists 
in a smaller body. And  this conclusion, namely, that there exists one 

infinite that is greater than another infinite, is absurd. 

Since Aristotle knew that this absurdity could not follow from the 

possible proposition that he set down in this syllogism,24 nor from the 

premise stating that the force in the larger body is greater than the force 

in the smaller one, he knew that the absurdity could only follow from 

the premise stating that there exists a finite body in which there exists an 

infinite force. And this is a valid proof, one about which there exists no 

doubt. For  Aristotle has shown already that a finite body cannot 

contain an  infinite force, and  it makes n o  difference whether this force is 

assumed to  exist in a body composed of matter and form only or  in a 

simple body. This proof is known to be true of body in general, whether 

composite o r  simple. 

And it is known concerning the celestial bodies that their activities are 

finite, that they move in finite times and  that some move faster than 

others and some slower than others. And since the principles in virtue of 

which the celestial bodies are moved toward their proper mover are 

known, and these principles are the appetitive powers of the soul, it 

seems to be impossible that these forces are natural forces. For  a natural 
force is only moved in respect to a certain place, and it is a force upon 

the existence of which follows alteration, and it is a force which is 

subject to generation and corruption. O n  the other hand, the forces by 
which the heavens are moved are neither generated nor corruptible. 

Since the celestial forces are, therefore, not natural forces they must 

necessarily be a kind of s o ~ l . ~ ~ T h i s  is evident, for it would be impossible 

24 Namely, the proposition that a body that is larger than the heavens can be 
conceived. 

25 Cf'. Hebrew text. chap.  2, lines 9 ft'. 
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that the celestial body be the most noble of the living beings without 
possessing a soul. Since this celestial soul, not being generated and 

corruptible, is not the result of alteration, it is separated from this body 

in respect to that property 26 in virtue of which a soul is said to be the 

result of alteration and in virtue of which it is said to be transient. The 
reason for this is that the motion of something moved in virtue of itself 

can only come from a soul that exists in it in a manner different from 

that in which the forms of composite bodies exist in their matter, for, in 

composite bodies, generation precedes alteration. 
It is also self-evident that the larger body has a force producing a faster 

motion. Thus from the assumption that an  infinite force exists in a finite 

body it follows that this body is moved with a motion that is faster than 

any other motion, so that it is moved in no time. This is absurd.27 

Demonstrations of this kind, when they are set down in this manner, are 
valid demonstrations. And only a person who is ignorant of what has 

been explained concerning this topic in the Prior Analytics will find, 

difficulties in them. 

Thus we find that Avempace 28 seems to  deny the validity of these proofs 

and he understands from the clear statements of Avicenna that there 

exists doubt concerning these matters.^ Therefore we find that most of 

those who rely upon his books affirm as true that from the fact that the 

heavens have infinite motions it does not follow that they possess an 
immaterial mover.12 The reason for this error is that it is possible, 

according to  their opinion, that in an eternal body there exists 

something composed of matter and form. 
It is clear then that if the celestial body is [in motion], it must have an 

I.e., the property of subsisting in its body. 
This is another proof that  an infinite force cannot inhere in a finite body. Cf. 
Physics VIII, 10, 266a. 24-266b, 6. 
V W ^ X  133 13X. Abu Bakr ibn al-Saig (ibn Bsjjah) was k n o w n  among the 
Latins as Avempace. 
I.e., that the mover of the celestial body is immaterial. Avempacc holds with 
Avicenna that the celestial bodies are composed of matter and form. 
Can  refer to  either Avicenna o r  Avempace. 
D - O B ' ~  ' 7 ~  l k ~  n1'713n 'n'72'1 niYiin-1, moms infinites, quifinirmtur in ruelo. 1 h e  
Hebrew text and the Latin translation made from it are obscure. Perhaps the 
reading should be '?Y Â¥frn instead of '?s 1 ' 7 3 ~  

I.e., an immaterial mover only. 
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,,c 94 appetitive power through which it is moved toward that mover that is its 
final cause," that together with this appetitive power it must possess an 

intel l igen~e, '~ and, furthermore, that that appetitive power, despite its 
existence in a finite body, must be infinite. And in addition to all this, 

the celestial body is simple in accordance with what we have said 

before. 

Aristotle has already proved this p r o p o ~ i t i o n ' ~  by means of other 

demonstrations. One of these proofs proceeds as follows: 36 inasmuch as 

it has been shown that in the sublunar world there exist things moved in 

virtue of themselves that are of such a nature that some of them generate 
others in a series of infinite succession, as is the case of man generated 

from man and horse from horse, and the like, it necessarily follows that 

there exists something first moved in virtue of itself that is the cause of 

the existence of this infinite number of moved movers."For it is possible 

33 Cf. Hebrew text, chap.  1 .  lines 162 f k  also chap. 4, lines 15 ff. 
34 The form of the celestial body moves this body insofar as  it conceives the 

celestial intelligence. 
35 That the celestial mover does not inhere in its body as form in matter. 
36 The following proof is divided into two parts. First, it is shown that there exists 

something first moved of  itself, and afterwards that this first-moved is simple. 
I. The first part of the proof is based o n  Aristotle's proof of the existence o f a  
first cause (cf. Metaphysics 11. 2. especially 994a. 11-19): (1) In the sublunar 
world there exist beings that are generated from other beings (for example, man 
from man). Since the world, according to  Aristotle, is eternal. this series is 
infinite. i.e., it has n o  first member. I shall call this the horizontalseries. (2) In 
considering cause and  effect, a series having three types of members is possible. 
These three are: (a) something that is only a cause; (b) something that is a 
cause and an effect; (c) something that is only an effect. I shall call this the 
vertical series. (3) If there exists something that is both a cause and an effect i t  

can only exist if there exists something that is only a cause. for the vertical series 
cannot go o n  to  infinity. (4) The individual members of the horizontal series are 
both cause and effect. Thus,  even though they are infinite considered as 
members of the horizontal series, as  members of the vertical series they 
ultimately presuppose something that is only a cause. This first cause is moved 
of itself. 
11. The second part of the proof shows that this first cause, which is n ~ o v e d  of 
itself, cannot be composed of matter and form:  (1) The sublunar beings 
undergo alteration because they are composed of matter and form. (2)  The 
heavens d o  not undergo alteration. (3)  Therefore, they are not composed of 
matter and form, 

37 Horizontally, the series of mover and  moved is infinite; vertically, it must end 
n something first moved of itself (cf. previous note). 

that an  infinite series exists accidentally, while it is impossible that I,,,~ ,112 

something first moved exists a~cidenta l ly . '~  The reason is that those 

causes that exist in virtue of themselves undoubtedly ascend to a first 

cause existing in virtue of itself, and that in this series 39 there must exist a 
first and a last member. And those causes that are infinite 

and  which have no first or  last member in their series, are necessarily 

derived from this first cause. Therefore, the mover of that which is 
moved in virtue of itself is moved in virtue of itself, inasmuch as it is 

first. Thus, by its very nature, it is impossible that it is moved 

accidentally in the manner of those transient beings that are moved in 
virtue of themselves. The reason is that in the case of everything moved 

in virtue of itself in the sublunar sphere its motion follows upon 

change4I and that change comes upon a body either from without or  

from within. But in the case of that which is first moved in virtue of itself 

its motion is not preceded by change since no body exists outside this 

first-moved, nor is this first-moved composed of a form and a matter 

that is in potentiality toward the substance, but this body is simple. And 

by the term "simple" Aristotle means that the body has no other 

potential matter except that which is potential in respect to place 

only. 

I n a s m ~ c h ~ ~  as the celestial body possesses a soul, and this by reason of 

the fact that its motion is continuous, even though [its body] is finite of 
itself, thus implying that it is moved by a form in it which is an appetitive 

soul, and inasmuch also as that which possesses a soul is moved by 

1 added the phrase n1K1Yn 1 W D K  ' K  on the basis o f the  Latin. Thesentence is still 
somewhat obscure, but I take it to be a comment on  the previous phrase. It 
states that even though horizontally there exists an infinite number of cause\ 
and effects, vertically the series must he reducible tosomething moved in virtue 
of itself, not moved accidentally. 
The vertical series. 
Those causes that are both cause and effect and members of the hori/oiital 
series. 
In speaking of change in this passage, Averroes has in mind primaril! 
substantial change, that is, generation. 
In the following, rather involved. passage Averroes sets out to demonstiate 
once again that the motive force of the celestial bodies is an immatcri~il 
intelligence. He mentions incidentally that this motive lorce moves the liea\en\ 
hv being an oh.ject of thought for them. 
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I 114 desire which this soul has for an object of desire, and, inasmuch again as 

every body is finite in respect to potentiality, it is quite evident that, if 

this appetitive power existed in this body insofar as it is a body only, it 

would be finite in its motivity. And it is clear that the body acquires 
eternity of motion from that mover toward which the motion is directed 

as toward a final cause.43 And from all this it clearly follows concerning 

the nature of this mover that it is an  immaterial intellect and that the 

heavens are moved toward it only insofar as they conceive it as an  object 

of thought. 

If one were to imagine44 some celestial body in which there exists an 

infinite force,45 it would follow that the motion of the whole and of the 

part would be the same,46 and  that each one of the things, existing in the 

sublunar world, which are moved by the heavens, would come to an  end 

and the motion of the heavens would take place in no time. And this is 

the meaning of what Aristotle says on this subject: 47 if there were in the 

43 Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 2, lines 59 ff. 
44 In the passage that follows Averroes sets out  to  show that while the celestial 

motive force is infinite in one  respect it must be finite in another.  For  if it were 
only infinite, the motion of  the heavens and  everything contained within them 
would be instantaneous. This conclusion is absurd. 
Having set down this proof, Averroes cites in its support a passage from theDe 
Caelo which is based o n  the proposition that the celestial motive force is finite in 
some respect (cf. below, n. 47). 

45 The meaning of this passage is : "If one were to  imagine some celestial body in 
which there exists a n  infinite force which is infinite in all respects,. . , ," 

46 The motion of the heavens as a whole as well as  that of its parts would be of 
infinite velocity. Consequently this motion would be instantaneous. 

47 The proof that follows is taken from the De Caelo. In the present discussion 
Averroes is not interested in the proof as such but only in one of  its premises. 
which states that every finite body must possess a finite potentiality. From this 
premise it follows that the motive force of the celestial body must be finite in 
some respect. This passage from the De Caelo is important because Averroes 
takes it to  be the one in which Aristotlestatesexplicitly that thecelestial motive 
force is finite in some respect (cf. quotation at  the end of this note). 
F o r  a citation of the relevant portions of this passage from the De Caelo and 
Averroes' Long Commentary on it, ct'. above, chap. 3, n .  32. F o r  Averroes' 
discussion of the  finiteness o f  the celestial motive force, cf. Hebrew text, chap. 3, 
lines 52 ff'. Cf. also, chap. 4, lines 30 ff'. 
The manner in which the celestial motive is finite, and the problems arising 
from this proposition, are also discussed by Averroes in Long Commentary on 
Physics VIII, corn. 79, Vol. IV, especially 4 2 6 ~ .  H-I, and  4 2 6 ~ .  M-427r, D. In 
this discussion Averroes states: "Et haec dubitatio est fortior omnibus 

body possessing stars more stars than there are, this body would stand l l n c  121 

still since its moving force is finite above that which it moves. And if this 

body stood still then the first mover could not impart to it continuity of 
motion prevailing over the principle of destruction and thus its motion 

would be destroyed. And if its motion were destroyed then it itself 

would be destroyed by rest, and all those beings that exist in virtue of 

motion would also be destroyed. Praised be H e  Who has provided this 

world with the existence of this noble body that has finite motion in one 

respect 48 a n d  infinite motion in another.49 

Inasmuch as the movement of that which is first moved in virtue of itself 

does not come to an  end, and inasmuch as this first-moved is not moved 

accidentally, for the mover which moves it as an  efficient cause is the 

same as that which moves it as a final cause,50 it is clear that the first 

mover belonging to this first-moved is one and simple and also that 
it cannot undergo alteration seeing that it produces motion con- 

tinuously. And it is also clear that the first-moved is one and simple, 

inasmuch as  it is not moved accidentally, for if the first-moved were 

composed of form and matter, it would be moved accidentally. All this 

being so, it is evident that there exists a first mover which is simple and 

unchangeable and which is necessarily immaterial. And it is also clear 

that there exists something simple that is the first that is moved by the 
prime mover, and that is the heavens. This is what we wanted to 
explain. 

Aristotle has already explained this matter by stating that if there exists 
something composed of two opposites, and one of these opposites exists 

separately, it follows that the other one also exists separately. For 

dubitationibus, quae possunt accidere hie. Maxime cum Aristoteles expresse 
dicit in secundo d e  caelo et mundo quod caeli est potentia finita: ubi reddit 
causam quare non insunt caelo stellae maiores his quae sunt illi: si enim dicit 
hoc esset, fatigaretur," "And this question [concerning the finiteness of the 
celestial motive force] is weightier than all those questions which may occur 
here. Especially since Aristotle states explicitly in the second book of the De 
Caelo that  the heavens have a finite potentiality, in which passage he sets down 
the reason why there d o  not inhere in the heavens more stars than there a re  in 
them. F o r  he states, that  if they possessed more stars than they do ,  they would 
be subject t o  fatigue.. ." (426v, L). 

48 That  is, in respect t o  intensity (PTln; vigor). Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 3, lines 61 IT. 
49 That  is, in respect to  time (7013; in tempore). Cf. Hebrew text, chap. 3, lines 61 ff. 
50 Cf. Hebrew text, chap.  1, lines 174-176. 
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ill,r 136 example, if there exists something moved, which in turn moves 

something else, and if, furthermore, there exists something which, being 

moved, does not move something else, it clearly follows from this that 

there must exist something that produces motion without being moved, 
this latter existing completely separate.si Another example is the case of 
color. For if there exists a color composed of whiteness and blackness, 

for instance, red," and if, furthermore, black exists by itself, it follows 
that white also exists by itself, separately from red. 
A l ~ o , ~ '  as Aristotle maintains, aprinciple must be prior by nature to that 

of which it is a principle.s4 The reason for this is that a principle does not 
need for its existence that ofwhich it is the principle. For  ifit had need of 

it, then it would not be prior by nature, the reason being that something 

that is prior by nature is of such a kind that, when it ceases to exist, then 

that to which it is prior also ceases to exist." This being so, no  form 

subsisting in matter can be prior to the matter in the sense of prior by 

nature.56 Therefore it is not 'true that there exists a first principlen 

Cf. Metaphysics 11, 2, especially 994a, 11-19, 
According to  Aristotle all intermediate colorsare composed of black and white, 
which are contraries. Cf. Phpics  I. 5. 188b. 24-25. 
The following passage presents another proof that the celestial body is not 
coinposed of matter and  form : (1) The motive force of the celestial body does 
not need the body for  its existence, while the body, on  the other hand, needs the 
motive force. Thus the motive force of the celestial body, that is, its form, is by 
nature prior to  its body. (2) In transient beings the form is contemporaneous 
with the matter, for the form cannot exist without the matterand viceversa. (3)  
From this it follows that the celestial body cannot be composed of matter and 
form. 

Ar\^otle,Mi'laphj'sics XIII, 10, 1087a. 3-4: " . . . the  elen~ent  or  principle is prior 
to the things of which it is the principle or  element." 
Cule~yoriv, 12, 14b. 1 1-13: "for in those things, the being of each of which 
implies that of the other, that which is in any way the cause may reasc)ilabIy be 
said to be by nature prior to  the effect." 
P/IJ,.IICS VIII, 7, 260b. 17-19: "A thing is said to  be prior too ther  things when. i t  
i t  does not exist, the others will not exist, whereas it can exist without the 
others," 
Meiaph~~.sUs V. 1 1 ,  1019a, 1-4: " . . .o thers  are called prior and posterior in 
respect lo nature. .  . . I .c . ,  those which can be without other things, while the 
other-, cannot be without them." 
In transient substances matter in order to  exist needs the form and vice versa. 
Namely. a n  ultimate principle of motion, that is. the heavens. 

composed of form and matter. Furthermore, everything composite is I,,,c 146 

potentially simple and there is no eternal thing that has a power through 

which it is d i s s o l ~ e d . ~ ~ T h e s e  proofs that Aristotle uses in such a measure 

are, as you can see, trustworthy and true. 

May G o d  be pleased with us that we have written concerning this 

question, which is a most worthy one, and it is the most important one 
about which philosophers have erred. This was written in Morocco in 

the year 57459 according to  the reckoning of the founder60 of the 

religion. It is finished. Praise be to God.  

58 In composite substances the matter is one and simple in potentialit). but man) 

in actuality, while in the celestial bodies it is one and simple in actuality. This 
statement implies another argument for the fact that the celestial body is not 
composed of matter and form. 

59 This date corresponds to the year 1178. Ci', Renan, A~'erro@.~,  p. 64;  i11so 1-. 

Gauthicr, Ibn Rochd (Averroks), (Paris, 1948), p. 13. Ciauthier suggests that a 
part o f  the De Substanria Orbis was written in 1 178 and  another part in 1 179. He 
identifies the date of our  passage with the year 1179. Note that Gauthiei- 
w :  "1  178: Partue du c,)mnlcntaire (sic !) sur Ie Scrmo d~ . ~ ~ b ~ i ( ~ t t / i i i  

o r b i ~ . .  . ." 
60 m'? ttnnn-l y1n1?. aticompuium innovators le*. The Hebrew manuscripts r e d  

nl'7 m n n n  TITS'?, hut since there are other instances in which the translator 
took an Arabic active for a p:issive (cf, above,chap.  I ,  n. 59). 1 accepted the text 
of the Latin version. Cf. also, Steinschncidcr. Hehrbi.(chc Ubersetzunpn. p. 186. 
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