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INFORMATION FOR THE READER

The following abbreviations are used for the titles of Averroes’
works:

DSO0 = De Substantia Orbis

EDAn = Epitome of De Anima

EDC = Epitome of De Caelo

EDGA = Epitome of De Generatione Animalium

EDGC = Epitome of De Generatione et Corruptione
EM = Epitome of the Metaphysics

EP = Epitome of the Physics

FM = Fasl al-Maqdl

ICat = Intermediate Commentary on Categories
IDC = Intermediate Commentary on De Caeio

IDGC = Intermediate Commentary on De Generatijone et Corruptione
IP = Intermediate Commentary on Physics

IPrA = Intermediate Commentary on Prior Analytics
ITp = Intermediate Commentary on Topics

Kasf = Kitdb al-Kasf ‘an mandhij al-adillah

KMH = Kol Meleket Higgaydn

LDAn = Long Commentary on De Anima

LDC = Long Commentary on De Caelo

LM = Long Commentary on Metaphysics

LP = Long Commentary on the Physics

LPsA = Long Commentary on Posterior Analytics
Qlog = Quaesita in libros logicae

TAT = Tahdfat at-Tahdfit

Other titles abbreviated:

AHDLMA = Archives d'histoire doctrinale et litteraire du
Moyen 399

CAG = Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca

CCAA = Corpus Commentariorum Averrois in Aristotelem

HU = M. Steinschneider, Die Hebréaischen Ubersetzungen des
Mittelalters

JAOS = Journal of the American Oriental Society

JNES = The Journal of Near Eastern Studies

The Hebrew texts of the Intermediate Commentaries on Physics and De

Caelo are cited from Hebrew MS 42 in the collection of the Harvard

library. A1l references to the Latin translations of Averroes are cited

from Aristotelis omnia quae extant Opera, et Averrois Cordubensis in ea

opera omnes, qui ad haec usque tempora p2rvenere commentarii (Venetiis

apud Iunctas, 1562-1574), unless otherwise noted. Where the edition of

B.H. Zedler contains variant readings of the text of TAT (Destructio

Destructfonum}. reference is made to that edition.

In the notes, quotations from the text of Aristotle are cited in the

translation of The Works of Aristotle (translated into English under the

editorship of W.D. Ross [Oxford, 1928]), unless otherwise indicated.




riii

Quotations from the text of TAT are taken from the translation of S.
ran den Bergh, Averroes’ Tahafut al-Tahafut (Oxford, 1954), and quota-
:ions from FM are taken from the translation of G. Hourani, Averroes on
the Harmony of Religion and Philosophy (London, 1961). Where an English
:ranslation of an Averroean commentary is available in CCAA, citations
ire usually given in that translation. On occasion, I have preferred to
ise my own, and this is indicated. A1l other translations are mine--
igain, unless otherwise indicated.

Readers should be aware that an English translation of the Long Com-
nentary on Metaphysics, Book XII (Lam) is now available: C. Genequand,
[bn Rushd's Metaphysics (Leiden, 1984). Because this translation cites
the number of the Arabic page, I have not included the page numbers of
the translation in my notes. In the few cases where I have given an
‘nglish translation of a passage from that work, the translation is
nine.

Citations from TAT refer first to the English translation of S. van
3ergh, Averroes' Tahafut al-Tahafut. In other citations from Averroes’
writings where I have been able to use a Hebrew text, the citation from
the Hebrew text is given first. In the case of Kasf, citations not
otherwise identified are taken from the Cairo (1935) edition.

Due to the limitations of my software, all long vowels in transliter-
ated words are indicated by circumflex accents. Transliteration of
Hebrew ignores the absence of ddgés Tenme. I have tried to transliterate
on the basis of grammatical form, rather than mediaeval orthography.
Unfortunately, there is still no generally accepted system of translit-
erating Hebrew, so I must ask the reader’s indulgence for what may seem
pverly-pedantic or inadequate. There are a few cases in which I could
not bring myself to depart from a common, if none too correct, translit-
eration of a Hebrew or Arabic term or name, but transliteration of Ara-
bic generally follows the system of The Encyclopedia of Islam. Long
vowels are not indicated in proper names.

In the translation of the Questions, material within square brackets
is explanatory or specificatory. Pointed brackets enclose emendations.
In Questions VI and VII, material within curly brackets ({ }) is sup-
plied from the Arabic text.

While I hope that this volume, in itself, is readable for all students
of mediaeval philosophy, it is meant to be read in conjunction with my
edition of the Hebrew text, soon to be published as part of the Corpus
Averrois by the Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities. Readers will
find that the numbered paragraphs of the translation correspond exactly
with the numbered paragraphs of the Hebrew text.

The material in the notes is designed to facilitate the reading of
this text. It was not my aim to lay out in great detail all of the
philosophic problems to which Averroes alludes. I have tried to cite
the relevant passages in Aristotle and the commentators on which Aver-
roes builds. The extensive citation of parallel passages from other
works of Averroes should not be interpreted as a desire to impose a
false consistency on the author. Frequently, the passages cited reveal
the wide range of views it was possible for Averroes to hold on one and
the same topic.
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AVERROES® QUESTIONS IN PHYSICS

HELEN TUNIK GOLDSTEIN
School of Religion
University of Iowa
Iowa City, Iowa 52242
U. 5. A.

INTRODUCTION

1. The Commentator

In the transmission of the Peripatetic tradition, no mediaeval commen-
tator was more influential than the Spanish Muslim philosopher Ibn Rushd
(1126-1198), or, as he 1is more commonly known in the West, Averroes.
Just as Aristotle was the philosopher to the mediaevals, so Averroes was
the commentator--a view held by Renaissance philosophers as well. It
was the great Renaissance editions of Aristotle in Latin, accompanied by
the commentaries of Averroes, that _assured Ibn Rushd’s place as the
authoritative commentator for all time.

In part, Averroes’ status was due to the thoroughness of his work:
very little of the Aristotelian corpus escaped his pen. For much of this
corpus, he offered readers not one, but three commentaries: an epitome
(commentary by way of condensation); an intermediate or middle commen-
tary (commentary by way of paraphrase); and a long commentary, where the
lemmas from the Aristotelian text are explicated in great detail.? He
was at somg pains to search out the best of the Arabic translations of
Aristotle,’ and he was well acquainted with the work of his predeces-
sors, whether Muslim, or Christian (if their work was written in Ara-
bic), or Greek-- primarily, Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius.
Since Averroes knew no Greek, he was dependent on translations for both
his knoweledge of Aristotle and his knowledge of Aristotle’s Greek com-

Imentators.

In addition to the commentaries, Averroes authored a number of inde-
Eendent works of a philosophical or theological nature. Of these, the
est known is the Tahdfut al-Tahafut (Refutation of the Refutation), in
:hich his response to al-Ghazali’s attack on the philosophy of Avicenna
orms the platform on which Averroes builds the exposition of his own
system. Another polemic/apologetic work is the Fasl al-Maqdl (The Deci-
:fve Treatise on the Harmony of Regfgfan and Philosophy) in which Aver-
1005 takes on the Mutakallimin.® The first of these works was trans-
ated into both Hebrew and Latin, and therefore had wide influence. The
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second was never translated into Latin and, therefoge, remained virtu-
ally unknown until the end of the nineteenth century.

A similar situation exists with regard to the independent works of a
more purely philosophical nature. The Questions in Logic and the col-
lection known as De Substantia Orbis were both translated into Latin
(and both printed in the Renaissance editions), while the Questions in
Physics (Séfer ha-derdsim ha-tib‘iyim) was translated only into Hebrew,
and thus did not enter the _tradition of Christian scholasticism or
become known to the Renaissance.

2. The Text and its Versions

As with the Questions in éogfc, the origin of this collection, as a
collection, is obscure.® Although the Tists of Averroes’ works in the
Arabic bibliographic treatises contain references to collections of
works on philosophical topics (and perhaps a specific reference to a
collection of treatises on physics with the title Ouestfsns [masa’il =
derdsim]), the scope of these collections is unknown.? Over half the
treatises in the Questions in Physics may, with a high degree of cer-
tainty, be identified with treatises mentioned in the Arabic lists, but
in those lists not all the treatises are called "questions." The terms
"treatise" [magdla], "discourse on" [kaldm ‘ald] and "appendix" [ta‘liq]
are also used. It is unclear whether this indicates that the treatises
so designated were not included in the collection termed Questions.

Only two of the Questions in Physics (numbers VI and VII in this edi-
tion) are still extant in Arabic, and they exist only in a unique MS.
Nothing 1in that MS indicates that the treatises formed part of a larger
collection. The Hebrew text, too, gives us little, if any, information
about the existence of an Arabic collection, for the Hebrew text exists
in more than one version.

In addition to the version of nine treatises, titled The Book of Ques-
tions 1in Physics, where works by other authors may either interrupt the
sequence or be added ai the end, and where the commentary of Narboni
follows each Question,*V we have also:

(1) A version, with the same title, and with the commentary
of Narboni, but with only five treatises which are not consecutive, but
interi?ersed with treatises on related topics written by other authori-
ties. Averroes’ treatises, however, are found in the same order as
the "standard" version, and the translation is also that of the "stan-
dard" version.

(2) A version entitled Questions on Physics and Divine
Matters [metaphysics], which lacks the commentary of Narboni, and which
contains only four treatises, in a different order, interspersed with
works of other authors. (This version also contains what purports to be
an independent work of Averrgss, but is actually an excerpt from Long
Metaphysics XII, Comm. 18,1¢) The }Eans1ation contains certain verbal
variants from the "standard" version.

(3) A version, containing only one treatise, lacking both an
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overall title and the commentary of Narboni, but in which the treatise
is given a close association Ylth De Substantia Orbis VII, which immedi-
ately follows it in the text.

This third version is the sole case in which a Hebrew translator can
be named: the translation was made by Todros Todrosi in the year 1340.
The only conclusion to be drawn from his transiation is that Todrosi may
definitively be eliminated as the translator of any of the other ver-
sions. However, we may be able to draw a tentative conclusion as to the
formation of the Hebrew collection.

The earliest evidence for the existence of the nine treatise collec-
tion is the commentary of Narboni, completed in 1349. The fact that
nine years earlier one treatise could be attached to a work outside the
corpus may indicate that the Hebrew collection of nine treatises was
formed during those nine years, or ma{ even indicate that Narboni him-
self collected the various treatises..®

Narboni, however, was not the translator of these works1 In fact, no
definitive indication of the translator’s identity exists.

3. The Nature of the Question-Form

Steinschneider offered the following general characterization of Aver-
roes’ Quaestiones:

These are mostly brief discussions, more or 1es§ answers to
questions; they may be partially occasioned by topics 19 his
commentaries and may be considered as appendices to them.

In the case of the Questions in Physics, this description must be su?é
plemented. At least two of our treatises are expository in nature.
Furthermore, of those that do properly belong to the Aperienliteratur,
the "question” involved must not be taken to be one actually asked of

. Averroes. Most of the difficulties he deals with had already been dis-

cussed, at some length, by other commentators. In terms of form, Aver-
roes is simply following the teaching methu? of the Hellenistic schoo]g,
a firmly established tradition by his time.1® The Hebrew and Arabic
terms which we translate by the word "question" (Latin: quaestio), could
Jjust as well be translated by the word "investigation."

Again, our collection is not merely composed of works that have a
close relation to Averroes’ commentaries. A number of thgm are more
closely related to independent works such as ngéfut al-Tahafut, Fasl
al-Maqdl, Kitdb al-Kasf, De Substantia Orbis,<V and even the Questions
in Logic. It also cannot be asserted without qualification that all
of thess works are appendices to the commentaries (or larger independent
works).%2 Some of the Questions may be pre]iminar% sketches for Aver-
roes’ treatment of a Rroblem in a larger work. 3 Because only one of
the treatises is dated,z and because it is not always possible to
assign a precise date to the larger works, it is very difficult to make
:tqtements concerning the relation between works with any degree of cer-

ainty,

It is true, as Steinschneider noted, that fewer of these Questions
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have a direct relation with specific loci in the Aristotelian corpus
than do the Questions in Logic £glthough at least four of our treatises
do have such a direct relation).¢2 It is also true that none of the
individual treatises in the collection have titles. But this statement
is true only of the Hebrew text in the anonymous translation. In the
Arabic text, Question VII has a ti&le. and Question IX, in the transla-
tion of TJodrosi, also has a title.

While the Questions in Logic are all related to Averroes’ commentaries
on the Organon, thus providing a reasonable explanation of the name, not
all the Questions in Physics are related to Averroes’ commentaries on
the Physics. In addition to the relationship with independent works
already cited, Question VI is directly related to De Generatione Animal-
jum and Averroes’ commentary on that work, and also to the Long Commen-
tary on Metaphysics. Both Questions II and IX are closely related to De
Caelo and Averroes’' commentaries thereon. The one unifying factor in
the collection that would justify its title, is that all °£ the treat-
ises, in one way or another, deal with motion and/or time. 7

4, MSS and Other Textual Material

The translation of this work is based on an edition compiled from eight
He?rewzgss, the single Arabic MS, and certain other materials discussed
below.

Only two of the eight Hebrew MSS used contain all nige treatises. In
both these MSS the individual works are arranged in the same order, and
this is the order I have followed in numbering the treatises. The text
is in the anonymous trggslation. and Narboni’s commentary follows the
text of each treatise.<” These MSS are:

Vaticanus, Urbinates Ebraici 4],30 Our text extends from
fol. 88 through fol. 115b. The title is given as: "The Book of Ques-
tions in Physics which the philosopher Ibn Rushd composed and, together
with it, Questions in Physics belonging to other philosophers." De Sub-
stantia Orbis is 1included under the Questions in Physics, and follows
the treatises of our text. At the conclusion of De Substantia Orbis, a
colophon gives the date of completion of Narboni’s commentary to the
Questions: February 5, 1349.

Munich Staatsbibliothek 31.31 Our text extends from fol. 256
through fol. 287b and is immediately followed by De Substantia Orbis.
The title is given as: "The Book of Questions in Physics which the phi-
losopher Abu Alid [sic] Walid ben Rushd composed, and together with it
QUEstfons in Physics belonging to other philosophers." There is no col-
ophon.

This MS is very carelessly written and very hard to read, although the
scribe has provided artistically written headings and someone has pro-
vided a drawing of two delightful sphinx figures (fol. 278). The text,
however, is full of the most elementary errors in both orthography and
grammar. More serious are the errors occasioned by the scribe’s
attempts to "correct" the text.
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The remaining Hebrew MSS are:

Jewi logical Seminar m 2311, for-
merly Steinschneider 6. The text of the Questions begins with Ques-
tion 11 (fol. 1b), but all the remaining Questions are present in the
usual order,and in the anonymous translation; De Substantia Orbis begigi
at fol. 49. The opening leaves of this MS are badly dagiged by water,
and one leaf is missing in the text of Question VIII.®% The importance
of this MS lies in the fact that the scribe was apparently able to cor-
rect hgg own work by reference to a MS other than the one he originally
copied.®? This is particularly evident in the text of Question VII,
where Tlacunae existing both in the other Hebrew MSS, and in the body of
this MS, are corrected by the scribe in the margins. This MS stands
closest to the Arabic and generally contains excellent readings.

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale 988.36 Our text begins fol. 87
with Narboni’s preface (the only MS I have seen which contains it). The
Questions proper, again in the anonymous translation, begin at fol. 87b
with_the title: "The Book of Questions in Physics." The second treat-
ijse37 begins fol. 88b, and the third at fol. 89. The fourth treatise
(fol. 91b) is followed by two non-Averroean treatises. The fifth of our
treatises (the 1last in this MS) begins fol. 95. Immediately following
Narboni’s commentary (fol. 97), a colophon gives the name of the scribe:
Jacob Alkita.

gggjghi__§1ggL§hihljglbgk__1§.38 This WS, together with M.
Leipzig 40g°7, is part of a distinct family of MSS. Our text begins
fol. 219b with the title: "Questions Concerning Physical and Metaphysi-
cal Matters." This is immmsqiately followed by Question 1, Question V,
Question IV (fol. 220), and Question 11. The MS continues with De
Substantia Orbis, followed by a work entitled: "A treatise belonging to
the philosopher, the judge Ben Rushd--aisually an excerpt from the Long
Commentary on Metaphysics XII, Comm. 18. This MS is distinguished not
only by its title, and by the fact that it lacks Narboni’s commsgtary,
but also by some rearrangement of the text between the Questions,*? cer-
tain verbal differences, and some incorporation of glosses.

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale 989.44 I have discussed this
MS, which contains only Question IX, elsewhere, We have here the
trans1igion of Todros Todrosi, and in this version Question IX has a
title. This MS lacks the translator’s introduction which may be found
in the other two exemplars of this version, but all three MSS contain
the interesting colophon discussed in my article. The other MSS of this
translation are:

i ib] n A7 This MS contains the
translator’s introduction, written very elegantly in a column parallel
to the text of the Question. Our text begins, again with title, at fol.
159b, and ends fol. 161b.

s 0 ritish M 7559.48 Here, too, the transla-
or’s introduction is written in a column parallel with the text, but
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he hand is not so elegant. The text begins at fol. 304, with title,

nd ends fol. 306b. This MS is a copy of P. 1023.

The first four manuscripts listed all belong to the same tradition of
ranslation, that of the anonymous translation. I do not find it pos-
ible to identify any one of them as a prototype; rather, they all
ippear to depend on a common ancestor. MS. Mun. 36 presents certain
iroblems. Despite the verbal differences already noted, this manu-
cript, too, is basically a part of the anonymous translation tradition.
ts peculiarities are most likely due not to a difference in prototype,
wut to a different history of transmission. It should be noted that MS.
lun. 31 does exhibits a peculiarity which might indisate a different
irototype: the spelling of the name of John Philoponus.

The three MSS of Todros Todrosi’s translation exhibit an entirely dif-
‘ferent style. There are certain indications that this translation may
jo back to an Arabic MS diggering slightly from the Arabic prototype of
the anonymous translation.

The sole extant Arabic MS is:

Madrid, Escurial 532.51 This MS contains only Question !}

aind Question VII of our text, and it contains them in reverse order.
Juestion VI (fol. 85) is untitled, but Question VII (fol. 76b) has the
title: "A treatise belonging to Abu’l Walid concerning the seventh
sook, and the eighth of [Aristotle’s Physiké] Akroasis" (bracketed worg§
in margin). The MS is written in a difficult North African hand.
Jerenbourg states that each leaf contains 15 lines, but there are actu-
ally 17 Tines to the page. Vowel marks, when present, are written under
the diacritical points, and hamza is written very rarely. The only form
of punctuation is "thick writing," and that 1is used very sparingly.
However, before quotations (both direct and indirect) one occasionally
sees an elongated form of the word. The vocalization appears casual and
haphazard, but the scribe did engage in some proof-reading: Tlacunae are
supplied in the margins, along with a few suggestions for corrections.
The MS is dated Almeria, 724/1324. But following Question VII it is
stated that the composition of the treatise was completed in Seville,
month of the Hadj, 572/1175-6.

It is probable that this MS is not the exemplar on which the Hebrew
translation is based. There are a number of differences between the
Hebrew version and this MS, not all of which can be explained by assum-
ing a misreading on the part of the translator, or by reference to the
most common scribal errors. Furthermore, in the text of Question VI,
the Arabic contains a number of, for the most part, explanatory phrases
which do not exist in our Hebrew version, and which may be glosses
incorporated in the text. 1 believe that g?e ancestor of the Hebrew
version frequently had better readings. On the whole, however, the
Hebrew offers a faithful and literal rendering of the Arabic. While the
translator does not, for example, render the difference in demonstrative
pronouns, or reflect the variety of Arabic negatives, there are only a
small number of cases where he has misread the text, and only this
affects the sense of the text.

In addition to the MSS, I have collated an edition of the text of
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Question 111 contained in

M. Worms, Die Lehre von der Anfanglosigkeit der Welt bei den
mittelalterlichen arabischen Philosophen des Orients und ihre Bekmpfung
durch die arabischen Theologen (Mutakallimin), Beitréige zur Geschichte
des Philosophie des Mittelalters (Minster, 1900), III, iv. Worms edited
the text on the basis of three MSS, all of which have been available to
me. I do not always agree with his reading of the MSS, but I have fol-
lowed his suggestions on certain emendations.

Because it is difficult to separate text and commentary, I chose not
to collate the lengthy quotations from the Questions contained in works
by Narboni and Abravanel. Where appropriate, these quotations may be
found in the notes. I also did not include the readings of Narboni’s
lemmas in his commentary in the apparatus. The lemmas rarely shed Tight
on the text. The exceptional cases are cited in the notes.

5. Methods of Establishing the Text

Since no one of the MSS, including the Arabic, is in itself satisfac-
tory enough to serve as a standard by which the others may be measured,
I have not hesitated to choose the best reading from whatever MS it may
come., There are, however, two exceptions: (1) in the case of Questions
VI and VII, it is the Hebrew text that is edited. Although the Arabic
text has been used to settle doubtful readings in the Hebrew, and to
fill in lacunae, | have not attempted to make the Hebrew text conform to
the Arabic text. However, most of the suggested emendations do stem
from the Arabic. (2) In the case of Question IX, the translation of
Todros Todrosi has been used in a similar way. I have chosen to abide
by the readings of the anonymous translation whenever possible.

In general, I have tampered very little with_the text. 1 have not
attempted to correct the grammar of the MSS,5° and I have preferred to
retain the readings of the MSS, if any sense can be made of them, even
if emendatigg would lead to a smoother text. The punctuation, however,
is all mine.

6. Testimonies

I have found no reference in any of Averroes’ other works yhich may be
taken to refer unequivocally to any of these Ouestfons.s What may be
more peculiar is that Averroes makes no explicit reference to any of his
other writings 1in these Questions. The Questions do, however, cggtain
explicit references to the following works of Aristotle: Physics, De
Caelo, De Generatione et Corruptione, and Prior Analytics. Addition-
ally, Averroes draws on material contained in Metaphysics, De Anima,
CCteqorfes, Posterior Analytics, Topics, De Interpretatione, De
Sophisticiis Elenchis, De Generatione Animalium, De Motu Animalium, and
eteorologica.

; Other authors mentioned by name in this text are: Plato (in Questions
Fa IV, VII), Alexander of Aphrodisias (IX), John Philoponus (VII), al-
arabi (with specific reference to his book, On the Mutable Existences;
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VII), al-Ghazali (IV), the Mutakallimdn (III, VII), the Ash‘arites (IV),
"the physicians" (from the context, Galen; VI), Hippocrates (VII), and
Avicenna (VIII, including a reference to his "Oriental Philosophy"; IX),.

Over the centuries, scholars have, for the most part, ignored these
Questions. In modern times only Steinschnegger and Rosenberg have
offered a thorough description of the Questions. As we have noted,
only Question 1II has been edited pregaously. Question 111 is also the
only treatise to have been translated.

Steinschneider did Take use of the text of Question VII in his mono-
graph on al-Farabi.b! It is a major source for the well-known appendix
on John Philoponus and the Arabs. J.L. Teicher made use of Worms’ edj-
tion of Question III in his "Avicenna’s Place in Arabic Philosophy." 2
H.A. Ho]fégn translated a short excerpt from Question V (as quoted by
Narbanél. H. Davidson cited Question IX in his work on Abraham
Shalom®*, and more recently has cited the same treatise when considerigg
Averroes’ critique of Avicenna’s proof for the existence of God.
Davidson also used Question VII in an article on John Philoponus.
Recently, D. Gutas has quoted ;rom Question VIII in his treatment of
Avicenna’s "Oriental Phi]osophy."5

But it must be admitted that the Questions were not EHCh more popular
among mediaeval ggd renaissance authors. Both Narboni®® and Isaac Abra-
vanel (1437-1509)%7 do refer to the collection by name and quote from it.
Simon Duran (}361-1444) cites the title of the collection twice in his
Qeshet G-Migén,’Y but the second reference is certainly not to the Ques-
tions," but to Kitdb al-Kasf. 1" Steinschneider thought that there was
also a reference to our text ;E Duran’s Mdgén ’'Abot, where mention is
made of Averroes’ "Epistles.” From the context in which Duran’s cita-
tion appears, one might conjecture that ge refers to Question IX, but
the identification is far from certain.’

More recently, G. Vajda cggjectured that Isaac Albalag (d. 1292) was
acquainted with Question III,/% and that that Question is a source for
Albalag’s discussion of perpetual creation. The context in which
Alba}gg discusses this doctrine, however, is not the context of Question
I11. It is more likely that the author relies solely on Tahdfut al-
Tahédfut.

H. Davidson, in his work on Abraham Shalom (d. 1492), states that
Sha]ow refers to the Quaestiones in Physica at Neveh Shalom VII, i, 3,
100b.7/6 I am unable to find such a reference there; the quotation from
Averroes 1is from De Substantia Orbis. As we have seen, the latter work
is sometimes subsumed under the general title of Questfsgs in Physics.
However, Shalom’s position on the problem of generation’/ might indicate
some acquaintance with Question VI--although he could certainly have
arrived at that position by using other Averroean texts.

In Latin Jewish texts of the Renaissance, I have found only one use of
the Questions: 1in a work by the physician and translator Calo[nymos b.
David] Calonymos (f1. first gg1f of the sixteenth century), written for
his patron Egidio of Viterbo. The book consists of arguments designed
to refute the Averroist position on the eternity of the world, and con-
tains substantial quotations from Questions III, VII and IX in Latin
translation. The translation is most exact, and it is even possible to
identify the Hebrew manuscript from which it was made: Vatican, Urb.
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Ebr. 41.79 1 have found no evidence that these quotations were picked
up by other authors.

This neglect of the Questions, coupled with the fact that the collec-
tion was 'never translated into Latin, might lead one to the conclusion
that these works are in some way inferior--not worthy of being noticed.
But although some of the treatises are not up to Averroes’ usual stan-
dard, this is certainly not true of the collection as a whole.

Although there is little that is radically new in these Guestions,au
they are not without interest. (What is radically new is very radical,
indeed.) The views expressed in this text are often not consistent with
Averroes’ statements in other works, and sometimes the Questions are not
consistent with one another. Because of the problems of dating these
treatises, it is not always possible to know which statement represents
Averroes’ final solution of the problems under discussion. But the Ques-
tions do enable us to see, very clearly, stages in the development of
Averroes’ thought. In addition, because the (Questions contain, in a
highly iompressed form, material drawn from a great variety of
sources,B they form a useful introduction to the works of Averroes,
and, indeed, to some of the most important problems of mediaeval philos-
ophy.

It is tempting to look for an explanation of the very limited interest
shown 1in this collection by mediaeval authors in a statement found in
Narboni’s preface to his commentary. He tells us that he composed the
commentary for his learned colleagues in Perpignan who wished to coa-
tinue their connection with him even though he now resided elsewhere. 4
Since all of our manuscripts of the collection are in the anonymous
translation, and only MSS. Munich 36 and Leipzig 40 lack Narboni’s com-
mentary, circulation of this text, at least initially, might have been
largely limited to Narboni’s discip1es.3

7. Some of the Philosophic Problems Discussed

Although Averroes touches on many problems common in mediaeval philos-
ophy, and many problems in various texts of Aristotle, the bulk of the
material in the Questions focuses on problems relating to the eternity
of the world, motion, and time. These are the problems discussed in
Questions 111-V, a good part of Question VII, and Question IX. The
arguments presented by Averroes, both in his own name and in the names
of his opponents, depend on the interpretation(s) given to Aristotle’s
views on the infinite, the nature of the "now," and the nature of neces-
sity and possibility. In these treatises, Averroes never discusses
Purely religious arguments against eternity, nor does he set out to
tombat the atomic theory of the Kalam. His interest is confined to the
arguments that have a philosophic ancestry, and more specifically,
hose arguments whose force depends on showing Aristotle to have been

. inconsistent.

ﬁyerroes upholds the view that the cosmos is eternal. An argument
RGainst that view, going back to John Philoponus, is that the eternity
the world means that an actual infinite must have been traversed

f’\(that is, an actually infinite number of revolutions of the sphere).
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Aristotle himself, however, had denied the possibility of traversing an
infinite.

Averroes offers many replies to this objection. First, he rejects the
linear view of motion and time that the objection implies. The motion
of the sphere is circular, and in the circle there is no beginning and
no end unless we arbitrarily mark a segment of the circle. Otherwise,
the "now" is always both the end of the past and the beginning of the
future. For Averroes, all the revolutions of the sphere, in effect, are
really one motion. Furthermore, the opponents’ argument rests on the
assumption that that a specific motion is the end of motion (because
what has an end must have a Eeginning). If that assumption is not
granted, the argument fails.8

Averroes also sees the objection as resting on another assumption:
that in the series of motions, one motion is the cause of the next,.
However, if the motions are not related causally, an infinite series is
possible. If each motion of the sphere is directly caused by the Prime
Mover, which has been shown to be immutable and eternal, the series not
only may be eternal, it must be eternal._ _ The activity of the Prime
Mover and its existence are inseparable.

Another objection against the eternity of the world, again raised by
John Philoponus, ran as follows: Aristotle proved that all bodies must
have finite force; the sphere is a body; how, then, can it acquire an
infinite force from the Prime Mover unless the corruptible can acquire
eternity from an eternal being? On Aristotle’s own principles, however,
this is impossible: Aristotle demonstrated that the eternal can have
no potentiality for corruption.

This objection can be understood in two ways: infinite force with
respect to the duration of motion, and infinite force with respect to
the duration of existence. In the case of motion, one would expect
Averroes’ response to be that the sphere does not have such an infinite
force, but its mover, which does not inhere in the sphere, does. And,
in fact, Averroes says just this when he discusses Aristotle’s arguments
for the self-subsistence of the Prime Mover. But the sphere itself may
be regarded as a cause of motion, and Averroes must argue for its infin-
ity with respect to motivity.

Whether dealing with Philoponus’ objection as referring to duration of
existence or to duration of motivity, Averroes’ response rests, basi-
cally, on differentiating the sphere from other, sublunar bodies.
Unlike sublunar bodies, the sphere is not a compound; it is simple, and
its "matter" is something actual, not potential. It possesses no poten-
tiality except the potentiality for its motion in place. Such a simple
body, therefore, may be infinite in duration. It may also be infinite
in duration with respect to causing motion. But, being a body, it can-
not cause motion infinite in intensity or infinite in velocity, for
Aristotle had demonstrated that go body, simple or compound, can contain
an infinite force of this kind.8

Philoponus’ objection, as reported by Averroes, also had another ele-
ment: he spoke of the sphere acquiring infinite force from the Prime
Mover, and asked if it were possible for the corruptible to acquire
eternity, although Aristotle had demonstrated that the eternal can have
no potentiality for corruption. The basic issue raised here is one to
which Averroes responds in a number of contexts.

Introduction Xix

Averroes, like Aristotle, identifies the necessary and the eternal.
Therefore, any notion of acquiring necessity or acquiring eternity is
repugnant to him. He contests Avicenna’s view that there are beings
which acqujre necessity from necessary causes but which are in them-
selves possible, and he contests the view, which he attributes to Alex-
ander of Aphrodisias, that the heavens acquire eternity from the Prime
Mover. What is possible in its own nature remaig; possible, and what is
necessary has no possibility of being otherwise.

In these Questions, Averroes is at some pains to establish that "eter-
nal" does not necessarily mean "uncaused." But the nature of the rela-
tion between the uncaused eternal and the caused is expressed differ-
ently in different contexts. He maintains that "eternity" is an equivo-
cal term as applied both to the world and its cause, although both are
eternal in the sense of "everlasting." If the world which is subject
to motion and change were created, it would have to be created in its
eternal cause. This is impossible, because there is no possibility in
the etgrna!, while creation requires possibility which, in turn, demands
something in which the possibility inheres. On the other hand, it has
been demonstrated that the existence of motion requires an eternal,
immutable, unmoved mover as its cause. Thus, Averroes concludes, both
types of existence must be everlasting, separate but eternally con-
joined, and one existence must be the caﬂge of the other. The nature of
the causation, however is not specified.

Elsewhere 1in the Questions, Averroes denies not only that corporeal

: rsubstance of the heavens is merely possible, in itself, with respect to

existence, but that the eternal motion of the heavens is merely possible
in itself. The motion of the heavens, too, is necessary, requiring an
eternal mover oE;y because it 1is an eternal motion and every motion
requires a mover. This is radically new, and, to the best of my
knowledge, unparalleled in Averroes’ writings. Clearly, such a position
raises many problems, both philosophic and theological. It makes even
more tenuous the relation between God and the world, and it also reduces
the impgrtance and power of God--always a sensitive point among Muslim
theologians and philosophers. God is no longer the only being necessary
of existence. The universe, in and of itself, is also necessary of
existence. And beyond that, not even the activity of the world can be
said to be possible. It, too, is necessary in itself. In what sense
such a necessary activity requires a mover is not spelled out. In spite
of these difficulties, one may say that this position does follow from
Eositions already taken by Averroes. If, existence and activity are
Ngseparable in the case of a necessary being known as the Prime Mover,
Y should not existence and and activity be inseparable in the case of
another necessary being, the sphere?
. ﬁ:erroes is also engaged in these Questions in defending Aristotle
fgu gst the charge of use of improper premissa. Aristotle himself had
congi it necessary to respond to such cg?rges. Nonetheless, the charge
cifi nued to be made, notably by Galen.?! The charge is raised with spe-
i 1c reference to demonstratio per impossibile, and takes the form of
trﬂeng that a premise used by Aristotle, while generally true, is not
i Or possible in the specific case to which Aristotle applies it.
r1s:rroes solves the problem by following the line already laid down by
Otle, but in greater detail. First he distinguishes between propo-
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tion of the great assistance I received from Keith Rageth who heads the
Inter-Library Loan service at the University of Iowa.

I would also like to acknowledge the assistance of Weeg Computer Cen-
ter, and especially the asistance of Elizabeth Curl, in Teading me
through the maze of software, formatting, and printers.

My colleagues, both in and out of the School of Religion, have been
universally supportive and helpful. 1 am especially grateful to Pro-
fessors Paul Greenough, who took time from his own research in London to
negotiate with the British Library for me, and John Boyle, who, as
Director of the School of Religion, supplied me with the computer on
which this book was put together. Over the years, a large number of
graduate students have helped with gathering bibliographic information
and proof reading. I wish to thank them all, as I wish to thank the
students whose reactions and questions have forced me to clarify both my
writing and my ideas. My husband, Professor Jonathan A. Goldstein, has
supplied far more than the customary moral support. His critical read-
ing of the manuscript has saved me from many errors, and he has few
peers as proof reader.

It is through the interest and kindness of Professor Norman Kretzmann
that my book appears in The New Synthese Historical Library. My editor,
Maja S.M. de Keijzer, has been both Tlong-suffering and helpful. No
question of mine has ever been too stupid for a thoughtful reply.

My greatest debt is owed to my teachers. No student was ever so
blessed in teachers as was I. They truly constituted a generation _of
giants. Above all, I am indebted to my father, the late Louis J. Tunik,
and to the late Professor Harry A. Wolfson, both of whom taught me more
than 1 can say. It is a source of deep regret for me that the two
people who would most have enjoyed the appearance of this book are no
longer here to see it. This book is dedicated to their memories.

sitions which are false, but possible, and impossibly false propositions .
and then he considers what type of conclusion is produced by each type
of proposition. It is Averroes’ contention that an absolutely impos. ]
sible conclusion cannot be produced by a proposition which is possible,.
even if the proposition cannot be true in a given case. He denies that
the premises 1in question are impossibly false: in a demonstratio pep
impossibile one may assume a proposition, for example, that is true of
bodies, even though the proposition may not be true of a particg%an_
body, and no impossible conclusion will result from this assumption,

A treatise dealing with such matters appears inappropriate to a cola;]
lection of works on physics until one remembers that Aristotle’s demons |
strations for the existence and incorporeality of the Prime Mover--and
Averroes’ restatements of them--depend on precisely this type of proof,|
and on precisely this type of premise. The propositions and proofs used:
illustratively in this treatise are, indeed, those used for that very
demonstration. 2

But problems of other kinds also arise in connection with motion. On#}
such problem has to do with the Aristotelian principle that all motiom
involves contact between the mover and what is moved. Averroes does not
discuss the case of magnetic attraction in these Questions, but he does
discuss the case of the apparent self-motion of the elements in Questiom§
VII. It is also this problem which accounts for the presence of Questiog}
VI in a collection devoted to physics. In spite of the biological sub#
ject matter, the generation of animals, it is a search for a mover able
to be in contact with the embryo throughout the process of generation
motivates this treatise. Aristotle had already ruled out several alters
natives, and Averroes, by his silence, rules out another: the alternas
tive of Active Intellect as the mover responsible for formation. I&:
might be argued that Averroes’ silence on this matter is not signifis
cant, that he is merely reporting on what Aristotle had done in De Gemd}
eratjone Animalium. But Averroes says explicitly that he will examine
the implications of Aristotle’s statements, and apparently he does nok i
find Active Intellect, as dator formarum, to be one of them. This #$
another example of the way in which the Questions contribute to our .
knowledge of the progress of Averroes’ thought. Question VI would‘
appear to belong to an intermediate stage, before the explicit rejectiom:
of dator formarum found in the Long Commentary on Metaphysics, but later §
than the Epitome of the Parva Naturalia or the original version of the
Epitome of Metaphysics. '
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AVERROES® BOOK OF QUESTIONS IN PHYSICS

Question I

The focus of this Question is textual and formal. Averroes sees
Physics VII, 1 as consisting of an introduction followed by a
more substantive section. In the introduction, the Arabic
translation of Physics VII, 1 is not always as explicit as the
Greek text, and this forces Averroes to speculate about the pre-
cise meaning of Aristotle’s text and the purpose for which it
may have been written. He also is concerned to clarify the
meaning of a technical term (per se) as it is used in this chap-
ter. His discussion of the remainder of the text is largely
concerned with an analysis and elaboration of Aristotie’s argu-
ment, which culminates in a reconstruction of that argument in
the first figure of the syllogism.

L Avegroes the philosopher saidl: Aristotle’s? intention at the
beginning® of the seventh book of the Physics was to demonstrate that
everything in motion has a mover.

2. He began by dividing things in motion into those which have an
external principle of motion and those whose principle of motion is
within them. He assumed [for the purposes of this argument] that the
class of things in motion whose principle of motion is within them is
moved per se, meaning [here] by the term "per se" what he [elsewhere]
meant by the _term "primarily."? He explained [elsewhere] what being
moved primarily® means by saying, "so that it is not in motion because
some part of it is in motion." For if we were to consider something to
be in motion per se simply because it is not moved by an external mover,
it would resemble that which is not moved per se: i.e., that which is
moved by part of itself. Thus, this criterion [that is, mere lack of an
external mover] could lead us to believe that what is not in motion per
se is in motion per se.

3. Aristotle [here] warned us away from such an inference’ by say-
1ng,8 "I say first that our supposition that AB is not moved by anything
because it is moved in its totality and because its motion is not caused
by any external mover is just as thgugh someone should suppose that when
DE moves EF and is itself moved, DF as not moved by anything, [simply]
on the ground that it is not knownlC which of the two moves the other:
whether DE is moved by EE or EF by DE."

4. But it is possible 1 that Aristotle meant by the words, "I say
first that our supposition," up to the end of what we have quoted, that
when we see a certain object in motion--AB, for example--which is moved
in its entirety without having an external mover, we might suppose that
it moves itself and that the Tover in it and what is moved are the same
thing with no differentiation!¢ at all between the two of them.

5. This opinion resembles our own opinion that when, in the same way,
”e_see a certain mover, itself moved, which causes motion in some other
thing §"d which is continuous with that thing and is the source of its
m°}30n1 (for example, DE which moves EF and is itself moved so that
DF1% is moved in its totality), then it appears to the senses that it is
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not moved by an external mover [but] that DF moves itself and that it is
not moved by any [other] mover at all; and this on the ground that the
mover and what is moved by it [appear to the senses to be] one thing
with no differentiation at all between them, because it cannot be known
[by the senses] which of the two moves the other: whether DE moves EF or
EF moves DE.

6. It is as though Aristotle made an allusion in this argument to
Plato’s opinion that there is something which moves itself and in which
the mover and the moved are gne [and the same] thing, with no differen-
tiation between them at aln.l T?gs explanation of the intent of Aris-
totle’s discourse at the opening’® [of this book] is most plausible.

7. When Aristotle had cautioned us against the aforementioned suppo-
sition, he introduced a self-evident proposition, niyely. that what is
not set in motion by something else will not ever’/ cease to move when
something else comes to rest. If this proposition is tru? the proposi-
tion which results from the conversion of its obverse 8 must also be
true, namely, that what comes to rest when some other thing comes to
rest must be set in motion by some other thing. With this proposition,
which is the conversion of the obverse [of the original, self-evident
proposition], taken to be srue, he began to demonstrate, by way of a
demonstratio per fmpossfbfle,l that everything moved primarily must be
moved by something else. [He did this by] assuming an object AB which
is moved primarily and dividing it into two parts, for everything in
motion is divisible, as was proved in the book preceding the seventh
book.20 He next assumed that one part of this object comes to rest. It
follows, then, that B?cause the part is at rest, the remainder of the
object must necessarily¢! come to rest, for if the part came to rest
while the remainder of the object continued in motion, the whole gbject
would not have been in motion per se, i.e., in motion primari]y;z but
it was originally assumed that the whole object was moved primarily.

8. This is an impossible and absurdzgelf-contradiction, and what led

to the absurdity must itself be absurd. But this absurdity resulted |

only from the assumption that part of the object comes to rest while the
remainder of it is still in motion. Therefore, the original assumption
that, when part of that which is moved primarily comes to rest, the
remainder comes to rest, must be true. If this is true, what follows
from this assumption must also be true, namely, Euat what is moved pri-
marily must be set in motion by some other thing,%* and that when some-
thing comes to rest because some part of it comes to Egst. it must nec-
essarily be moved by some principle [of motion] in it.

9. The reconstruction of Aristotle’s argument in the first figure of
the syllogism would be as follows: That which is in motion primarily
[and] per se is that which comes to rest when some part of it comes to
rest. But what comes to rest when some part of it comes to rest is
necessarily set in motion by something else. Therefore, whag is in
motion primarily must necessarily be moved by something else.<® It has,
thus, been demonstsgted that whatever is in motion must be set in motion
by something else,*’ and this is what we intended to gemonstrate.

10. The Question is completed. Praise be to God!2

QUESTION 11

The underlying problem addressed in this treatise is to account
for the fact that Aristotle proves the perfection and priority
of c1rcular'motion in both Physics VIII and De Caelo. Averroes
is of thg opinion that Aristotle, 1like God and Nature, does
nothing in vain; therefore, it is necessary to find some kind of
distinction between the two sets of arguments. The problem,
however, 1is not addressed directly until the very end of the
treatise. The remainder of the treatise is devoted to an analy-
sis of Aristotle’s arguments, without specification of the
source of the arguments. Again, Aristotle’s discussions are
reduced to syllogistic form.

;. A?other treatise of Averroes.l
. say: The proposition that agserts that circular motion is .
fect is the conclusion of a sy]logism2 in which the middle term is pi:e
def1n1t§on of perfection. The syllogism is constructed as follow§: The
perfect® is that which does not admit of increase or d1m1nution;i but
circula moticn_[is a motion] which does not admit of increase or dimi-
nution:> whence it is to be concluded that circular motion is perfect.
This [conclusion may be derived] from two affirmative [propositions] in
the sgcgnd ftgure [of the syllogism] becagse the major premise, being a
definition, is convertible universally.® Aristotle frequently employed
:::;s§19d of syllogism using definitions and properties [as the middle
3. Having established this as true, Aristotle proceeded to conclude,
again by means of two propositions, that rectilinear motion 1is imper-
fect. [He did this] through the same kind of syllogism as that through
which he deduced that circular motion is perfect, namely, through [a
syllogism in the second figure composed of two affirmative premises, in
this case with] the definition of the imperfect [as the middle term].
Aristotle constructed the syllogism gs follows: The imperfect is that
which may ye increased and diminished;® but rectilinear motion 1is a
motion which may be increased and diminished: whence it is to be con-
cluded that rectilinear motion is imperfect.
4. After he had combined the two conclusions, one stating that circu-

* lar motion 1is perfect, and the other that rectilinear motion is imper-

fect, he added to them a third prgposition, namely, that the perfect
grior in nature and e:::ce]le.»nceY8 to the imperfect of the sa:e genus.lf
t;om these propositions he concluded that circular motion is prior to

? 1mEerfect. This kind of syllogism is that which the Peripatetics
ca 1ed' the ﬁ{}]og1sm brought to a conclusion by means of an additional
2:09051tion. for this syllogism can be brought to a [valid] conclu-

on only when the following statement is added to it: that both things
feéggoflghathee;ame_genu§, o?e perf??t and the other imperfect, the per-

is prior in e

ot by positign.Ti p xcellence to the imperfect by nature,
toii After the trgth of this demonstration had been established, Aris-
motie saw that he might, perhaps, be asked why circular ?Rd rectilinear
th on are of this nature [with respect to perfection.] He responded

at this is due to the interval and magnitude which is the cause of the
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specific differentiation of motion, maintaining that circular motion is
circular only because it takes place over a circular magnitude, and rec-
tilinear motion lg rectilinear only because it takes place over a rec-
tilinear interval.!® Then Aristotle demonstrated, by propositions analo-
gous to those which he employed with respect to motion, that is, from
the definition of the perfect and the imperfect, that the cigcu1ar
interval is by nature more perfect than the rectilinear interval.

6. Once this has been settled it will have become clear, God willing,
with respect to which proposition in this discourse doubt _occurs, and
into which figure of the syllogism our response must fall.

7. You ought }g know that of the proofs which exist concerning one
and the saTS thing,'® there is a proof wh;ah functions Tike evidence and
testimony, inasmuch as these Ystablish the form of that thing which
is to be demonstrated by proof.2 TheEE is also a [demonstrative] proof
which pertains to the figure and form¢¢ of that thing3 and still another
proof which pertains to the perfection of that form. For this reason,
the sides which describe the figure of the form are set down first;
after this, Egen, they add the colors which [pertain] to the perfection
of the form.

8. With respect to the topic of motion as it is treated in this Ques-
tion, the proofs which pertain to the form are [to be found] in the
eighth book of the Physics, while those whiEE pertain to the perfection
[of the form] are [to be found] in De Caelo.

QUESTION III

This is an apologetic treatise, dealing with the sensitive prob-
lem of creation. Al-Ghazali had condemned the Peripatetic phi-
losophers of Islam as heretics because of their views on three
religious problems: creation, prophecy, and the afterlife.
Here, Averroes confines himself to creation and attempts to show
that the Mutakallimiin of Islam hold exactly the same principles
about what is created as the Peripatetics. The dispute between
the parties, according to Averroes, is due to the Mutakallimin’s
misuse of those principles, which leads them into self-
contradiction, and their misunderstanding of certain basic con-
cepts, such as the nature of time. While no Aristotelian text
is under direct examination here, the argumentation on both
sides is replete with Aristotelian principles.

1. Still another treatise which also belongs to Averroes, !
2. In this treatise we intend to demonstrate that what the Peripatet-

ics believe abgut how the world came to exist and what the Mutakallimin

of our 5e1igion believe about this is of <very nearly> the same signif-
icance,® most of their disputei being due to the equivocal nature of the
terms "eternal" and "created."

3. This is the case because what is described as ‘"created," in the |

true sense of the term, implies a combinagion of the following charac-
teristics: Ehat it comes out of some;hing; that its privation precedes
it in time;® and that it is in time.’/ By the latter I mean to say that

" within the world,

- pleted,
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time measures its existence,a aBd contains it, and exceeds it at both
extremes [of its existence],” and that timf is prior to it in nature,
and, in sum, is a condition for its existencelO--although "prior to it
in nature" in itself carries this implication: namely, when what is
described as "created" exists, or is imagined to exist, time must exist
for be imagined to exist]; and if time does not exist, that described as
"created" cannot exist. Still other characteristics {gf the truly
“created"] are that it has a place prior to it in nature,'¢ and an effi-
cient cause which causes 1its transition from the privation [of
existence] _to existence and from the possibility of existence to actual
existence. What is described as "created" in }Re true sense of the
term, then, possesses all these characteristics.

4. The Mutakallimin of our religion, however, do not believe that the
world comes out of something, gr that its privation precedes it in time,
or that the world is in place1 or time. They cannot maintain that it is
in time, because time is nothing more than a consequenig of the motion
of the sphere or, as they say, a concomitant to body. If, therefore,

/ there is no other body before the world, prior in nature to the world,

there can be no time at all before the world and time cannot be a condi-
tion for the existence of the world or prior to it in nature. The con-
trary, rather, is the case: namely, the world, that is to say the
celestial body, is a condition for the existence of time and prior [in

. nature] to time. The relationship between the world and place is of a

similar nature: namely, the world is prior in nature to place and is a
condition for t?s existence of place, and j?ét as place is confined

time is within its confines. Such being the case,
the only characteristic of what we have described as "created" [in the

- true sense of the term] to be found in the world _is that the world
. exists through [the agency of] an efficient cause.

But, in spite of their own postulates, the Mutakallimdn neverthe-
less Egnsider the world to be finite, and they measure its ?xistence by
time, and posit a temporal beginning for its existence.?! Thus, they
nainta;g that what must be measurgg by time is the alteration of created
things which have a beginning. They attempt to demonstrate this by
assertigg that what has occurred in the past has already been com-

and what has been completed is necessarily finite and neces-
sarily has a beginning, because what has no beginning cannot be com-
Plete. For the Mutakallimdn, therefore, it follows necessarily that time
measures the world's existence, is a condition for that existence, is

. Prior to that existence by nature, and includes that existence. Simi-

larly, if they assume the world to be in place, it follows that the

.relationship between__the world and place is of an identical nature.
. That this is <absurd>2® may be seen as follows: if the concomitance of

time with the body of the world (that is to say, the heavens) measures
the world’s existence, time must be a condition for the existence of the
world; thus it follows that there must be another body before the world
which is a condition for the existence of time, and that that body can-
Mot be in time at all. The celestial body, therefore, cannot be in
time, nor can time measure its existence, since the antecedent is not a
condition for the consequent, nor is the conigquence [of the condition]
Necessary for the existence of the condition. Moreover, the relation-
Ship between time and the world is of the same nature as the relation-
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ship between place and the world: that is to say, the world is a condf-

tion for the 5§1stence of place, not place a condition for the existence

of the world.

6., If time does not measure the existence of the world in its tota)-
ity,28 since it is not the nature of the world to be in time, but
rather, time exists when the world exists, it is clear Bhat the wor]&
does not exist in time which measures its existence.2¥ Since this is
so, it is not true iaat the world is in time, whether that time is
finite or infinite.

7. The philosophers say that time has no beginning for the following
reason: since timg is a consequence of a circle, it follows that it is
itself a circle.3] Just as any point assumed in the circle is both
beginning and end to some arc assumed in the circle, so any instant
assumed in the circle of time is both beginning and end to some time
assumed in tgst circle, namely, the end of the past and the beginning of
the future, For this reason it is true that time, as a whole, has no
beginning, just as it is true that the circle has no beginning, inasmuch
as time is g circle: for time is confined by a circle and that circle
contains it.3 Consequently, time is not 53 be assumed to be 1like the
straight Tline which has no beginning, nor can created things be
assumed to be in straight lines wggch have no beginning; rather, [the
process of] creation is circular.

8. If time is imagined to be something abstract,3G outside of the
circle [of the celestial body], it is imagined to be something other
than it really 1is. In accordance with this kind of supposition, it
would follow that time is in a straight line and that it has both begin-
ning and end. But when time is imagined to be wggt it really is, and
[imagined to be] a circle sown amongst the spheres,3/ it does not follow
that what has gone past of time has come to an end, for if it had an end
it would have to have a beginning. Because the Mutakallimdn assume that
what occurred [of time] in the past has come to an end, it follows nec-
essarily [for them] that it had a beginning; but because the philoso-
phers do not accept the statement that it has an end, inasmuch as it had
no beginning, they gg not become involved in the self-contradiction of
the  Mutakallimdn. The Tlatter became involved in this self-
contradiction because they composed a hypothetical syllogism in which
the affirmation deniei the consequent so that the contradictory of the
antecedent is affirmed.39 If this affirmation, namely, that what has
occurred of created things in the past has come to an end, is not con-
ceded to them, since what has no beginning has no end, just as what has
no end has no beginning, the syllogism is invalidated.

9. The parts of the motions of the sphere which can be imagined,
therefore, have neither beginning nor end, for everything that has an
end necessarily has a beginning, but what has no beginning has neither
end nor Timit. Thus, the assertion of the Mutakallimln that the creatsﬂ
things and the motions which have occurred in the past have actually
come to an end is meaninglfss, for they had no beginning, and what has
no beginning has no end. That they had no beginning follows from the
demozitrqtmon that they are in a circle and from other proofs which
they introduce on this point. The totality of created things, there-
fore, has no beginning although each of its parts is in time, just as
each part of the circle is in the circle and has both beginning and end
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while the circle in its totality has neither beginning nor end. 43 The
tota1itx of created things and the totality of time are of a similar
nature. ™ For this reason, one who says that the world is eternal,
thinking xgat the world exists in time which has no beginning, errs
decisively®” against the principles of the Peripatetics, in the same way
as one who asserts that the world is in time which has a beginning errs
necessarily.

10. The ancient philosophers who asserted that the !ngd was created
agreed that the world is created 9ut of something,*® but one of them
generated time along with the world,%/ while others assumed that time
was eternal.

11. The principles of the Mutakallimin with respect to the creation
of the world, therefore, are identical with those of the Peripatetics.
They disagree only about what follows from these principles: whether
time measures the existence of the world, or does not measure it. But
the principles which both schools assume assert that time does not mea-
sure the existence of the world, as we have said, and that the world is
not to be described as eternal or created because of time. On the con-
trary, if the world is created in the true sense of the term, it is to
be called created only because its existence is forever subject to
change. For this reason, the term "created" can be applied in a truer
sense to the world, which is in constant change, than to those things
which are to be found in change at one time and withous change at
another, if, indeed, there are beings of this description.

12, Because the great mass of men understand by the term "created"
only what is in time and created out of something, they understand the
term "created" as applied to the world in the Precious Book by these two
characteristics and by forsaking that sense which is the true sense of
the term "creation" which is not spoken of [directly in the Quran, and]
which must be extracted by means of [the indirect] references pertaining
to this in the Book, such as God's dictum, blessed be He!, "I have
created the heavsas and the earth," and other verses and texts referring
to this matter. But in the case of one whose heart does not move him
[to believe] that what was created [was created] except from something
and in time, it 1is necessary that the ﬂuestion of that thing out of
which God creates be answered in some way;°0 and [if] his intellect can-
not be moved from the question of whether or not time was created, some-
thing of what the philosophers understand about this matter must be
transmitted to him. One who does this, however, hgi already perverted
the scriptural teaching and the prophetic intention. It is for this
reason that these things ought not to be set down in a book, but the
disciplines peculiar to philosophers ought to be transmitted orally, as
is thought to have been the custom of the ancient philosophers who were
perfect [ga understanding] with respect to both the exoteric and the
esoteric.

13. God directs to the truth, and He directs us to the truths we
desire to attain, blessed and exalted be He! Amen.

14. The Question has been completed. God be praised!53
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QUESTION 1V 5. Plato, however, in his argument, assumed an essential relationship
place of the accidental, so that his conclusion was true only acci-
tally. Plato also assumed that the motion which exists at any
tant is last, put in the motions which come from one another there is
last (Jjust as in the ciie of the heat created by some particular
fon of the heavens);'* for if there were a last [motion], no motion
1d exist after it, in the same way as, if there were a first motion,
re would also have to be a last motion. But if there is no last
{on in the series, there can be no first; for if, in such a series,
re were a first Eotian, it would follow that one infinite could be
ater than another.1® For this reason, no motion of the heavens can
either first or last. Hence, those who argue after Plato’s fashion
in two respects: first, because they assume to be last what is not
2. Averroes said: The methog which Plato followed in order to estab- t, and sTgond, because they assume a relation that is accidental to
lish the creation of motion? was to say that if a motion is created essential.
which had not previously existed, the motions before this motion must . The eternity of motion can also be demonstrated from the fact that
either have had a beginning or have had no beginning. If thgy had no the eternal mover who is eternally immutable were at any time in the
first motion, it follows that these motions which have actually® existed t without the actioT of causing motion, then it would be inconsistent
could not have existed until inxinite motions had been completed before th his own nature 7 for him to be the cause of motion [at any later
them; but the completion and end® of what is infinite is impossible; ], Jjust as it would be inconsistent with the nature of one who is
thus, the existence of this aforementioned motion must be impossible. ! rnally immutable to be subject to change, unless the pgcessary can
There can be no doubt, therefore, but what these motions had a first ome possible and what is iTBossib1e can become possib1e.TE
motion, and that the motions before this [last] motiog are finite. . But if Plato’s argument!® is accepted, nothing appears to follow
Consequently, there must have been a first, created motion. it except that the first created motion is the first of the
3. Aristotle would have accepted this conclusion with the addition of fons, [in the sense that there is] no possibility of [the existence
the following two conditions: one, that the motion which exists in the a motion before this motion [in this world]. Accordingly, it would
present is complete and final and that it is the end of the motions, and illl be possible that there should be infinite worlds prior to this
[two], that one motion is a condition for the existence of anotheg; that | 1d.20  Furthermore, if this world were created after it had not pre-
is, that the first is a condition for the existence of the second [and sly existed, the possibility of its existence must have been prior
so on]. lnde$d, Aristotle himself used this argument in the third book voit, and if its possibility of existence had been prior to it, this
of the Physics’ where he said that if the created motion had a motion sibility would have had another possibility prior to it, and the pos-
before it, and that motion had another motion before it, and this pro- Tities would have proceeded to infinity; but if a f} st possibility
ceeded to infinity, the last motion would not exist. He used the same | ~not exist, a firs% actuality could not have existed. E This is what
argument in the second book of De Generation et Corruptione when he said . ought to be}]eve 2 according to scriptural teaching,®” in agreement
that if earth came from water, and water from air, and air from fire, h the 1iteral¢® sense of the Precious Book ; for, indeed, in rious
and fire from something else, and this proceeded to infinity, neither ; ks and compilations of traditions there exists the tradition¥g that
the earth nor any other element would exist, since for any one of Ehen re is a world both before and after this world.
to exist it would be necessary for what is infinite to be completed. . On the question of the eternity of mggion, the Ash‘ar'ﬁes are in
4. 1f, however, these motions are assumed to exist, with no initial rd neither with nature nor Scripture,<® but al-GhazaHé thought he
motion, because of an eternal prime mover whose action has no beginning found a decisive argument on this subject, so that he believed that
(on the ground that ghat has no beginning to its existence has no begin- ’ za1essed be He!, is able to do what seems impossible to our intel-
ning to its action),” and if one motion is not assumed to be prior to t. For he believed that the proof of the Ash‘arites is true,
another except by accident, then it is possible for infinite motions, ly, that the First, Eternal One has an initial action, and [he also
that is, motions with no firTE motion, to exist before that motion which feved] that, with reference to our intellect, God undgrgoes change by
was posited to be the last. The reason for this is that if we assume $on of His having actions which have a bet;l'innim;,'.s5 But because,
motions which have no first motion it follows that there must be an
eternal mover whose action has no first action, for it is such a mover
that would give completion to the [series of] motions which have no
beginning a?? which cannot come from one anoiger essentially, or have 2
last motion. Consequently, the supposition'¢ [of motions without a
first motion] 1is possible if the motions ?Ee related accidentally, but
impossible if they are related essentially.

In this treatise, the argument of Averroes’ opponents in (Ques-
tion 111, the Mutakallimln, is attributed to Plato. Here, Aver-
roes’ refutation of the argument depends not on clarifying the
nature of time, but on distinguishing between series in which
the members are related essentially and series in which the
relation is accidental. Greater stress is placed on the nature
and role of the Mover and, although we began with Plato, we con-
clude with the Ash‘arites and al-Ghazali whose conception of the
Mover is thought by Averroes to be a gross error.

1. Still another treatise which also belongs to Averroes. !

°rging to al-Ghazali, this implies no change in God [Himself], on the
s that His eternal power to perform these actions has no beginning,
. erted that God is able to do what to us seems impossible, and this
e grossest of errors.
ltenlt is by this _kind of consideration that the argument Bn the
g ce of motions having no first motion is to be explained,3¥ and
§ what we intended to prove.
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10. The Question has been completed.

QUESTION V

While Question 111 discussed the term "created" at great length,
this treatise is focused on the term "eternal." It is Averroes’
contention that his unnamed opponent (very probably, al-Ghazali)
has not understood the equivocal nature of the term, and thus
has not realized that to call the world eternal is not to equate
the world with God, nor to impugn God’s causality. In addition,
we have arguments to support the eternity of the world, argu-
ments which turn on the immutability of the eternal.

1. Still another treatise which also belongs to Averroes. !

2. Averroes said: Time is a term which s;gnifies the duration? of
the existence of beings subject to motion,® and for this reason we cag
have no conception of tipe except along with the conception of motion.
Eternity, which is dahr?in Arabic, is a term signifging the duration of
existence of beings which are not subject ;0 motion,® and, therefore, it
is said that these beings are not in time.

3. Then, if the beings in the existence which is eternal, (that is to
say, al-dahri) cannot be in the existence which is subject to motion,
the beings subjecg to motion cannot be in the existence wh;ch is eternal
(that is, dahri).® Thus, the two existences are separate.” If this is
so, the things which are subject to motion exist only in the existence
subjfﬁt to motion, and, if this is so, both of the existences are eter-
nal. (But even if the existence which is capable of motion is eter-
nal, still it cannot be void of the djiposition [for motion], since
nothing can be stripped of its nature.)

4, Again, if motion in its totality, and time along with it, were
created, its existence, that is to say its creation, would have t? be in
the eternal existence, since there are only these two existences. 2 Were
such a creation possible, it would be possible for the nature of the
eternal existence to be con¥§rted to the nature of the existence of
motion [which is not possible].

5. Consequently, the existence subject to motion must have been eter-
nally conjoined to the eternal existence, and t?i eternal existence must
be a cause for the existeTge subject to motion, as has been demon-
strated in metaphysics. Therefore, if one says that the eternal
beings are eternal, and one also says this about the beings capable of
motion, the _term ‘"eternity," as applied to the two classes, is used
equivoca]]y.lﬁ Taking these things into consideration, one may truly say
that the 9xistence subject to motion is an effect of the eternal
existence.l’ But because certain men ignored this fact, the two natures
were confused, They maintained that if the world were eternal it would
have no cause,1 ignoring the fact that the term ‘“eternal," where
applied to both the world and its creator, is used equivoca]]y.1

6. In sum, then, the two existences are as different as possible,
while their connection is a necessary thing; for if they were not con-
nected in perpetuity (I mean, if one of the two existences existed
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first, separate1y,2° and then was converted to the second existence),
the impossible could become possible. For the existence capable of
motion to exist without the eternal existence is clearly absurd, unless
the effect can exist without the cause; while from the separate
existence of the eternal existence, without the existence subject to
motion, it would follow that the existence of the latter is impossible,
unless it is possible for the Eiture of the eternal to be converted to
the nature of time and motion.

7.  Understand this, for it is the most obvious meaning and the most
perfect conception of the two existences. One who does not understand
this does not understand motion or time, nor does he understand per-
fectly either the eternal existence or the second existence. But for
one who does understand, all the doubts which occur about the creation
of the world and its eternity are resolved, and he also understands the
significance of H%g word, praised be He!, "His throne had stood ere this
upon the waters,"<¢ that is to say, the connection of the throne and
what is below it.

8. I also say23 that every being which exists in eternity is subject
neither to generation nor corruption. For the being in eternal
existence (that is to say, dahr), is as if it were one [and the same]
thing perpetually, and were it corrupted, it would be corrupted at a
time in which it [also] exists and, consequently, it would be [both]
generated and corrupted at one [and the same] time. But this is impos-
sible. Egr this reasog6 what follows is that generation and corruption
are truly<* contraries.

9. And God, blessed be He!, knows the truth.2®

QUESTION VI

In this treatise, Averroes attempts to determine just what the
agent responsible for the generation of the embryo is; how this
agent relates to the father; what the nature of this agent is;
and the relation of this agent to the faculties of the soul.
This determination involves an inquiry into semen and seed, and
the embryo, as well as consideration of the instrumentality of
t?ishagent, and the nature and instrumentality of the faculties
of the soul.

1. Still another treatise which also belongs to Averroes. 1

2. Averroes said: The intention of this treat}se is to investigate
the {substance} og the powers exiiting in the semen¢ [of animals and the
seed of plants]® which resemble™ that which possesses semen [or seed];
first, in the semen, and second, in the embryo conceived in the womb
before its generation is completed. If these powers exist, we shall
also investigate what sort of existence they have, and whether they are
generated and corrupted or neither generated nor corrupted, as well as
the rest of what is desirable to know about them,

3. We say that because Arisfotle found there are some bodies which,
when they touch another body,? bestow on that body the form which is in
it and the qualities through which it is what it is;° and because it is
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evident that the embr¥0 is a body generated by a_specific form, namely a
form of the (species)’ of the form of the father® {from whom} the semen
comes in animals or [the seed] in plants which reproduce by seed: Aris-
totle began by investigating, first, whether this generator (of the
embryo) can be a body; and, if it is a body, whether it is external,
like the father, or again, a certain body which separates itself from
the father and joiﬂs itself to the matter of the embryo immediately,” so
that it generates!V the embryo in the womb. [SecoT?ly, he investigated]
whether the generTSor of the embryo can be a power!! in the semen {which
separates itself)}!¢ from the father and comes to be in the womb and
joins itself to the matter of the embryo when the latter is being gener-
ated. If the generator of the embryo is this kind of power, what is its
substance? What kind of existence does it have, first in } e semen, and
second in the embryo? Is this power the proximate movef in gener-
ation, or does the proximate mover have (another power)? 4 If the lat-
ter is the case, what is the substance of this power? Is it in a body
or not in a body? Finally, if it is in a body, what sort of existence
does it have in that {body}?

4. This, then, is the nature of the questions we must investigate
with regard to this matter. These questions [and the answers] exist in
Aristotle’s words, but some of them are there gxp11c1t1y, while others
are implicit in the principles he posited.1® We ourselves will begin
with what exists explicitly in Aristotle’s words, and then [we will take
up] what exists implicitly in his principles.

5. MWe say that the first thing with which Aristotle began was the
investigation of the first question: namely, whether it is possible for
the generator (and creator) of the embryo to be an external body, e.g.,
the father, in such a way that that external body is in itself suffi-
cient for this act—-i en though Aristotle assumed this absolutely [for
purposes of argument], iT the same way as controversial, ambiguous
statements éare assumed}}7 until, when they are qualified with valid
conditions, 18 the contradic?aons are resolved and the nature of the dem-
onstration becomes evident.

6. We say that because Aristotle assumed first that the generator is
an external body, that body must inevitably be either ({the father} or
some other external body besides the father. If we assume it to be the
father alone, it follows that the father must be in contact with the
embryo until the embryo’s generation is comp]etego for this is the case
with bodies that generate one another exterailly. But the father is
separated [from ghe embryo] and disappears¢! while the embryo continues
to be generated,2¢ for the (father} is in contact with the matter of the
embryo at only one time, naggly. at the time of coitus. But if we
assume that that which continues®® the generation of the embryo (after)
[the separation of the father] is another external body, this is in con-
tradiction to what we perceive: for we do not find such a body to exist
either in the genus of plants generated by seed, or in the genus of ani-
mals which procreate by means of semen. Nor can we say that there is a
body in the womb wh!ih produces the embryo, for that body would have Eg
be endowed with soul¢* and 1ife {and would itself) require a begetter.
But, again, we do not perceive anything of this description to be begot-
ten from such a thing without semen. (Thus,) it would follow that the
generating thing in the semen would itself be produced by something
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external that possesses semen, through the medium of semen . 26

7. We cannot §ay of the animal that from each member of the begetter
there proceeds2 a similar member £1n the semen], for the absurdity of
this has already been demonstrated.28 Moreover, we see that the membeEB
of the embryo are generated in succession, and not simultaneously.
Furthermore, if the members were generateg simultaneously, the embryo
would be produced according to latency, 0 i.e., kumin [in Arabic], not
according to genera&ion. But the impossibility of all this has already
been gEmonstrated. It would also bs impossible for any member to
{live)?¢ when separated from its associate 3 and then become, SI itself,
conjoined to it, so that they become one. A1l this is absurd.

8. In addition, we cannot say that one member in the gemen is that
which generates the rest of the members, e.g., the heart.3° Were that
the case, the form of all the members would exist actually in the heart,
as is the case ggth the form of what is made [artificially] in relation
to the artisan.

9. Then, inasmuch as that which is potential always comes [to be
actualized] onlg from that which is in perfect actuality, both in art
and 1in nature, 7 the only remaining alternative is that there is a pro-
creative power in the semen, for the semen resembles that from which the
semen comes: that is, they agree in species (or genus}. Because this
power is only potentially the form of that which is generated, not actu-
ally; and the potential that exists in art or nature, in everg case
becomes actualized only by means of what is actual [and] like it, 9 it
follows that that which staags in the relation of a proximate generator
to the embryo is the father,*V for the father is actual [and] 1ike that
which is generated, {and that) this power [in the semen] standi in the
same relation to the father as an instrument to an artisan.%! But
because such instruments are not moved except by contact with the agent
that uses them, whereas in the case of this power it appears to move R{
itself when the proximate agent is already absent, Aristotle thought
it resembled, in artificial things, those extraordinary devices which
appear to be moved by themselves, but in fact only acquire their motion
from the aggnt that made them: 1i.e., an agent which is actually moved
by itself,*? in this case, the father.

10. Inasmuch as this power acts only by heat, and heat qua heat
imparts nothing to what is made except a quality like itself, whils it
is apparent that this power imparts both the figure and the shape;** and
because that which imparti the figure and the shape in artificial things
is the form of the art,%9 it follows that this powgr in natural things
resembles the power of the art 19 artificial things,*® and the power of
the soul in animate things. But this power is not Agself a soul,
because the soul is only the entelechy of an organic body.

11. When Aristotle had reached this point in his investigation of
this power, he began to investigate what the nature of the power is, for
it cannot be a soul, or a power 1ike the natural powers in ths elements.
Since the investigation concerns the natures of Ehe powers,*9 the only
[valid] method is to investigate their functions.%0 It is apparent that
the first thing this power accomplishes is the creation of the members
and thglr formation. Thus, the physicians Ea]l it the formative
power, {resembling) this nutritive <facu1ty>5 [in its activity], for
the nutritive faculty [of the soul] {causes} what is potentially a part
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of that which is nourished to become an actually besouled part of it,53
and this power [in the semen] causes what is potentially all the parts
of that which 15 nourished to become actually besouled, that is, actu-
ally nourished.%* For no member of that which is nourished bggomes
actual unless the nutritive faculty [also] exists in it actually,?” and
the agent, as has been said elsewhere, is what bggtows the entelechy of
that which is acted upon: i.e., {the} form. {A11} this indicates
that this power is what forms the members and giveg them the nutritive
soul, but that it itself is not a nutritive soul, 7 for the latter acts
through organic insgguments {while this power} has no instrument,
excepting only heat.

12. Because the investigation has to do with the functions of this
power, there must first be an investigation of the faculties of the
soul. If there is a faculty which 1is generated, this power is
undoubtedly the generator; while, if there is some faculty which is not
{generated}, it undoubtedly enters from witggut and does not require
this power, ggr does this power generag? it. When Aristotle had
investigated this matter, it appeared®! to him that all the faculties
of the soul are generated, because they require organs: that is to say,
their activity cannot be accomplished except through a body, as in the
case of the nutritive facu]E;, the {faculty of locomotion}, and the sen-
sitive, perceptive faculty.

13. As for the intellect, because it is not apparent that it pos-
sesses a corporeal organ through which gﬁ operates, as is the case with
the rest of the facu1tgss of the soul,®? doubt has arisen as to whether
it enters from without, or whether {it is generatedg in certain
respects and in other respects enters from without. 5 Aristotle
defggred the investigation of this question to the place appropriate to
it, and [here] he said [only] that the pgsvailing opinion abggt this
is that the intellect enters from without; and hg decided that
every psychic power requires a body in which to exist. 9 And when Aris-
totle had speculated about the nature of this body, he said that it is a
body more noble than that of any of the four elements, 5Snd he said that
it is a divine body,} surpassingly noble and excellent.

14, The Question has been completed. Praise be to God!71

QUESTION VII

Although Averroes’ stated aim here is to prove that the argu-
ments of Physics VII are not superfluous, he does far more than
this. While he treats such problems as the motion of the ele-
ments and seizes the opportunity to criticize the opinions of
certain predecessors, and while he offers the customary analysis
of the form of Aristotle’s arguments, the real interest of this
treatise lies in the fact that Averroes shows so clearly his
feeling for Physics as a structure: a structure in which every-
thing has its place, without any superfluity, and one which is
carefully designed to achieve the desired purpose

1. Still another treatise which also belongs to Averroes.
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2. The philosopher Averroes said: The intention in this treatise is
that we demonstrate that what Aristotle proved at the beginning of the
seventh boo§ [of the Physics] to the effect that everything in motiog
has a mover,“ and what he proved on this same point in the eighth book,
constitute two [distinct] inquiries, for each one of which he offered a
peculiarly appropriate proof; and that neither proof is superfluous,
particularly what was demonstrated at the beginning of the seventh book.
Similarly, [we intend to demonstrate] that what he also proved in the
seventh book, to the effect that all the things which undergo Tocomotion
due to an external mover [form a finite series which] somes to an end at
something which undergoes motion in virtuE of itself,* and what he also
proved concerning this in the eighth book,? neither one of these [demon-
strations] is superfluous, rather {each)} demonstration is appropriate in
its place.

3. [Averroes said:]7 We say that when Aristotle defined nature in
the second book of this work as a princép1e in a thing by which it is
moved and rests primarily and essentially,® he employed the terms "being
moved" and "at_rest" in this definition with reference to [al1] four
kinds of change,9 namely, 1ocom?610n, growth and diminution, alteration,
and generation and corruption. In the same way, he employed the term
"principle" to include that which is a T?ui, or that which 1is not a
soul, or that which is an intelligence.

4, This definition 1is self-evident there [in the second book], and
peculiar to natural things, for it is self-evident that we perceive nat-
ural things to wundergo change of themselves, not because of sT?ething
external to them, as 1is the case with artificial things, and,
consequently, this is a clear distinction between artificial things and
natural things. This definition, if [applied] to generated things, is
self-evident, for the non-existent thing does not generate itself, and,
similarly, it is Tg]f-evident that that which undergoes alteration does
not alter itself.

5. But as for that which is moved of itself in place, its {existence})
is of two kindi' one kind is [a thing] moved by a principle ig it
called a soul, 4 and in this case its need for the nger is clear:1? for
it comes to rest when the soul no Tlonger exists. This principle
exists in both plants a?g animals, although it is more apparent in the
animal than in the plant. But a certain difficulty has sometimes
arisen with respect to this principle, namely, whether it moves itself
in such a wa{ that there is a mover which moves itself and which nothing
else moves.!8 This difficulty arises only because Aristotle thought
that evTEything in motion had a mover {and every mover must itself be
moved),!? and this being assumed, it follows necessarily either that the
movers proceed to infinity without there being a first mover--which is
absurd--, or that in the case of such ggved movers, the series comes to
an end at something which moves itself. But if the latter is (true)},
it follows that the self-moE?r’s [being moved while] causing motion in
something else is accidental, For this reason Aristotle endeavored to
demonstrate that everything in motion has a mover [other than itseif],
and that the first mover must be [absolutely] immovable.

. 6. Inasmuch as the same difficulty also occHEs with respect to those
inanimate bodies which undergo Tlocomotion,4¢ such as the four simple
elements, Aristotle also investigated whether the principles by which
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they are moved are ideni;ca1 with their substance or something in addi-
tion to their substance. This was done at the beginning 3: the sev-
enth book in the investigation which is peculiar to them. He demon-
strated that these bodies Ege composed of a mover which is something
additional in the subject,¢® and something which is moved. For the pup=
poses of this demonstration he laid down self-evident propositions, 6
one of them being that if there is something which is in motion of
itself, it must come to rest of itself. Then he laid down another prop-
osition, namely, that if there is something {which is set in motion
because something else is in motion), it must come to rest when [that]
something else comes to rest. He concluded from these two propositions
that if there is something in motion of itself, it does not come to rest
because something else comes to rest. From this follows the conversion
of the obverse, namely, that if there is something which comes to rest
because something else comes to rest, it must be moved by [that] some-
thing else. When he had satisfied himself of the truth of this pro-
position, namely, that what comes to rest because something else comes
to rest is moved by something else, he added to it what had been demon-
strated in the sia}h book, to the effect that everything which undergoes
motion is a body. This being assumed, and it having already been
demonsisated [in the sixth book] that every body is continuously divi-
sible,28 Aristotle again laid down another self-evident proposition,
namely, that every body is either in motion primarily (that is, so that
it is not in motion due to some part in it which is in motion [pri-
marily] of itself, or it is in motion due to some part which is in
motion primarily. He considered this proposition to be true because
every natural body possesses both a limited minimum quantity and a lim-
ited maximum quantity, it being impossible that there exist a body in
the same genga which is smaller than the minimum quantity or larger than
the maximum.

7. Inasmuch as he had satisfied himself that every body is either in
motion primarily (that is, so that it is not moved because of some (pri-
mary) part in it which is in motion of itself), or is in motion because
it contains something in motion of this description, he considered it to
be true that every body in motion of itself is either in motion pri-
marily, or contains something in motion primarily. To these proposi-
tions he added [still] another self-evident proposition, namely, that in
the case of anything in motion primarily, if it is assumed that a part
thereof has already come to rest, the remainder must come to rest. For
if the remainder continued in motion, what had been assumed to be in
motion primarily would not be in motion primarily: because [the whole]
would be in motion ([only] at the time [the remaining part] was in
motion, aHe whole would be in motion only due to [the motion of] a part
thereof.

8. Inasmuch as these propositions had been taken to be true, Aris-
totle deduced from this that every body is moved by something other than
itself. He did this in the following manner: Every body in motion is
either in motion primarily or contains something that is in motion pri-
marily; and in the case of everything which contains something in motion
primarily, or which is itself in motion primarily, when a part of what
is moved primarily is assumed to come to rest, the remainder must come
to rest. But everything of this description comes to rest when some-

Question Seven 17

thing else comes to rest, and everything that comes to r W -
thing else comes to rest must be set in gmotion by sumeig}ngh921::T§1
Therefore, it follows necessarily from this that every body must be
Tg::?fbyng?ethlng el:? agd, if thi; is so, that which is in motion of
necessarily be composed_qf a m
sogethangiin motion which is a gody.:’3 snlhiidabaiiiade:
. Having satisfied himself that that which is in motion o
not because of another body external to it, is of this descrgpt:::?];é
began to inquire with respect to the bodies which undergo locomotion
(namely, those which move one another) whether they must come to an end
at something in motion of 1tse;§, or whether it is possible for such
bodies to proceed to infinity. He assumed [a number of] bodies under-
going locomotion, the last of them moved by another body external to it,
and that second body moved by a third, and the third moved by another,
fourth body external to it; and after this he investigated whether or
not it is true with respect to moved movers of this type that they pro-
ceed to infinity. He assumed that it must follow in the case of such
bodies which move one another, that they cause wotion and undergo motion
simultaneously, that is, reciprocally, name1y.3 [so that] the mover of
them must undergo motion at ghe same time as that [thing] in which it
ﬁ:::es ?gilo:h?ngergges motion3> (for when the mover of them comes to
s ch undergoes motion cgmes to rest);
that these bodies touchgone ancther.SE Ve ik LI ISR

10. Because Aristotle assumed this, it followed that ag infinite mag-
nitude, one by contiguity, must result from these bodies,37 and [it also
followed] that gahe component parts of] this magnitude must be moved
simu]tqneous]y. But since the magnitude of the motion arises from
[the size] of the magnitude which is moved with this motion, and the one
magnitude which is moved with this motion, being composed of an infinite
number of magnitudes, (is infinite), it fol?owi necessarily that the
motion w1§h which it is moved must be infinite.39 Then, when this infi-
nite magnitude was assumed to undergo motion in a certain time, it _fol-
lowed that its infinite motion must take place in a finite ti ;40 put
this is absurd according to what was proved in the sixth book.TT Thus,
it '1s necessary that bodies such as these, which bokg cause and suffer
motion, terminate at a body which is moved by itself.

11. Because it has already been conclusively proven in the preceding
demonstration that everything in motion is moved by a mover, it follows
that that which is in motion of itself must be composed of ssgething in
motion, which 1is a body, and a mover, which is not a body.% For if we
assume the mover to be a body, it follows that that which was first
assumed to be in motion of itself is not in motion of itselt, but
:;;:eri [it 1si1n mg%ion]fbe:au?: of another body external to it; and

say "in motion of itself," I mean in motion th
[of motion] in it, not external to it. O R principie

12. When he had established to his satisfaction that [bodies in]
locomotion must terminate at something moved by a principle in it which
is not a body, he began, at the beginning of the eighth book, to inves-
tlgate_ whether this primary motion, with which that which is in motion
Primarily is moved by the Prime Mover, can be created or not. Inasmuch
as it was stated iasthe definition of motion that motion is the entele-
chy of the movable,*® this primary motion must be the entelechy of that
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primary movable body and a Prime Mover,36 there being no other mover
prior to this mover and no other movable body prior to this movable
body. This being so, it follows that that which undergoes this motion
must be eternal, for if it were generated there would have to be motion
before the Rgimary motion, generation being a motion or the consequence
of a motion. But in this case an absurdity must follow, namely, that
the motion which was assumed to be primary is not primary.

13. When Aristotle had verified that that which is moved with the
primary motion is eternal, he went on to investigate whether it is pos-
sible for something like this thing in motion which is moved with the
primary motion to be in motion at one time and at rest at another.
Inasmuch as everything set in motion after being at rest has a motion
before it which necessarily causes it to be set in motion at the time it
begins to move after being at rest, for that reason it is impossible
that any created motion should exist without another motion before it:
because _every motion is created only by a mover and something in
motion.%8 This being so, when the {eternal) thing in motion is assumed
to be in motion after having been at rest, it follows that it cannot be
a first thing in motion, nor can its motion be a first motion, nor its
mover a E51me mover. A1l this, however, is in contradiction to whaf was
assumed.?d If a created motion lacking a motion prior to it in time?Y is
assumed, a motion would exist without a mover which is created with
respect to causing motion; while if one assumes that there is a mover
which is created with respect to causing E?tion, it follows thg% there
must be a motion before the posited motion. Thus, the eternal®¢ thing
in motion must necessarily be moved with the primary motion {and by the
prime mover} which is, undoubtedly, eternal with respect to causing
motion.

14. What the Mutakallimdn of our coreligion1sts53 have assumed, that
it is possible for the mover that acts voluntarily to cause a first
motion which has no motion before it either in the mover itself or in
that which is set in motion by the mover, is ag absurd assumption. For
it will be demonstrated from the accidents 4 of that which is set in
motion of itself after being at rest that it is not set in motion after
being at rest unless another motion has a1reggy preceded [this setting
in motion], either in its body or in its soul.

15. You ought to know that the method which we have followed in
establishing the eternity of motion is the method of Aristotle himself
at tgg beginning of the eighth book, not the method which John [Philopo-
nus] understood to be Aristotle’s, [Philoponus’ understanding] being
identical wg;h the method al-Farabi, in his book On the Mutable
Existences,’ understood to be Aristotle’s. For this reason, the inves-
tigation [undertaken] in that book, with respect to establishing [the
existence of] an eternal motion, was confused; for [what] al-Farabi
understood from [what] Aristotle [wrote] at the beginning of the eighth
book was that Aristotle only employed this proof: that the potentiality
for a given motion must precede that motion in time. [This is] because,
if that thing which possessed the potentiality [for motion] is assumed
to be set in motion with a created motion, a potentiality for that
[created] motion must precede the motion, so that it is altogether
impossible_for us to assume an initial motion if there is no motion
before it.98 But this conclusion [that there is no initial motion] fol-
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Tows negessarily [only] from the assumption of an eternal motion, for

is notga something which follows from the nature of motion itsell?
rather, [the Tack of an 1n1tiga motion] is accidental to motion because
there is an eternal motion. If we were to assume that this [lack of
an initial motion] (belongs to motion) essentially, it would follow that
there exist movers which cause motion in one another without having
initial mover, as Aristotle maintained in the third book [of Physics]:g?
that if there were a motion prior to the created motion, that is, such
that its creation were a consequence of another motion essentially, and
that other motion a consequence of still another, so that the series
proceeded to infinity, it would follow that the last motion could not
exist except after the completion of infinitg motions; but if the first
does not exist, the last cannot exist at al1.62

16. This is what Plato and his successors, of those who professed his
opinion, thought. They considered it impossible that every motion
should have motion before it, and what they thought about this is true
if th1s _[rgTat1an between the motions]) is assumed to be essential, but
false if it is assumed to be accidental, as is clear from the positing
of an eternal motion in accordance with what was demonstrated at the
beginning of this [eighth] book by the method we have mentioned.
Because what is accidental there was taken to be essential, doubts and
perp1ex1t1es‘wh1ch are hard to settle have arisen among Aristotle’s
opponents with regard to this question: for one who accepts the
existence of an eternal mover must accept the fact that there is an
eternal motion; and one who assumes that there is an eternal motion must
assume that there are {motions which have) no beginning--gut if this is
assumed to be accidental, the difficulties are resolved.®

17.  (Thus,} al-Farabi, in his book On the Mutable Existences, had to
investigate all the species [of motion] in which motion after motion
[without an initial motion] exists, so that the species in which this is
possibl§4m1ght be distinguished from those in which it 1is impossibly
absurd. His discourse was confused because he thought that Aristotle
defined motion at the beginning of the eighth book only so that he might
demonstrate that the potentiality for motion is prior to motion in time;
but this is evident with respect to every created _thing, whether that
created thing is a motion or something in motion.

18. So, too, {what) John Philoponus thought: that this method was
Aristotle’s method of establishing that there is an eterna; motion in
contradistinction®® to the motion in virtue of themselves®/ of the four
elements; for it appears that the potentiality for motion does not pre-
cede the motions of these elggents in place, except when the elements
are compelled to be motionless. Because al-Farabi conceded that this
method which John Philoponus thought was Aristotle’s (was <indeed Aris-
totle’s> method) of proving that there is an eternal motion which is in
contradistinction [to the motion of the elements], (it appeared [to him]
that the po;entza1ity} which precedes this motion [of the elements] is
the_ potentiality whggh exists in the body from which these [elemental]
bodies are generated. (But) [actually] Aristotle presented the defi-
nition of motion [at the beginning of the eighth book] only so that it
might 95 demonstrated from it that every motion is in that which is
moved, and that motion vaer ceases to exist because something in
motion never ceases to exist. This follows properly from the defini-
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tion of motion.’? But what these [aforementioned] men thought does not
follow properly from the definition of motion, for ghe potentiality pre-
cedes both the motion and that which is in motion.’

19. Having explained this, let us return to the order which Aristotle
followed in this book. We say that when he had arrived, by a proof we
have mentioned, at the existence of an eternal motion and an eternal
mover, because of the cogency of an assumption of a primary motion for
things which undergo locomotion, he then demonstrated [the existence of]
this [mover and tpls motion] on the basis [of a proof from the ?gature]
of time as well,’® his demonstrati9a on this point being clear. Then
he brought ’p certain difficulties occurring with respect to his
assumption7 [that every created motion is preceded by motion, ane of
them] to the effect that it is possible to assume something which is
moved with a created motion which has no motion preceding it, namely,
what appears to be the case with the animals. For it is thought that
the animals undergo motiog after perfect rest, and that no other motion
precedes their locomotion.’8

20. Because he had reached this point [in his argygent], Aristotle
thought that the best way to demonstrate this thesis’” was to investi-
gate EBE qualities of all existent things with respect to motion and
rest. Consequently, he demonstrated, by showing that we perceive some
things to be in motion at one time and at rest at another, that it is
possible neither for all of them to be in motion, nor for all of them to
be at rea}, nor for them to be divided into only two classes in this
respect, so that some of them are in motion perpetually and others at
rest perpetually, The question remained, then, whether all existing
things are of this description, that is, in motion at one time and at
rest at another, or whether there are some in motion at one time and at
rest at another, and there are also some in motion perpetually and [oth-
ers] at rest perpetually. 82

21. Because he 1n&§nded to investigate this [latter] genus, he
began to investigate®” how thg case stands with respect to the motion of
the heavy and light [bodies]. 4 [This was necessary] because it had
already been demonstrated at the beginning of the seventh book that
nothing exists which is in motion of itself, that is, in the sense that
its mover is identical with that which is moved. But there is also a
question with respect to the motion of the elements: whether they are
more properly to be ascribed to the class of beings moved by external
movers, or whether they may more properly be ascribed to the class of
beings in motion__of themselves through principles in them, as is the
case with animals.®

22. The difficulty concerning these two [kinds of beings]®® must be
discussed so that, from this discussion, it may become clear how the
case stands with respect to that which is in motion primarily of itself:
whether it is of the genus of beings which are moved naturally, that is,
if it is a being in the rank of the elements; or whether it is of the
genus of beings which are moved by themselves, [the genus] of beings
endowed with souls. He began to investigate this by investigating the
elements, and he demonstrated that they are more properly to be ascribed
to the class of beings which are moved by things externg} to them than
to the class of beings which are moved by themselves. The preceding
question with respect to these two [kinds of beings] was resolved for
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him, and it was shown to be true that they are moved by that which is
other than themselves, and that it is not possible for that which is in

Eo;ion] primarily to be of the nature of [either of] these two [kinds of
eings].

23. Because some of the commentators did not understand this purpose,
they thought that what was demonstrated here [in the eighth book] about
the elements, namely, that they are moved by a mover other than them-
selves, was more peraaasive than what had been demonstrated [about them]
in the seventh book. But there Aristotle speculated about them only
in so far as they are moved by themselves, and on this basis he con-
structed thg preceding proof concerning the eternal motion and the eter-
nal mover.89 Here [in the eighth book], however, he speculated about
the two of them? only in so far as they are moved essentially, that is,
in so far as they are moved by a mover external to them; and in so far
as their being moved by themselves is accidental to them,g while that
which 1is essential to them is that they are moved by something external
to them; and that, because of this, that which is in motion primarily
cannot be assumed to be moved by some natural principle in it which
resembles the principles in these [elemental bodies]. For (it is evi-
dent}, as Aristotle demonstrated, that they are not iB motion of them-
selves when they are generated in their natural places, 2 and that when
they are generated in places outside their natural places, every part of
them that acquires a part of the form [of a particular__element] also
acquires a part of the place [proper to that element];?® so that, when
their generation has been completsﬂ, they attain [their ultimate perfec-
tion] in their natural plsges, unless there is something there that
prevents them from doing so. But if the elements are assumed to be
moved to their [proper] places [after having been prevented from doing
so], their motion of themselves in this case 1is accidental, for that
which <§gmoved what> withheld them from motion is something accidental
to them.

24, When he had satisfied himself by proof that this, that is, the
elements, is in motion of itself only accidentally, it appeared to him
to be true that it is moved essentially by an external mover. Further-
more, if it were in motion of itself, it ought to come to rest of
itself, as is the case with those beings which ars in motion of them-
selves, namely, those beings which possess souls.?’

25. He had already satisfied himself that the [series of] bodies
which cause motion and suffer motion reciprocally can Eome to an end at
something of this kind which is in motion of 1tse1599 according to the
proof written at the beginning of the seventh book: namely, that if
they do not come to an end at something in motion of itself, an infinite
magnitude exists which is moved with an infinite motion in a finite
time. For example, the waves move the ship, and the wind the waves, and
the wind is in motion of itself accidentally, but is in motion essen-
tially due to an external mover. Thus, the bodies such as these, which
both cause and suffer motion, must terminate at things in motion belong-
ing to the genus of the elements.

26. [But] it is also possible for us to assume that the generation of
the last [in a series] is first, and when that last one is generated it
is moved by itselr and the mover which was before it, that is, the
first, is corrupted.i00 We can also assume {a third) whose relation to
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the second is like the relation of the second to that which was gener-
ated first, and this can proceed infinitely, as in the case of the gen-
eratioT of man from man. Thus, it might be thought that such things in
motioni0l do not terminate at 2 first mover. i

27. 1t therefore followed necessarily that the proof that Aristotle
wrote in the seventh book could not suffice [with respect to establish-
ing] that those things which are in motion in place terminate at some-
thing which is in motion of itself. In order to prove this, he followed
a method of proof different from the Esthod he followed in the seventh
book: namely, {when he aSSUmed}l [in the eighth book] that things
such as these, which cause motion and suffer motion reciprocally, do not
exist simultaneously with respect to causing motion in one another; (and
when these things were assumed) to be infinite [in succession], or were
assumed to be so essentially (that is, when this infinity is not assumed
to be aciagental to them because there is an eternal mover which moves
itself). But when these things are assumed to be infinite in succes-
sion essentially, there is no first mover in the series; and if there is
no first term in the series, there is no last term. For what has no
beginning has no end, and if a last term did exist in things such as
these, it cou1q Qot exist until an infinite series had come to an end,
which is absurd.10

28. Because he had demonstrated that all things in motion must neces-
sarily terminate at something in motion of itself; (and because} [it ?Sg
been demonstrated] that the reason for things in motion of themselves
being at rest at one time and being moved at another is something which
is a consequence of motions generated in them, either in their bodies or
in their souls; and because it had already been demonstrated that the
Prime Mover of the universe is immovable and, similarlﬁs that the first
thing in motion is not subject to [any other] change, inasmuch as the
motion which results from the two of them is eternal: it follows neces-
sarily that the first thing in motion of itself, which is composed of a
mover and something in motion, is not subject to change either because
of [a motion TE?dUCEd in] its magnitude or because of [a motion produced
in] its soul.

29. Inasmuch as the cause of the change of the magnitudes108 of the
beings in motion of themselves in the sublunary world is either their
bodies, because they are compounded of matter and form, or the motive
powers in_ them, with respect to which motion exists only accidentally
(because although they are not bodies, they inhere in bodies without
which they cannot exist), it follows that that first thing in motion
must be aample; for if it were compound, it would be susceptible of
change.1 {Thus, by the conversion of the obverse it follows that what
is not susceptible of change is simple. This is why Hippocrates said
that if man were one thing he would not suffer pain. Because it has
already been demonstrated that the Prime Mover is not susceptible of
change)}, either essentially or accidentally, and [because] it is also
evident that it is not a body, it must, further, be true of it that it
does not inhere in that which is moved by it. For if it did inhere in
that which is moved primarily by it, as is the case with the souls of
animals in the sublunar world, that which is moved primarily by it would
not be simple, nor would that mover be a prime mover. It follows,
therefore, without question, that both the Prime Mover and the first
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else."120  When he had assumed this, he [then] ?ssumed, according to
what had been demonstrated in the sixth book,12l that that which is in
motion is a body, whether that body is simple or compound. He further
assumed that if this body moves itself, either the whole of it moves
itself (and this is absurd because then the mover would be identical
with that which is in motion), or one part of that body moves another.

32. These parts which move one another must inevitably move ?Bg

another either with a rectilinear motion or with a circular motion.
If the motion is rectilinear, then it must be either finite or infinite.
If it is finite, the first absurdity must follow, namely, all the impos-
sibilities which he mentioned in this book. If it is infinite, it fol-
Tows that there exligs an actually infinite number of magni}aies in the
finite magnitude, and it will not be moved primarily. Further-
more, when the first does not exist, the last cannot exist.125 If the
parts are moved with a circular motion, the first absurdity returns:
namely, that that which is m?xgd by something else moves itself, and
that the prior is posterior.

33. When ([it had been shown that] it is impossible for this body in
motion of itself which is simple, not compound, to move itself in its
totality itself, or to move itself because of its parts (because from
the latter follows the same impossibility that follows from the impos-
sible assumption that it moves itself in its totality because of [the
totality] itself, and not because of its parts), then it had already
been [shown to be] untrue that any body at all exists that moves itself,
whether we assume that body ig be simple or compound. Thus, he had com-
pleted this general proof: 7" namely, that every motion terminates at
something in motion of itself, and that everything in motion of itself
is composed of an unmoved mover which is not a body, and something in
motion which is moved by that mover.

34. Inasmuch as it is self-evident that there are many things in
motion of themselves which are in motion at one time and at rest at
another, and which exist at one time and are non-existent at another,
and some of which are causes for others: it is evident with respect to
these things in motion of themselves that the movers in them, because
they are not bodies, are in motion accidentally; for these bodies exist
at one time and are non-existent at another, and are at rest at one time
and in motion at another. Inasmuch as these things which are in motion
of themselves ar? gin motion] accidentally because other movers are
prior to them, 28 it follows that each one of these must terminate at
what is moved ?{ itself essentially, whether there is one such thing or
more than one.129

35.  Inasmuch as it is evident that these things in motion [of them-
selves accidentally] are eternal in species, and that this [eternity] is
accidental to them because they have no first (that is, of their
species) which is the principle of their motion, it follows that these
eternal things must only acquire [eternity in species] due to something
in motion of itself which is not subject to change accidentally in any
of the four species of change. This must undoubtedly be that which is
in motion of itself essent1a11{ that which no motion at all, or mover,
or thing in motion precedes. 30 This may be one or many, and if many,
they may be finite or infinite [in number]. But it is apparent that its
being one is all that is necessary for the existence of these things in
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motion which are eternal [in species], and if more than one exists, this
is because it is better, not because it is necessary. Moreover, if more
than one exists, it is better that they should be finite [in number],
for the same result follows from the [assumption of a] finite [number]
as follows from the [Tgfumption of an] infinite [number], and nature
does not act in vain.

36. Inasmuch as he had reached this [point in his discussion] con-
cerning those things which are in motion of themselves, and [inasmuch
as] his investigation concerned all species of things in motion and at
rest, it became clear to him {because)} of this proof that some things
are in motion at one time and at rest at another, while others are in
motion perpetually, and [still] others are at rest perpetually (namely,
those around which the things perpetually in motion are moved; for noth-
ing canlgg in motion without something at rest around which it is
moved). Also [it became clear to him] that the things which are in
motion at one time and at rest at another are of this description only
because of that first thing in motion [which is moved] by 1tse1f ssen-
tia!1y. For it is not necessary that each one of the things 35 [in
motion] should be moved perpetually, inasmuch as that [first thing in
motion] is close to them at one time and [so] causes them to move, and
is r?gate from them at another time and [so] does not cause them to
move. Thus, it is said that iggt which is in motion of itself does
not necessarily cause motio? whether it is in motion {of itself}
essentially (or accidentally). 36

37. Thus, from the existence of things in motion in the sublunar
world which are eternal [in species], he had verified the existence of
something in motion of itself which is eternal, the mover in which is
subject to motion neither essentially nor accidentally. [And he estab-
lished] that that which is moved by this mover is undoubtedly eternal
(while the compound thing is not eternal), and that the mover in it does
not inhere in that whose motion is caused by it: for were this the
case, .the mover would be subject to motion accidentally, and [that in
which it caYiss motion] would not be the first of things in motion of
themselves. In this way, therefore, he established to his own satis-
faction the existence of an eternal motion on the basis of the existence
of that which is in motion of itself.

38. The first proof, namely, what was demonstrated at the beginning
of the eighth book, is a demonstratio per signum; for there it was
de@onstrated that there is an eternal mover because there is an eternal
thing moved, an? ghat the thing moved is eternal because there is an
eternal motion. 38 It was also demonstrated there that they are eternal
because they are primary. The proof used here, however, is a demonstra-
tio per causam, for this proof demonstrates the existence of an eternal
motion on t?g ground of the existence of something moved by itself which
is eternal.139

39. The first proof is analogous to the proof one uses to demonstrate
that the shape of the moon is spherical because the increase of its
light is in the lunar shape, while the second proof is analogous to the
proof one uses to demonstrate that because the moon’s s?sae is spheri-
ca], the increase of its light is in the lunar shape. Undoubtedly,
this second type of proof is better than the first, and this is the rea-
son that Aristotle introduced (this) second proof regarding the eternity
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of motion after [he had already given] the first proof; and he did this
also so that one might understand from this second proof Ehe causes of
the [three] species of beings as regards motion and rest. 4 This was
his primary intention, and whatever else was demonstrated in this proof
is by way of pure profit.

40. When this excellent thesis had been demonstrated to his satisfac-
tion by this e¥igllent proof, he began to ask which motion is this
[eternal] motion. Because it is evident that that which is in motion
of itself exists only [in things] in Tocomotion, that is, the motion
which is called "translation," it was demonstrated by him that this
[eternal] motion is a translatory motion. Because the motion of trans-
Jation is either rectilinear or circular, and it had already been demon-
strated that rei£31inear motion is finite because it is from an opposite
to an opposite, it became clear to him that EQis motion must be cir-
cular, and one and continuous SEot contiguousl to another motion, nor
successive to another mntion),l gnd that it is not a motion which
turns back over a straight 1ine.14%  yhen all this had been demonstrated
to his satisfaction, it became clear to him that this motion, which is a
trans]ator{ motion, is continuous, belonging to one thing in motion and
one mover.147

41, MWhen he di demonstrated this, he undertook to demonstrate also,
by induction, ! that it is at this motion that the rest {of the
species) of the motions terminate, and that this mo}jgn is prior to them
in nature, and time, and [perfeckggn of] existence [in] the world as
a whole, [not] in the individual.

42. Inasmuch as it had been demonstrated that this Prime Mover is not
a forig in matter because it is not subject to motion [even] acciden-
tally, 1 Aristotle thought it best to demonstrate the existence of this
characteristic in the Prime Mover on the basis of the activity pecu]lgE
{to it}, namely, <that tha% ghich is moved by this mover> is moved
with a perpetual motion. 53 He assumed that every perpe}g31 motion is
infinite, so that it results only from an infinite force. Then he
assumed that this infinite force must inevitably be either in a body, or
not in a body (that is, inhering in a body, or not inhering in a body).
He next assumed a self-evident principle: that every force in a body,
whether that body be simple or compounded of simple b?gges. must be
divided when the body [in which it inheres] is divided. When he had
assumed these two [latter] propositions, he deduced from them that no
infinite force can exist in a body {because such a force would have to
exist in ga infinite body, and the existence' of an infinite body is
absur?g 1 It follows, therefore, that this force does not exist in a
body. 127

43. With respect to this point, he then employed many proofs by Ygﬁ
of revealing [the truth] through a demonstratio per impossibile.
Thus, he assumed an infinite force in a finite body, and from this f?l-
lowed obvious impossibilities, as he wrote at the end of this book: 9
one of them, that in this b?ﬁﬁ the force of the whole would be [equal
to] the fofﬁf of the part; another, that this body would be moved in
an instant; another, that there would be an infinite motion greater
than another infinite motion, f?r if the motion of the <part> is smaller
than the motion of the <whole>, 62 and the whole and the part are both
moved with an infinite motion, (it would follow that one infinite
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motion} is greater than another infinite motion.163 This i
what Aristotle intended to demonstrate in this [eighth] bo;z.igi w0 “af

44. It s obvious also from the fact that the first movable body is
the recipient of eternal motioTe that it is simple, and that it is not
compounded of form and matter; 5 {for that} which is compounded of form
and matter is subject to generation and corruption, while it is impos-
sible that this [eternal] motion, whose existence is primary and essen-
t?&!, sng1d be successive to another motion or contiguous to another
mut1on.16? Ragher, that which is moved with this motion must be one and
simple.’® Aristotle does not [attempt to] prove this point witq egard
to the first moved body [here] because it is exceedingly obvious 55 f
what had [a]rgady] been demonstrated concerning the [Prime] Mover;fg8
and because it had already been demonstrated that if [this first] moved
pody were compoun@ed of matter and form, it would not be in motion of
itself except accidentally, nor would it be moved primarily by the Prime
Mover; thher, it would be moved through the mediation of another
mover. 1

45. Certain men have thought, because it was demonstrated that this
[f1rst] moved body, namely, the celestial body, is eteT9 1, and because
it was also‘ demonstrated that it possesses a soul, T that t?' body
dqes not require a separate [i.e., incorporeal], external mover. }a They
{ignored)} the fact that assuming it to be compounded of a mover which is
not a body! and a body, was an assumption which contradicted ;ge assump-
tion that it is eternal: for the bodies of this descriptionl/3 are com-
poundeq of matter and form, and every compound of matter and form exists
Potent1al1y at one time and actually at another, so that it is necessar-
ily generated and corrupted. But if two things are assumed which h
no {Q1fference} at all between them, either potentially or actually,Tgs
this is a §e1f~contra?;gtory assumption: namely, that what was assumed
to be one is not one. Furthermore, this simple body does not require
the Prime Mover in order to be eternal; rather, it requires the Prime
Mover only in order that it be moved with an eternal motion by an eter-
Eglnma;er: Eort1§ canaoi possibly move itself, according to what has

emonstrated, at is, int i

Seon neso maved.l?g he sense that the mover is identical

46. IF is gv?dent from this that every body, whether simple or com-
pouqd, 1}9 finite with respect to intensity in its ability to cause
motion, for if this were not so, the ce]f&éiai bodies would destroy
a!] the moved beings in the sublunar world. Thus, it has been estab-
lished that every body has a motion finite with respect to intensity and
force, an 9that this [intensity] is a consequence of the size of its
magnitude, /¥ and that the motion [wi}g which it is moved] by its mover
is finite with respect to velocity. 0" If this were not so, the rela-
tion of any incorporeal mover whatsoever {to} any moved thing whatsgever
could be any relation at all; or there might be no relation the ig? S0
thgt it would follow that there could be motion in an instant.{gé For
th1§ reason, everything in motion [must be moxsg] by its mover with a
motion finite in ve]ocity, and in a finite time; and the mover cannot
move any ?Bince thing moved, nor can it move it with any chance measure
gf motion. If this were not so, a mov?g might cause the same motion
in the larger [object] as in the smaller, 5 and this is absurd.,

47. This, then, is the sum and substance of what Aristotle demon-



28 Question Seven

strated in this [eighth] book, and this is the method which he followed.
Many men did not understand this method and followed anqther method,
full of confusion, as did al-Farabi in On the Mutable Existences, so
that it was hard for them to resolve the objections which were raised
against them about the eternity of motion--objections which the Mutakal-
limdn of our religion took over from Plato and those speculative think-
ers who followed his doctrine, such as John Philoponus and others. ) But
for one who understands these matters on the basis of this boog, it is
easy to resolve the objections which they introduced concerning the
eternity of motion, and particularly the objection raised by John Ph}lo-
ponus which is the most important aTg the strongest _of the objections
which may be raised in this regard. 6 [This objection may be stated in
the following way:] He said that Aristotle and all his colleagues
thought that every body has a finite force; how, then, can the celestial
body, which is finite with respect to force, acquire_an infinite force
from the Prime Mover, unless it is true that that which ought of its ?gg
nature to be corrupted can acquire eternity from an eternal being?
Aristotle, however, had already demonstrated that the eternal can have
no potentiality for corrup}égn, and he did this at the end of the first
book of De Caelo et Mundo. ) )

48, The answer to this objection is that bodies are of tyggklnds,
simple and compound, as was explained [earlier] in this book. The
simple body is of infinite force with respect to existence and duration,
for the cause of finitude in this respect is composition; but it is of
finite force with respect to the ;81ocity [of m9t1on] and the intensity
of [its ability] to cause motion. ! It is finite with respect to
velocity because no motion can TEISt except in time, and this has
already been proven demonstratively. It is finite with respect to
intensity (because) every body is finite with respect to magnitude,
whether that body is simple or compound. But the bodies which are com-
pounded of matter and form are finite in three {respec?s}: namely, in
their dura};an, their velocity, and their activity with respect to
intensity. . ) )

49, This is what we desired to establish in this treatise.
to God alone, blessed and exalted be He!

50. The treatise has been completed.

Praise be

Praise be to God!

QUESTION VIII

In this treatise, Averroes defends Aristotle against the charge
of using invalid premises in his demonstrations. He begins by
analyzing a specific argument, moves on to the charges raised
against it, and then broadens his defense of the premises of
this argument to cover Aristotle’s general practice. Averroes
defense of the practice follows a line already 1a1d_ dgwn .by
Aristotle himself in Physics VII, and turns on the distinction
between possible falsehoods and impossible falsehoods.
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1. Still another treatise of Averroes.!

2. Averroes said that the Philosopher has demonstrated that there
must necessarily be one eternal, continuous, circular motion prior to
the rest of the motions, and that that £sphere] which is moved therewith
cannot undergo change in its substance,¢ and that the mover which causes
the motion of this movable sphere is not subject to change at_ all, nor
can it undergo locomotion eitger essentially or accidentally.® Inasmuch
as sense perception does <not®> discover that there 1is any motion to
which the description arrived at by the [aforementioned] demonstration
can apply except the diurnal motion, it must be true that the diurnal
motion 1is the motion described, and it may be demonstrated further that
the sphere of the diurnal motion 1is the first of the beings which
undergo motion, and that the action of this sphere, which is its motion,
is an action which never ceases. In addition to this, Aristotle also
wanted to demonstrate that the mover which causes that moved [sphere] to
gedmoged with such a motion is neither a body nor a force inherent in a

ody.

3. In order to demonstrate this, Aristotle made use of two methods of
proof, oae of them being a demonstration that it is impossible for an
infinite act}on to proceed from a finite force, [while the second is a
demonstration]’/ from which it follows that this infinite action mus
necessarily belong to a force which does not inhere in a body at all.
Taking the conclusions of these two arguments as premises, he deduced
from them that the mover which causes this [infinite motion] is not a
force in a body but, rather, a force separate from every body. It 13
through this separate [incorporeal] force that this greatest body,
which is in turn a Eondition for the existence of every other body,!
has its existence.l

4. In order to prove these two fundamental principles, Aristotle made
use of certain propositions. For the proof of the first principle, he
made use of two propositions, the first_stating that the greater of two
forces causes motion for T longer time,*® and the second stating that
whatever [finlge] forceld we originally assume, we can then assume a
greater force. When he had laid down these two propositions, he was
able to conclude that a finite force capable of moving a certain movable
object for an infinite iéme cannot exist. For if we were to assume a
greater finite force, it would follow that this greater force must
cause motion for a longer time than than the lesser force, inasmuch as
the greater force causes motion for a long?F time. There can be, how-
ever, nothing greater than what is infinite. Therefore, this line of
argument results in an impossible self-contradiction. This impossible
conclusion follows because we assumed two propositions, about the first
of which, namely, that there is a finite force which causes motion for
an infinite time, there is some doubt; while the second proposition,
namely, that whatever finite force we take, we can assume a greater
finite force, is known to be possible. The impossible conclusion must
follow from one of these two propositions, but it cannot follow from the
proposition known to be possible; as demonstrated in Prior Analytics, Tg
impossible  falsehood cannot follow from a possible falsehood.
Undoubtedly, then, the only remaining alternative is that the impossible
fa]seh?gd follows from the proposition about which there is ground for
doubt,*” that is to say, the proposition which states that there is a
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finite force which causes motion for an infinite time. But that from
which an impossible conclusion follows is itself impossible. This
assumed proggsitian, therefore, must be impossibly false, while its con-
tradictory,<Y which states that every infinite action proceeds only from
an infinite force, must necessarily be correct.

5. After Aristotle had established to his satisfaction that the
motive force which causes this infinite motion is an g?finite force, he
began to demonstrate as well the second of the theses [under consider-
ation] which states that a force of this description cannot inhere in a
body, by again making use of a self-evident proposition. This proposi-
tion states that if we imagine a certain movable object to be moved by
two forces, one greater than the other, and [it is further assumed] that
the greater force causes a _faster motion, and that the proportion
between [the veloc}%ies of]4¢ the motions is the same as the proportion
between the forces,” then, if we [also] asaﬂme one of the two forces to
be finite while the other is infinite,¢* the movable object must Eg
moved in an instant by the infinite force, and this is impossible.
Moreover, should one [be tempted to] think that the movable object is
moved by the infinite force in time, an impossible conclusion will fol-
low in this case as well, namely, that one body could be moved by both a
finite force and an infinite force, over one and the same distance, in
the same time. To demonstrate this point, let us assume that the finite
moved body is body B, and let us asigme that it is moved by the infinite
force signified by the letter A. Furthermore, let us assume that a
finite force, signified by the letter C, moves body B over an identical
distance in a longer time. Mg;eover, let the finite force, signified by
C, be added to [continually]. From all this it follows that the
finite force C must necessarily attain such a magnitude as to move body
B over a certain géstance in the same time as that in which the infinite
force A moves it. But this is an impossible self-contradiction. This
impossible conclusion must follow either from the proposition in the
argument about which we are in doubt, or from the proposition known to
be possible which was assumed in this argument. But, as we said before,
the impossible cannot follow from the possible. The only remaining
alternative, therefore, is that the impas§3b1e conclusion follows from
the doubtful proposition in the argument.

6. Th;f kind of demonstratio per fmpassfbf?e,3° namely, the direct
syllogism3! which infers a self-contradiction from possible propesitions
in the syllogism and from propositions about which there is ground for
doubt, was frequently used by Aristotle ig=the physical sciences, and,
indeed, he employed it in many places. 2 A certain group of men dis-
puted with Aristotle about the force of this kind of demonstration.
They maintained that it is a corrupt demonstration because the possible
propositions that Aristotle used are impossibly false with respect 58
that which he sought to demonstrate by means of those propositions.
They said: "This is the cgie, for example, with regard to the force of
the largest sphere: if we assume it to be finite, tggn there can
exist no greater force unless there exists a larger body>?--which is
impossible. Thus, if we assert thgg whatever finite force we assume, we
can assume a greater finite force,®?_this is a proposition which is par-
tially false and wholly 1mpossib¥e.3 And were we to say that for ggery
finite body it is possible to assume a finite force that moves it, a
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similar situation would exist: for when we assume that the motion of
the sphere‘is infin;&e, it follows that the force which moves the sphere
must be‘ infinite. Thus, our assumption that there can be a finite
force which moves the sphere is both falae and impossible."

7. Among those who hold this opinion®V are many of the modern philos-
ophers we have encountered who follow the doctrine of Avicenna. They
think @hat this is the opinion of Avicenna, and that it is the opinion
to which he inclined in the Oriental Philosophy, and that there is no
being which is not a body, subsisting in itself, separate from the
celestial bodies, which is itself a principle of those bOdI?S and what
exists through them, as was the opinion of the Peripatetics. With all
this, they think that this was the opinion of the Philosopher himself,
and that what is to be found in his books is only by way of that con-
cealment which was the custom of the ancient EHi]osophers,4 who fol-
Towed it because of the prevalence of ignorance. But their opinion is
the worst doctrine in pgg1osophy to which one can adhere, and the most
harmful of the newfangled®® doctrines which flourish in philosophy.

8. Let us, then, examine possible propositions such as the aforemen-
tioned. We maintain it to be evident from what was said in Prior Ana-
Tytics that an impossible conclusion cannot follow from a possible pre-
mise. For when two things are connected necessarily, that is, so con-
nected that if the first exists the second must exist, it is obvious
that if the first is possible the second cannot be impossible: for
[were the second impossible,] the first would be impossible and not pos-
sible, because the second was assumed to follow necessarily from the
first. Therefore, if the second is impossible, the first must [also]
be impossible; but we have already assumed the first to be possible--an
impossible self-contradiction. It is evident that in the case of the
syllogism in which both premises are possible, no impossible conclusion
whatevgr can be inferred. If there is, however, only one possible pre-
mise in the syllogism, an impossible conclusion cannot, indeed, be
inferred from that possible premise. Rather, if such a conclusion is
inferred, it must follow from the impossible premise in the syllogism.
It makes no difference whether the possible premise is possible essen-
tially, but impossible accidentally (e.g., in a certain place), or
whether it is possible and in no sense impossible. By this I mean to
say that an absolutely impossible conclusion cannot be inferred from the
premise which is essentially possible but accidentally impossible.
Rather, if the first of two necessarily connected things is of this
description, ;t follows that the second must be of that very same
description.?

9. This having been settled, it appears that the impossibility that
follows from the syllogism which Aristotle used in this demonstration
must be either an absolute impossibility, in which case it cannot be
inferred from an accidentally impossible but essentially possible propo-
sition; or an accidental impossibility, in which case it can be inferred
from an accidentally impossible proposition. [We must add this latter
stipulation] because the propositions which Agistotle postulated in
these demonstrations are not possible absolute]y,4 for if they were,
there would be no ground for doubt, and no one could become confused
[about the validity of these demonstrations].

10. It is obvious that the proposition that Aristotle assumed in the



32 Question Eight

first proofs,49 namely, his assumption of a body larger than the heav-
ens, is possible with reference to a body qua body, but accidentally
impossible with reference to the heavenly body by reason of the fact,
for instance, that all other bodies are contained by the heavenly Body.
as Aristotle said when he gave the cause of the world’s being one.0 Tt
is [also] obvious that the impossibility which follows from the syllog-
ism in which [this] premise was assumed is an absolute impossibility,
namely, the impossibility of the greater force not causing motion for a
longer time. Thus it is clear that this impossible conclusion does not
follow from the syllogism from which it was inferred because an essen-
tially possible, but accidentally impossible, premise was assumed in the
syllogism: namely, the proposition stating that whatever body qua body
[is postulated], it is possible to assume a larger body. Rather, it
must follow from a premise which is impossible by necessity, seeing that
the conclusion is [absolutely] impossible. Inasmuch as this conclusion
certainly does not follow from the aforementioned premise, it must fol-
low from that premise in the syllogism about which there is ground for
doubt: namely, that in bodies there can be a finite force which causes
motion for an infinite time. This premise, therefore, is of necessity
absolutely impossible; since what follows from it is absolutely impos-
sible, the proposition itself must be absolutely impossible.

11. What is to be said with reference to the second proof,51 and with
reference to many of the places in which Aristotle made use of this kind
of demonstration, is of the same nature. It was by demonstrations of
this same type that Aristotle showed, because of the speed and slowness
which exist 1in motion, that time and,_in the same way, magnitude are
divisible into what is always divisible.? For, inasmuch as he assumed
that for every motion there exists both a faster and a slower motion;
and that the faster motion always takes place over an identical distance
in a shorter time; and that the slower motion takes place in the same
time over a lesser distance: it followed that the faster motion a1wa§§
divides the time and that the slower motion divides the distance.
Thus, if a motion can exist in a time without divisible magnitude,5
[and] it is possible to assume that a faster motion exists, an impos-
sible conc%gsion must follow: namely, that what is not divisible is
divisible. But that from which an impossible conclusion follows must
itself be impossible: in this case, our assumption of an indivisible
time. It is obvious that the premise in this syllogism which produces
the self-contradiction, [when taken] together with the proposition whose
negation is intended, is essentially possible but accidentally impos-
sible, because no motion faster than the diurnal motion [actually]
exists. But inasmuch as the conclusion inferred from this syllogism is
absolutely impossible, we know that this conclusion cannot be inferred
from the proposition which is essentially possible but accidentally
impossible. The impossible conclusion, therefore, can be be inferred
only from the [other] assumption posited, namely, the assumption of an
indivisible time.

12. Again, by this [same] kind of proof, Aristotle demonstrated that
the mover in anything moved primarily is other than that which is moved.
He did this by assuming that, with respect to anything in motion, it can
be supposed that a part of it comes to rest, and that, whgg the part
comes to rest in such a moved thing, the whole comes to rest.
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13. And God directs to certainty. The Question has been completed.
Praised be God!

QUESTION IX

Here Averroes argues against Avicenna’s belief that there are
beings possible in themselves, but made necessary through an
external cause. It is Averroes’ contention that what is in its
own nature possible, cannot be converted into the necessary or
the eternal, a contention already articulated in Question V.
Averroes then poses a series of questions to himself. These
deal with problems concerning the celestial sphere, its motion,
and the source of its motion, and how these problems are to be
resolved if it is true that the sphere and its motion are neces-
sary, or eternal, in and of themselves.

1. Still another treatise which also belongs to Averroes.!

2. Averroes said: Avicenng was of the opinion that beings are to be
divided into three classes:¢ first, beings which are merely possible,
that is, the beings which are generated and corrupted; second, beings
which are possible in virtue of themselves, necessary in virtue of some-
thing other than themselves, and, in his opinion, these are those beings
other _than the First Principle, which are ungenerated and incorrup-
tible,3 for in his opinion these latter things only acquire existence,
that is to say, necessary existence, from the First Principle; third, a
being which is necessary in virtue of itself, and, in his opinion, this
is the First Principle alone, and it is this which he calls "necessary
of existence."

3. This classification of beings is true; that is, it 1is true that
some beings are generated and corrupted, and that some are eternal on
account of causes through which they are eternal, and that some are
eternal in virtue of themselves. But the assertion concerning things
which are eternal because of eternal causes; that they are necessary in
virtue of something other than themsel es,5 possible in virtue of them-
selves, is not a true characterization;® for that which, with reference
to its own nature, is possible is not susceptible of eternity --unless
some of the possible things can be susceptible of eternity, i.e,, unless
the nature of the possible can be converted into the eternal.! But it
had already been demonstrated at the end of the first book of De (aelo
that the eternal contains no potentiality or possibility at 811, and
that if it had, that potentiality or possibility would be vain.

4. Someone might say, "Then how do you distinguish between those
things which are eternal because they have eternal causes and those
things which are eternal in virtue of themselves?" We would answer by
maintaining that only the eternal things, in so far as they are eternal
themselves, are eternal; and that there are no eternal things in which
eternity is something created [in them] in addition to their substance;
rather, the fact that they are eterTal and that they are beings and
essences is one and the same thing. Some of them, however, have their
substance, which is described as eternal, because of something other
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motions terminate at the motion in the uppermost cel 29
which encompasses all the other motions.EE igpfo11ows th::t1:Aa:egéggion
must be necessary of existence in virtue of itself. For if it were pos-
sible for this motion in virtue of itself to fail, it would be possible
for motion as a genus to fail, and for a time to come in which there
would be nothing in motion: inasmuch as if we imagine this motion to be
naq-ex1st§?t. we must imagine the rest of the motions to be non-
existent,®? because this motion encompasses and includes the rest of the
motions and is the reason whereby motion as a genus does not fail. This
being so, it follows that this motion does not require an eternal mover
by reason of its being a possible motion; it regyires an eternal mover
on}y 1¥hsu far a: eviryhmotion must have a mover.g!

7. e property of this motion which is necessar

1tse1f, but whrch requires the mover in so far as i¥ 1;na ;gzgg: ?:
;hat its mover is not in matter at_all; that is, that the mover has’ no
1nhgrence in that which is moved, 3 for every motion which is [caused
an.1nhgrent mover] of this description 1is possible, not necessary Bx

This s _bgcause it had already been demonstrated that every force iﬁ a
body is finite with respect to motivity, and it is with respect to this
[motive] force that it 1is said that every body has a finite force
Consequently, the property of the mover which is not in matter is thai
1t.does not cause a motion which is possible in any of its parts; and if
this were not the case, the possible could become necessary.3 The
property of the motion which is necessary in virtue of itself is that it
is caused by an eternal mover, and that it is not caused by a non-
i;ernal mover, for, in the latter case, a mover which is possible with
mo:?§:.3go causing motion would become necessary with respect to causing

8. We have explained this principle which is obscure but w -

1ows'from their principles. Many of those who came after A3§5t21§: f:;o
considered themselves to philosophize according to his doctrine.'have
been in doubt concerning the answer with regard to these matters--so
much so that we find that Alexander, in one of the works attributed to
him, accepted the proposition which statai that the heavens are a body
aqd that every bgdy has a finite force. And in response to the ques:
tion gf the etern1ty_of the heavens, he said that they only acquire
eternity from the Prime Mover. But this assertion is identical with the
assertion that there is something possible in gértue of itself, neces-
sa;y 121v1r:ue of something other than itself. 39 :

. Elsewhere, we ourselves have distinguished®”? the number of

which it can be §aid that every body has a finite force, gnd w:ay;alg
demonstrated 4B}nch of them is valid with respect to the first body and

which is not. We have demonstrated that the term "infinite" 1is used

with respect to the speed of motion, and also with respect to the perpe-
tuity of motion and its continu1ty.a That use of the term which _has
reference to speed and, in general, being acted upon and acting,4 is
not applicable to any body, be it eternal or not, for it is impossible
for gqythiqg to be moved in an instant or to act in an instant. But

:2:t b;9f1n1te: :hich exi;ts with respect to the continuity of action

ing acted upon does exist ip_the celesti i

does not exist in what is below them.23 bt inn b

10. A1l these matters are evident to one who possesses perfectly the
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principles

losophers who followed them, employ

11.

Question Nine

which the Aristotelians,? and those of the reputableds
ed with respect to these matters.

The Question has been completed.

Praise be to God!
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3 - . Rosenberg also indi-
iryat Séfer 57 (1982), pp. 719-21 [in Hebrew]
Eat:s the distribution of these works in the various MSS.

" . &y D
. ich 36, and according to Steinschneider (op. ci 5

13%%' :g. Htgi;zig 40. On this excerpt, see H. Tunik Go1dste1n,31New

Hebréw Manuscript Sources for Averroean Texts," JNES 38 (1979), p. 31.

i i le
obvious example of this variation is found in Ehe tit e
ofliﬁe :gﬁkTosthe term for "question" is not derds, as in t@e s%:nga:ge
version, but $e’éld. In the "standard" version, each treatlfgrg eA i
first is designated as ma’amdr; here, the term is, again, Se’é a:be p 4
from this, the variants may simply be peculiarities of thg bs%r1 iﬁ s
are his spelling variants. 1 have seen only one of the MSS belonging
this group.

i in, op. cit, pp.
4. On this work and its translator, see Goldstein,
29}31. 1 have since seen two more exemplars of this text.

Steinschneider, op. cit., p. 178. Rosgnberg (op. cit.,

p I;iﬁj E::teieghere can be no dougt that Narboni coqtr1buted to grd::-
169 the Questions, and that Narboni himself testifies to this mf rf
commentary to De Substantia Orbis. Un{gr}g?atgiﬁér::tliiE:iesn:argﬁng's
ence. But Hyman, (op. cit., pp. 15-16), 3 e

o apply only to De Substantia Orbis. (See ?150 em, e
Egmsgzitﬁon pgnz Transmission of Averroes’ Ma'amar be-‘Egem ?gég??gal.
Studies and Essays in Honor of Abraham A. Neuman [Leiden, e ;ecgg:
299-307. There, Hyman sees Narboni’s work as based on an earlie g
sion or recensions.) Certainly, Narbunj makes no mention of any ro P8l
may have had in collecting or arranging the treatises of theh0ues faiia
in his preface to the work, at least in the sole version I have
(MS. Paris, 988).

16. See Steinschneider, op. cit., p. 178, especially n. 534.
17. HU, p. 96

18. Questions 1 and VI; it might be argued that Question VII also
falls into this category.

A cf. Steinschneider, op. cit., p. 96, n. 363. Our (Questions
arég no§Utlike the Pamima (which Averroes says he wrote in responsettuog
request), nor are they like Avicenna’s Kitdb a?-mabébr;ﬁat, a repgr B
actual conversations in which questions were put to Avicenna tg.:i1c e
responded. Rather, these works are firmly centered in the tra 1 on
commentary and investigation exemplified by the Greek commentaries.

i j in the manu-
. The last named work often accompanies the Questrqns in
sci?pts. and is sometimes subsumed under the title Questions in Physics.

21. Question VIII

22. Question VII, however, most probably is an appendix to
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LP VIII. Note the reference in EP, cited by Steinschneider (op.
cit., p. 180). This probably accounts for the citation of this
work as ta‘alig in the Arabic bibliographers (see E. Renan,

gpi cit., p. 464). But see the description of the Arabic MSs,
eiow.

23. Cf. QLog, Libri priorum, 100F.

24. Question VII; see below, the description of the Arabic MS.
25. Questions I, VI, VII, and VIII

26. See below, Question IX, n. 1.

27. Narboni, in his Introduction, states:

After we had completed our commentary to Ibn Rushd’'s Middle Com-
mentary on the Physics, we saw fit to comment on the Questions
of Ibn Rushd concerning general matters related to that book,
Questions which are of great value and precious in knowledge...

28. Of the six other Hebrew MSS listed by Steinschneider (op. eit.
p. 179), the Turin MS has long been gone; I was not able to Jocate the
Berlin MS, nor the Pinsker: and I was unable to obtain copies of the
remaining MSS. 1 was ignorant of the existence of MS. Paris 1341 until
the article of Rosenberg (op. cit., p. 715) appeared. On that MS, see
the brief, and confusing, remarks of M, Schwab, ""Manuscrits du

supplément hébreu de la Bibliothéque (sic) Nationale," Revue des études
Juives 37 (1898), p. 130.

29. In the case of Question VII, because of its length, the commen-
tary interrupts the text.

30. See Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae codicum manuscriptorum
Catalogus (St. Ev. Assemanus et Jos. Sim. Assemanus recens.; Rome,

1756), I, i, pp. 435-36. See also the description in Hyman (Substance,
p. 20).

31. See M. Steinschneider, Die Hebraeischen HSS der K. Hof-und
Staatsbibliothek in Muenchen (Muenchen, 1875), pp. 15-16, and also pp.
22-23. See also Hyman, op. cit., pp. 20-21.

32. See the general description in Hyman, op.cit., p. 23.
33. See Steinschneider, HU, p. 179.
34. See below, Question VIII, n. 34.

35. Treating only 0S0, Hyman (Toc. cit.) speaks of annotations in
four different hands, but in the text of the Questions the marginal
annotations appear to me to be in the hand of the original scribe (with
the exception of Steinschneider’s notes).
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36. See H. Zotenberg,
Bibliothéque Impériale (Paris, 1866), I, i, p-.

Here called $e’éld; cf. n. 13, above.

Catalogues des manuscrigé hébreux. ..de la

37.

38, See Steinschneider, Hebraeischen HSS...in Muenchen, pp. 19-24.
i in Bibliotheca senato-
. Catalogus 1ibrorum manuscriptorum qui 1n Bib h
rfzgcfvﬁgitfs lipgfensfs asservantur (Codices or!ental1um 11nguargg4_05
descripserunt H.0. Fleischer et F. Delitzsch; Grimae, 1838), pp. 3

40. See Steinschneider, HU, pp. 178-79.

41. Steinschneider (op. cit., p. 180) errs: it is not Question IV

that is missing in this MS, but Question 111.

42. See Goldstein, op. cit., p. 31.

43. See below, Question I1I, n. 52.

44. See Zotenberg, op. cit., pp. 176-77.
45. See Goldstein, op. cit., p. 29.

46. See below, Question 1X, n. 1.

47. 1lotenberg, op. cit., pp. 184-185

Catalogue of the Hebrew and Arabic Manuscripts in the British

b 111, pp. 188-89; the entire

Museum (ed. G. Margo)iouth; London, 1965),
MS is described on p. 186.

49. See below, Question VII, n. 56.

Todrosi's diction, see G. Vajda, "Les deqx_verﬁions
b dissertation d’Averroés sur la science divine," Revue

13 (1954), pp. 64-66.

50. T
hébraiques de la
des études juives, N.S.

] ! i Paris

S enbourg, Les Manuscrits arabes de 1 gscurrai ( y

T Earl?er this MS was known as Escurial 629 (see M.
Escurialensis [Madrid, 1740], I, p.

51.
1884), I. p. 440.
Casili. Bfgffotheca Arabico-Hispana
184). Steinschneider (HU, p. 180)
632.

52. On the order known to Narboni, see Steinschneider, op.
p. 181, n. 546.

53, 1 am deeply indebted to Professor William Thomson for his assis-
tance in deciphering this text.

o) § D

54. Specific instances are cited in the notes to Questions VI and
VII.

incorrectly refers to this MS as Esc.

T
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55. The most common grammatical failing in the Hebrew MSS is an utter

disregard for gender in pronominal suffixes. As might be expected, the

spelling of the MSS is wildly inconsistent as regards plene and defec-

tiva. 1 have not attempted consistency, or correction, with one excep-
tion: a consistent spelling of Aristotle’s name.
56. Indications of punctuation occur regularly only in the Vatican

MS, often in very surprising places. In MS. Mun. 36, "paragraphing" is
indicated by a horizontal 1ine over the appropriate word, but the marks
are few and far between.

57. But see M. Steinschneider, "Alfarabi," Mémoires de ]’academie
impériale des sciences de St.-Petersbourg, VII® Série, XIII (1869), p.
150. I, however, cannot find any references to the Questions in LP
VIII, Comm. 1 (although this commentary has many points of similarity
with Question VII); and the reference in LP VIII, Comm. 78, 424 M, to an
explanation in nostris quaestionibus, most probably means QLog. See
below, Question VIII, nn. 47 and 48.

58. For an indication that Averroes’ version of Physics was not iden-
tical with the translation preserved in the (unique) Leiden MS, see
below, Question III, n. 9, and Question VII, n. 114.

59. It should be noted that, through some error, Rosenberg’s table of
the contents of the MSS and their order (op. cit., p. 721) omits Ques-
tion V from the contents of the Vatican MS. The cursory description of
S. Munk, (Mélanges de philosophie juive et arabe [Paris, 1927], pp.
436-37; 438, no. 6; 503-04) is based solely on MS. Paris 988, which is
itself described inaccurately. Renan (op. cit., pp. 65-73), in his list
of Averroes’ works, does not even mention Question VII, even though that
work is listed in the Arabic bibliographic sources he cites.

60. See below, Question I1II, n. 1, and Question IX, n. 1.

61.

62. 1In Avicenna: Scientist and Philosopher (ed. G. Wickens; London,
1952), pp. 46-48; cf. Idem, "Averroés inconnu," Actes du XX€ Congrés
International des Orientalistes (1938), pp. 337-38.

63,

64. The Philosophy of Abraham Shalom (Berkeley and Los Angeles,
1964), pp. 19-26.

65. Proofs for Eternity, Creation and the Existence of God in

gfdieva? Islamic and Jewish Philosophy (New York and Oxford, 1987), pp.
1-335

66. "John Philoponus as a Source of Medieval Islamic and Jewish
Proofs of Creation," JAOS 89 (1969), pp. 359-60; unfortunately, the
text is quoted from Steinschneider’s translation of a single MS.

See especially pp. 121-22, but note also pp. 112 and 162.

See below, Question V, n. 2.
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67. Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition (Leiden, 1988), pp.
118-19

68. See his commentary to Moreh Nebukim 1, 74, and II, Introduction,
Proposition XV. For Narboni’s opinion of the Questions, see above, n.
26.

69. Mip‘d16t 'E16him (Lemberg, 1863), II, 1, p. 12b; Steinschneider
(HU, p. 179) gives the reference, incorrectly, as III, 1.

70. P. 22, 11, 13-14, and 1. 24, in the edition of Steinschneider
(*Osar Téb VII [1881]).

71. The passage in question is cited below, Question 1II, n. 51.
72. "Alfarabi," p. 162; see also HU, p. 204, n. 705.

73. Steinschneider’'s further conjecture that Elijah del Medigo (Elias
Cretensis; d. 1496) was acquainted with these Questions (HU, p. 183, n.
562; Mebraeische Bibliographie XXI [1881/82], ?p. 64 f.) rests solely on
del Medigo’s knowledge of the names of the Muslim authors whose works
appear together with the Questions in a large number of MSS. While it
seems inherently probable that del Medigo did know our text--he wrote
both a Hebrew and a Latin commentary on De Substantia Orbis, which, as
we have seen, appears in many of the same MSS as the Questions--, he
does not quote from, or refer to, our text in his In dictis Averrois
super libros physicorum clarissimae adnotationes (Venice, 1551). There,
his quotations of Averroes are taken from EP and IP.

74. Isaac Albalag, (Etudes de philosophie mediévale 49 [Paris,
1960]), p. 135, n. 2

75. See the text published by Osias Schorr, He-Hdlds VI (1861), p.
87.

76. Abraham Shalom, p. 14

77. Op. cit., pp. 51-52

78. Liber de mundi creatione physicis rationibus probata (Venice,
1527); on this work, see P. Duhem, Le systéme du monde (Paris,
1913-1917), 1V, p. 497; V, p. 216.

79. It is not clear that this MS was owned by Egidio. It does not
appear, at least by title, in the catalogue of his library published by
C. Astruc and J. Monfrin, "Livres latins et hébreux du Cardinal Gilles
de Viterbe," Bibliothéque d’humanisme et renaissance 23 (1961), pp.
551-554.

80. But see below, Question II, and Question IX.

81. Question IX is a good example of this.
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82. Munk, Mélanges, pp. 503-504; Steinschneider, HU, p. 178

83. This, however, would not explain why, for example, Abraham de
Balmes in translating De Substantia Orbis VII (from the version of
Todros Todrosi) and attaching it to the body of that text, did not do
the same thing with our Question IX, which immediately precedes it in
the MSS of that translation, and which is closely related in subject
matter. If one hypothesizes that de Balmes was aware that Question IX
belonged to another collection, one may still wonder why he found that
collection unworthy of translation.

84. The circular view of motion and time is vigorously upheld in
Question III1. 1t is also applied to the procession of created things.

85. This forms the main argument of Question IV.

Ixaﬁ. This argument occurs at the end of both Question VII and Question

87. This response is most clearly seen in Questions V and IX., It is
largely on the ground of his objection to the notion of the possible
acquiring necessity, or eternity, that Averroes frequently lumps John
Philoponus and Avicenna together in polemical passages, and (correctly)
attributes their views to Plato, as well,

88. Question V

89. Question IX; this contradicts the view expressed in Question VII
(and elsewhere) that the motion of the sphere is eternal because its
mover is eternal.

90. See, e.g., Physics VII, 1, 242b, 32-243a, 2 (in the textus
alter).

91. See LP VIII, Comm. 78, 424 K-M.

92. This is the burden of Question VIII, although references to the
problem and its solution are also found elsewhere.

QUESTION I

1. This Question cannot be identified with any of the specific titles
of Averroes’ works listed in the Arabic bibliographies. It could, of
course, be one of the works referred to under the blanket title "Ques-
tio:;ain Philosophy" (see Renan, Averroés, App. III, p. 456; App. 1V,

p. .

2. Aristotle’s name does not appear in the Hebrew text. As in many
mediaeval philosophical works, he is simply called "the philosopher."”
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3. See below, n. 16.

4. On the fact that this proposition is not self-evident, see TAT I,
p. 2 (Arabic: p. 5, 10-15; Latin: 15 GH), and ibid., XIV, p. 287 (Ara-
bic: p. 417, 5-12; Latin: 117 BC).

For another interpretation of Physics VII, 1, 24lb, 24-242a, 15, see
below, Question VII, paragraphs 6-8.

5. Averroes defines being moved primarily--negatively--at IP VII, i
(fol. 10la, 15-23):

What is not moved primarily is what is moved in its entirety
because some part of it is moved per se: such as the motion of
a certain magnitude of earth which is greater than that magni-
tude which is the smallest part of earth [because of the motion
of the smallest part], and such as the locomotion of the animal
because of the motion of the elemental heat in it. It is obvious
that what is not moved primarily is moved by something else:
namely, by what 1is moved primarily. It is [therefore] clear
that if something exists which moves itself so that the mover
[in it] and what is moved are one and the same thing, this must
be moved primarily.

In LP V, Comm. 3, 207 M-208 A, Averroes defines that which is moved
per se as that which is not moved because of another mover, while that
which is moved primarily is defined as that which is not moved because
another part of it is moved primarily. He also notes that sometimes the
terms "per se" and "primarily" are synonymous.

In this Question, "motion per se" is not to be opposed to "accidental
motion," 4.e., the motion of a contained part together with the whole,
or the motion of a quality together with the motion of its subject.
Rather, "being moved per se" stands in opposition to "being moved by a
part." (For the distinctions involved, see Physics V, 1, 224a, 21-29.)
Similarly, at LP VII, Comm. 2, 307 GH, "Galen and others" are reproached
for failing to understand Aristotle’s proof at the beginning of the sev-
enth book, their failure being due to confusing accidental motion with
the motion caused by a part of what is moved.

It should, however, be noted that in LP VII, Comm. 1, 306 F, Averroes
himself identifies "being moved by a part" with accidental motion.

It s also possible to find passages in which Averroes opposes motion
per se to both accidental motion and motion through the motion of a
part, e.g., IP V, i (fol. 70b, 21-71a, 5):

We say that the altered and the moved, as well as the cause of
alteration and the cause of motion, are each said to be of three
kinds: essential [per se]l, accidental, or through a part....
What is moved per se is what is not moved either accidentally or
through the motion of some part of itself...

Averroes’ definition of "per se" in this Question agrees with the
comment of Yahya ibn ‘Adi to Physics VII, 1 in the (unique) Leyden MS of
the Arabic Physics (p. 743, 7-8 [all citations of the Arabic text of
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Physics, and the accompanying commentaries by Yahya ibn ‘Adi and
Abu’l-Faraj, vrefer to the edition of A.Badawi, al-Tabi‘a (Cairo,
1964-65)]; on the MS itself, see S. Stern, "Ibn al-Samh," Journal of the
Royal Asiatic Society [April, 1956], pp. 31-44). But both Alexander of
Aphrodisias in his "Refutation of Galen," (67b, 14 ff.; cf. 67a,
6-8), a work which appears to be an excursus excerpted from his commen-
tary on Physics VII, 1, and Simplicius (in Aristotelis Physicorum Libros
Quattuor Posteriores Commentaria, CAG X [ed. H. Diels; 1895], p. 1037,
20-22; cf. ibid., 25-26) do identify motion because of a part with acci-
dental motion (see below, note 24).

On the "Refutation of Galen," see F. Rosenthal, "From Arabic Books and
Manuscripts V: A One-Volume Library of Arabic Philosophical and Scien-
tific Texts 1in Istanbul," Journal of the American Oriental Society 75
(1955), pp. 14-23; and S. Pines, “"Omne quod movetur necesse est ab ali-
quo moveri: A Refutation of Galen by Alexander of Aphrodisias and the
Theory of Motion," Isis 52 (1961), p. 22. I am greatly indebted to Pro-
fessor Rosenthal for a photostat of the MS.

6. The Hebrew text reads only "primariness." Cf. the general defini-
tion of "primariness" in Physics VI, 5, 235b, 33-34. Here, the specific
reference is to Physics V, 1, 224a, 26-29; cf. 7ibid., VII, 1, 241b, 38.

Other treatments of "what is moved primarily" in Averroes’ commen-
taries include:

IP VII, i, fol. 10la, 12-15:

That which is moved primarily is that whose motion does not take
place because some part of it is moved per se, or can be moved
per se, such as the motion of the smallest part of earth or
water, i.e. a part such that a smaller magnitude cannot receive
the form of water; for in the natural bodies [elements] this
[minimum] magnitude is fixed.

EP VII (Hebrew: p. 35a, 13-21; Arabic: p. 114, 3-9):

That which is moved primarily, i.e. that which is not moved
because of some part in it, is that which is moved per se. In
the case of these simple bodies, with respect to which some
question has occurred, it is the smallest quantity [e.g.,] of
fire which can be moved upward, or the smallest quantity of
earth which can be moved downward. Any part of earth or fire
answering to this description which undergoes motion is that
which is moved primarily, for to no part of that part can that
motion belong, inasmuch as fire [for example] has no smaller
part. This is so only because the [minimum] magnitudes of
existing things are fixed.

7. Cf. Simplicius, 7n Physicorum VII, 1 (p. 1037, 27-28): "But first
he sets straight our thinking...."

8. What follows is a direct quotation of Physics VII, 1, 241b, 29-34
(28-33 in the textus alter), but Aristotle says that AB is "moved by
itself," whereas our text reads that AB is not moved by anything [else].
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As Simplicius (op. cit., p. 1036, 4-6) noted, Physics VII, 1(-3)
exists in two versions, "having only some few verbal differences; for
the problems are the same, and the demonstrations of them occur in the
same order in both versions." The version of the text which is desig-
nated as alpha has generally been considered to be the better (W.D.
Ross, Aristotle’s Physics [Oxford, 1936], Commentary, p. 14).

Averroes does not seem to have been aware that there were two versions
of the text. On the basis of the quotations and allusions in this Ques-
tion, it would appear that he was acquainted with a text representing a
conflation of the two versions. In fact, the text as quoted in this
Question is very close to the text of the Arabic Physics as found in the
Leyden MS (p. 734, 1-6), especially if the editor’s unnecessary emenda-
tion (Tine 4) is omitted. It is Badawi’s contention (Introduction, p.
7) that the Arabic version is based on the textus alter, but I find,
particularly in the text quoted here, a strong influence from alpha.
(Cf. the Latin translations of Aristotle printed in LP.)

9. Three of the MSS (the fourth MS omits) read the equivalent of EF,
and this is plainly incorrect. I conjecture that the Hebrew text, like
the Greek, originally used three letters, the equivalents of DEF, and
that at some point the first letter was dropped.

_}0. That is to say, it cannot be known by sense perception. The Ara-
bic text of Physics VII, 1, unlike the Greek text, does not specify
"sense perception." But cf. our text, below, paragraph 5.

11. At first glance, the tentative way in which Averroes puts forth
this opinion seems strange. It is to be accounted for, however, by the
difference in reading between the Greek text of Physics and the Arabic
version (see above, n. 10),

12. Differentiation: the Hebrew term used here is S$inndy, used in
the same sense as hilldp, the term that will be used later in this text.
sinndy is used as an equivalent for hilldp when the Tatter has the mean-
ing "change" (metabolé; see H.A. Wolfson, Crescas’ Critique of Aris-
totle [Cambridge, Mass.; 1929], p. 501). Our text would seem to indi-
cate that $inndy took on all the meanings of hilldp.

13.  Averroes’ language here is drawn from two places in Physics VII:
the source of its motion is taken from ch. 2, 243a, 32-34 (3-4 in the
textus alter), where the mover and that moved are said to be "together";
which is continuous with that thing is taken from ch. 1, 242b, 59-63
(24-27 in the textus alter), where it is said that the mover and what is
moved must be continuous or in contact with one another. Both these
sources are passages in which Aristotle discusses a series of bodies in
contact in order to show that the series must end with an unmoved mover,
Cf. EP VII (Hebrew: pp. 36a, 28-36b, 1; Arabic: p. 117, 10-12):

...then. it is clear that they form a magnitude which is one by
contiguity, and that their motion is simultaneous, as is the
motion of the parts of one continuous magnitude.
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14. Two MSS read DE. See above, n. 9

15. Laws X, 894B-896B; Phaedrus, 245C-E. It is curious that Averroes
should apply Plato’s conception of the self-moved to a body, but see
Pines, op. c¢cit., p. 33 and n. 60.

This 1is the only Averroean text, commenting directly on Physics VII,
1, where it is conjectured that Aristotle’s argument was aimed at Plato,
but such a claim is made in LDC 11I, Comm. 28, 198 LM, and ibid., IV,
Comm. 22, 249 FG. In both these texts it is also said that the argument
of this chapter refers to the motion of the elements, a statement miss-
ing in this Question (see, however, Question VII, paragraphs 6 and 23,
and n. 22; see also the quotation from EP, n. 6 above). Alexander, too,
referred this argument to the motion of the elements (see Pines, op.
cit., pp. 27 ff.). Here, again, this Question contradicts Alexander’s
"Refutation of Galen": Alexander claims that Plato, too, held that
everything in motion has a mover. See Pines, op. cit., pp. 24-25.

Averroes’ other references to Plato’s self-moved, while frequent, have
nothing to do with establishing the purpose of Physics VII, 1: e.g., LP
11, Comm. 3, 49 B-D; 7bid., VIII, Comm. 40, 380 A-F, and Comm. 76, 422
Ly EP VIII, p. 142, 3-5 (Arabic).

16. At the opening [of this book]: Perhaps one ought to translate
this as "in this proem," for according to LP VII, Comm. 1, 306 HI,
Aristotle’s argument up to this point constitutes only a preliminary
argument designed to show that the evidence of sense perception is not
sufficient to establish the existence of a self-mover, i.e. one in which
the mover and the moved are identical. Cf. Simplicius, op. cit., p.
1038, 12-19.

The remainder of our Question consists of an analysis of the Tlogical
form of Physics VII, 1, 241b, 44-242a, 49 (241b, 34-242a, 15 in the tex-
tus alter), ending with the reconstruction of Aristotle’s argument in a
syllogism of the first figure. In the "Refutation of Galen," Alexander
is also concerned with the logic of the argument, and his analysis also
culminates in a reconstruction of the argument in a syllogism of the
first figure (see Pines, op. cit., pp. 29 ff.). Alexander, however, is
not so much concerned with the form of Aristotle’s argument, but with
the logical validity of the propositions involved. Averroes here
appears to take the validity of the propositions for granted; indeed, he
says that the first of them is self-evident (paragraph 7). He also
appears to consider the argument demonstrative, while Alexander charac-
terizes the argument as "logical" (see below, n. 26; Pines, Joc. cit.).

In other writings, Averroes is concerned with both the validity of the
propositions and the worth of the argument (see EP VII, pp. 115, 17-116,
11 [Arabic; quoted below, Question VIII, n. 56]; LP VII, Comm. 2, 307
G-1). In neither of these texts is Alexander mentioned, although in the
Introduction to LP (1 B and E) Averroes states explicitly that, even
though he did not have all of Alexander’s commentary on Physics, he did
have the commentary to Book VII (cf. Steinschneider, HU p. 123, n. 104).

It might also be noted that in EP VII, Averroes does not discuss the
"proem," but prefaces the treatment of the propositions with mention of
the motion of the elements. Alexander, too, does not discuss the
"proem." His discussion of Book VII begins with the propositions (at
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fol. 67a, 25), the earlier part of the treatise consisting of polemic
and a summary of the way in which the proof that everything in motion
has a mover is treated in Book VIII.

At the end of his discussion of the propositions in IP VII, i, fol.
102a, 13-102b, 3, however, Averroes writes:

Great confusion had already occurred to some men about this
proof, so that for some time even we ourselves were confused
about it... and the reason for this is that we did not compre-
hend Aristotle’s stipulation with respect to that thing in
motion which is assumed to be moved primarily... and, moreover,
that no explanation of the demonstration by the commentators had
fallen into our hands; for Themistius omitted it from his book,
and Alexander’s commentary was also missing from his book in the
translation which had come down to us. Later we found the com-
mentary of Alexander on this passage and found that it agreed
with what we had written, even though it is lengthier in expla-
nation. [But] it may, perhaps, also be more profound.

It is not clear from this text whether Averroes refers to the whole of
Alexander’s commentary on Physics VII, or only to the excursus now
called the "Refutation of Galen." It is clear that finding Alexander’s
text was of some significance for his own position, and that he consid-
ered that he was in perfect agreement with Alexander (but see Pines, op.
cit., p. 33, n. 59). It may well be that our Question belongs to an
early stage of Averroes’ career, prior to his finding Alexander’s com-
mentary.

17. This is Aristotle’s wording in the textus alter (242a, 1). Alex-
ander (op. cit., fol. 67b, 21-23) and Simplicius (op. cit., p. 1038,
27-31), apparently relying on alpha, give this proposition in the form:
"What is not set in motion by something else will not necessarily
cease...." They also insist on the addition of "necessarily” in the
inverted proposition (see below, paragraph 7): "What necessarily comes
to rest...." In the commentary of Abu’l-Faraj to the Arabic text of
Physics (p. 740, 15-17), the terms "necessarily" and "not ever" do not
occur at all (note also the inversion in the order of the propositions).
Yabya (p. 743, 2-3) uses "necessarily " in the original proposition, but
not in the inverted proposition.

18. See Wolfson, Crescas, p. 541. Reference to some kind of conver-
sion or inversion seems to be a commonplace in commentaries on this
argument, but it s not found in the "Refutation of Galen" (unless we
emend the text at fol, 68a, 13) or in EP VII, pp. 113, 5-117, 9 (Arabic)
which has many points of similarity with Alexander’s work. See, how-
ever, Simplicius, op. cit., p. 1040, 21-22; Abu’l-Faraj, p. 740, 18;
Yahya, p. 743, 4-5; LP VII, Comm. 2, 307 C; and below, Question VII,
paragraph 6.

19. This type of demonstration, its form, and its validity is treated
at some length in Questions VII and VIII and in the notes to those Ques-
tions. On Aristotle’s procedure 1in Physics VII, cf.Simplicius, op.
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cit., p. 1039, 1, and LP VII, Comm. 2, 308 AB.

20, See Physics VI, 10, 240b, 8-241a, 26; ibid., VI, 4, 234b, 10-20;
and EP VII (Hebrew: p. 35a, 6-9; Arabic: p. 113, 9-11):

With reference to the first proposition [that everything in
motion per se and primarily is divisible], he employs in its
demonstration what has already been demonstrated in the sixth
book: that everything in motion is divisible into that "from
which" and that "to which," and [also] what was demonstrated
there [to the effect] that what 1is not divisible cannot be
moved.

21. The Hebrew term used here for necessarily (be-hekréah) can also
have the meaning of "by compulsion." Although the latter meaning is
clearly inappropriate to our text, the term is used in that sense at £P
VII (Hebrew: p. 35a, 22-24; Arabic: p. 114, 10-11): "It is clear that
if a part of it is imagined to be at rest, the remainder must come to
rest by nature, not by compulsion."

Elias Cretensis [Elijah de Medigo] appends a note to his discussion of
these lines from EP (Super libros physicorum, fol. 154, col. 1 E). The
note tells us that in certain writings, Averroes speaks not of "compul-
sion," but of "necessity." It is del Medigo’s opinion that both ver-
sions amount to the same thing: for what does not come to rest because
of an external impediment, must be at rest because of its own nature;
and what is at rest necessarily, cannot be moved any longer:

In quadam scriptura invenitur, quiescit naturaliter non de
necessitate: et ut videtur mihi, quasi in idem redit. nam per
hoc intendit Commentator dicere, quod quiescit non propter
impedimentum aliquod extrinsecum necessitans ipsum non moveri,
sed dimissum suae naturae non impedimentum ab extrinseco non
movetur. Cum autem in alia scriptura dicit, quiescit de necessi-
tate, intelligitur qui non potest amplius moveri.

22. Cf. LP VII, Comm. 2, 307 G, and, below, Question VII, paragraphs
6 and 7.

23. Cf. below, Question VIII, paragraph 12.
24. IpP VII, i, fol. 101b, 16-18:

Thus, of necessity, it follows when CB, which is the part, comes
to rest, that ACB, which is the whole, comes to rest. And when a
certain ACB in motion comes to rest due to the fact that its
part comes to rest, it necessarily comes to rest through the
coming to rest of something other than itself, for the whole is
not the part.

The stipulation that the whole is not the part is not found in Aver-
roes’ other treatments of this passage. It is found in the "Refutation
of Galen" (fol. 67b, 6-7 and 26-27). For our text, the commentary of
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Narboni, ad Toc., supplies the missing stipulation:

When Averroes says, what is moved primarily must be set in
motion by some other thing, he means it must be set in motion by
a mover which is not identical with its whole.

25. On the phrase, it must necessarily be moved by some principle [of
motion] in it, see Physics VII, 1, 241b, 35 (25 in the textus alter),
and the commentary of Yahya ad Toc. (p. 743, 7-8).

26. Cf. LP VII, Comm. 2, 307 IK. Aristotle (242a, 45-46 [13-14]
omits this intermediate conclusion and immediately concludes that every-
thing in motion has a mover. Averroes does not go on to this final step
here.

Alexander (op. cit., fol. 67b, 21-23) also summed up Aristotle’s argu-
ment in a syllogism of the first figure. Simplicius, however, criticized
Alexander’s use of the first figure, and offered his own summation in
the second figure (op. cit., p. 1041, 10-17).

As we have said (n. 16, above), Averroes offers no characterization of
Aristotle’s argument in this Question. In this he differs from Alex-
ander (n. 16, above), Simplicius (who, agreeing with Alexander, charac-
terizes the arguments of Physics VII as "dialectical" [op. cit., p.
1036, 12-13]), Yahya (who says that this argument is dialectical, not
demonstrative [p. 743, 11-12]), and Abu’1-Faraj (who agrees the argument
is dialectical, whereas the arguments of Bk. VIII are demonstrative [p.
740, 2-4]). However, in those commentaries where Averroes discusses the
objections that have been raised against Aristotle’s argument, he also
offers characterizations of that argument. In EP VII, p. 116, 7-12
(Arabic), he states that the argument is of the same class as the argu-
ments frequently used in mathematics, where no absurdity results from
their use; and of the same type as the arguments in Physics VI, where
Aristotle assumed that for every moved thing, there is something moved
more rapidly and something moved less rapidly (cf. below, Question VIII,
paragraph 11). In LP VII, Comm. 2, 307 KL, Averroes states that even if
this argument is not absolutely demonstrative, it is nonetheless true,
and belongs to the category of "infallible signs" (see Rhetoric I, 2,
1357b, 1-21; cf. Wolfson, op. cit., p. 326; see also, below, Question
11, paragraph 7 and n. 19).

27. Narboni comments, ad loc.:

When Averroes says that whatever is in motion must be set in
motion by something [else], he means everything in motion in
place per se about which there is doubt as to whether it is
moved primarily or whether {it contains something moved pri-
marily.

28. Praise be to God: this phrase is given a two letter abbreviation
here. In medieval Hebrew, this abbreviation would normally mean "Thanks
be to God"; but in light of the Arabic text of the ending of Question
VI, "praise" seems more likely than "thanks." Both words begin with the
same letter of the Hebrew alphabet. Cf. Question VII, paragraph 49.
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QUESTION II

1. Each of the subsequent Questions will also begin with this phrase.

Steinschneider (HU, p. 179) conjectured that this work might be iden-
tical with one of the two treatises on the motion of the heavens men-
tioned in the Escurial list, or with the treatise on that topic cited by
Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a (see Renan, Averroés, pp. 456 and 464). It had, how-
ever, also been conjectured that the titles in the bibliographies
referred to De Substantia Orbis or to astronomical works. See Stein-
schngider, op. cit., p. 182, n. 553, and Renan, op. cit., p. 75.

Th1§ Question is a peculiar work. While many of its parts have paral-
lels in other writings by Averrces, the overall plan of the Question and
its purpose (not revealed until the very end of the work) have no paral-
lel. In addition, we find terminology which is not used, in the sense
intended here, elsewhere in the Averroean corpus. It is my belief,
which I hope to document fully in a future article, that this Question
is based on a Greek prototype: there are striking similarities between
this trgat1se and material contained in the commentaries of Simplicius
%m2 Arrstateiisgaﬂe gae;g Commgntarfa. CAG VII [1894; ed. I. Heiberg],

, 2, @sp. pp. 5 .3 cf. Idem, 7in Physicorum P ;
1313-1314). i i B

In _Averroes' commentaries, the closest parallels to the plan of this
Question are to be found in LP VIII, Comm. 75, 419 D-M, and LDC 1I,
Comm. 22 and 23, 109 H-110 K (where the argument deals with the perfec-
tion of the circle and the sphere.)

2. The reduction of Aristotle’s arguments to neat, syllogistic form,
with every premise made explicit, is common in the Greek commentators
and very characteristic of Averroes’ commentary (see, e.g., above, Ques-
tion 1, paragraph 9 and n. 26). The reason for the practice is clear:
Aristotle, despite his insistence on the necessity for demonstration,
does not do 1it. See J. Barnes, "Aristotle’s Theory of Demonstration,”
Articles on Aristotle 1 (London, 1975), especially p. 66.

The texts which provide the premises for this syllogism are Physics
VIII, 9, 265a, 17 ff., and De Caelo II, 4, 286b, 18-23.

3. At this point, the Hebrew text changes to a new word for perfec-
tion/perfect (tammim rather than Selémit/Selémd). It is likely that this
reflects a change of term in the Arabic original. In this text, cer-
Eain]y, the two terms are used synonymously. See, however, S. Pines,

An Arabic Summary of a Lost Work of John Philoponus," Israel Oriental
Studies 11 (1972), p. 325, and R. Walzer, "“New Light on the Arabic
Translations of Aristotle,”" Greek into Arabic: Essays on Islamic Phi-
losophy (Cambridge, Mass., 1962), pp. 95-96.

4, Aristotle defines the perfect, or complete, in (i) Physics III, 6,
207a, 8 ff.; (ii) De Caelo I, 1, 268b, 4 f.; (iii) ibid., II, 4, 286b,
18 ff,; (iv) Metaphysics V, 16, 1021b, 12-1022a, 2; (v) ibid., X, 4,
1055a, 10 ff. Clearly, it is the language of (iii) which has influenced
Averroes’ wording of the definition here. Other instances of this ver-
sion of the definition in his commentaries are : EM I (Arabic: p. 29,
4-6; Latin: 362 DE; German: pp. 22-23 [van den Bergh]); LOC I, Comm.



50 Notes--Question One
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tioned in the Escurial 1ist, or with the treatise on that topic cited by
Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a (see Renan, Averroés, pp. 456 and 464). It had, how-
ever, also been conjectured that the titles in the bibliographies
referred to De qustantfa Orbis or to astronomical works. See Stein-
schngider. op. cit., p. 182, n. 553, and Renan, op. cit., p. 75.

This Question is a peculiar work. While many of its parts have paral-
lels in other writings by Averroes, the overall plan of the Question and
its purpose (not revealed until the very end of the work) have no paral-
lel. In addition, we find terminology which is not used, in the sense
intended here, elsewhere in the Averroean corpus. It is my belief,
which I hope to document fully in a future article, that this Question
is based on a Greek prototype: there are striking similarities between
this treatise and material contained in the commentaries of Simplicius
%fnz Arfstote?issaoe gae;g Commgntarfa. CAG VII [1894; ed. I. Heiberg],

y 2, @Sp. pp. > .3 cf. Idem, 1in Physicoru i ;
1313:1314). i " ks G,

In Averroes’ commentaries, the closest parallels to the plan of this
Question are to be found in LP VIII, Comm. 75, 419 D-M, and L(DC 1I,
Comm. 22 and 23, 109 H-110 K (where the argument deals with the perfec-
tion of the circle and the sphere.)

2. The reduction of Aristotle’s arguments to neat, syllogistic form,
with every premise made explicit, is common in the Greek commentators
and very characteristic of Averroes’ commentary (see, e.g., above, Ques-
tion 1, paragraph 9 and n. 26). The reason for the practice is clear:
Aristotle, despite his insistence on the necessity for demonstration,
doeg not do 1it. See J. Barnes, "Aristotle’s Theory of Demonstration,"
Articles on Aristotle 1 (London, 1975), especially p. 66.

The texts which provide the premises for this syllogism are Physics
VIII, 9, 265a, 17 ff., and De Caelo II, 4, 286b, 18-23.

3. At this point, the Hebrew text changes to a new word for perfec-
tion/perfect (tammim rather than Selémit/Selémd). It is likely that this
reflects a change of term in the Arabic original. In this text, cer-
Eain]y, the two terms are used synonymously. See, however, S. Pines,
An Arabic Summary of a Lost Work of John Philoponus," Israel Oriental
Studies 11 (1972), p. 325, and R. Walzer, "New Light on the Arabic
Translations of Aristotle,”" Greek into Arabic: Essays on Islamic Phi-
losophy (Cambridge, Mass., 1962), pp. 95-96.

4, Aristotle defines the perfect, or complete, in (i) Physies 111, 6,
207a, 8 ff.; (ii) De Caelo I, 1, 268b, 4 f.; (iii) ibid., II, 4, 286b,
18 ff.; (iv) Metaphysics V, 16, 1021b, 12-1022a, 2; (v) 7ibid., X, 4,
1055a, 10 ff. Clearly, it is the language of (iii) which has influenced
Averroes’ wording of the definition here. Other instances of this ver-
sion of the definition in his commentaries are : EM I (Arabic: p. 29,
4-6; Latin: 362 DE; German: pp. 22-23 [van den Bergh]); LDC 1, Comm.
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4, 4 D; ibid., II, Comm. 23, 110 G.

It should be noted that Aristotle himself (Physics VIII, 9, 265a, 18
ff.) prefers to emphasize the imperfection of rectilinear motion. Cf.
LP VIII, Comm. 75, 419 G.

5. Cf. LP V, Comm., 42, 233 EF.

6. Topics I, 8, 103b, 7-12; ibid., 11, 1, 109a, 13-17; ITp I, 7, 12 H
(Arabic: p. 41, 12-15 Butterworth/Haridi). Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 27, 365
D; Intermediate Isagoge (Hebrew: p. 15, 1-18 Davidson; Latin: 13 C);
DSO VI, pp. 123-24 (Hebrew: pp. 42, 5-43, 8 Hyman; Latin: 11 F-12 A);
and I}i M:dkour, L’Organon d’Aristote dans le monde arabe (Paris, 1934),
Pp. -14.

IIEOE an almost exact parallel to paragraph 2, see LDC II, Comm. 23,

7. Averroes makes many references to the validity of syllogisms com-
posed of two affirmative premises in the second figure when the subject
and predicate of the major premise are convertible, and to Aristotle’s
frequent use of such syllogisms. See, e.g., (P II, Comm. 23, 57 F;
ibid., IV, Comm. 33, 135 D, and Comm. 42, 140 F-H; IPrA I, Cap. 1, 2 I;
KMH, Heqqés, p. 30a, 14-27 (Latin: De locis Topicis, 65 H); QLog VII,
93 M; LDAn II, Comm. 40, p. 193 (Crawford); 7bid., Comm. 157, p. 368.

8. IDC 1, ii, fol. 142a, 20-21 (Latin: 213 B): "...
increased is imperfect"; cf. LDC 1, Comm. 12, 10 B.

and what can be

9. On paragraph 3, see LDC 11, Comm. 23, 110 GH.

10. This would appear to accord neither with Aristotle’s definition
of "prior in excellence" (Categories, 12, 14b, 3-8: "That which is bet-
ter and more honorable is said to have a natural priority."), nor the
version of this definition in ICat III, ii (Hebrew: p. 87, 52-54 David-
son [and his note ad Joc.]; Arabic: p. 112, 6-10 Bouyges / pp. 146,
14-147, 2 Kassem; Latin: 58 E: "The naturally more excellent is thought
to be prior to the less excellent...").

Averroes usually states that the more excellent, or the perfect, is
prior by nature (cf. De Caelo I, 2, 269a, 19-20); or he simply states
that it is prior, without qualification (perhaps following Metaphysics
I1I, 3, 999a, 13-14, or De Caelo II, 4, 286b, 22). See, e.g., IP VIII,
v, 4, fol. 135b, 11-13:

Then, since the motion of what is moved in a circle is more
perfect than rectilinear motion, and the perfect is by nature
prior to the imperfect, what is moved in a circle must be prior
to what is moved rectilinearly.

IDC 1, iv, fol. 144b, 3-5 (Latin: 274 DE):
A third demonstration: that circular motion is prior by nature

to rectilinear motion because circular motion is perfect,
inasmuch as increase and diminution are not found in it; while
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rectilinear motion is imperfect, inasmuch as increase and dimi-
nution are found in it.

Cf. LM 111, Comm. 11, 50 H (Arabic: p. 232, 16-17); EM IV (Arabic: p.
131, 3-6; Latin: 386 E; German: p. 109, 5 ff.); LDC I, Comm. 12, 9 KL;
ibid., 11, Comm. 25, 111 G; LP VIII, Comm. 58, 399 E-G, and Comm. 59,
399 L.

I believe that the phrase "prior by nature and excellence" is to be
explained by reference to Physics VIII, 7, 260b, 15 ff., and its treat-
ment by the Greek commentators. Aristotle states there that motion in
place is prior to all other motions "in nature, in time, and according
to substance (kat’ oustan)." Themistius (in Aristotelis Physica Paraph-
rasis, CAG V,2 [1900; ed. H. Schenkl], p. 225, 18-19), Philoponus (in
Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Quinque Posteriores Commentaria, [Excerpta
Veneta] CAG XVII [1888; ed. H. Vitelli], VIII, 7, p. 897, 9-11; cf. p.
898, 20-22; and Pines, "Summary," pp. 335-36), and Simplicius (in Physi-
corum, p. 1268, 1-3; cf. similar terminology, in De Caelo, p. 41, 13
ff., and the wording "prior in nature and more perfect," ibid., pp. 103,
12 and 107, 27) all interpret "priority kat’ ousian" to mean "perfec-
tion" or "belonging to perfect things," an interpretation probably based
on Physics VIII, 7, 26la, 13-15 (but cf. Metaphysics IX, 8). Moreover,
Simplicius (7n Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, CAG VIII [1907; ed.
C. Kalbfleisch], p. 421, 21-24) explicitly identifies "prior in sub-
stance (kat’ ousvan)" with "prior in excellence."”

Simplicius noted that the meaning of "prior according to substance" in
Physics VIII is unusual: 1in Metaphysics, "prior according to substance”
is synonymous with "prior in nature" (in Physicorum, pp. 1269, 10-12,
and 1271, 22-25; the reference is to Metaphysics V, 11, 1019a, 1-4).

The same interpretation of Physics VIII, 7, identifying "prior accord-
ing to substance" with "prior in excellence," is to be found in the com-
mentary of Abu’l-Faraj, where locomotion is said to be prior in nature,
in time, and in excellence (see pp. 884, 18-19; 885, 7-8; 886, 1-2.
Abu’l-Faraj evidently depends on Alexander: see Simplicius, op. cit.,
p. 1268, 3-6). Furthermore, Abu’1-Faraj uses the phrase "prior in excel-
lence” with specific reference to the priority of circular motion. In
his commentary on Physics VIII, 9, 265a, 17 ff. (p. 912, 12 ff.), he
remarks that Aristotle’s aim 1is to prove that circular motion is the
first of the motions in place: in time, in nature, and in excellence.
Note that the Arabic text of Physics VIII, 9, 265a, 22-23, like the
Greek, reads: "The perfect is prior to the imperfect 1in nature, time
and reason [emphasis mine]," on which Abu’l-Faraj (p. 922, 9-10) writes:

Because circular motion is more perfect, it is prior in excel-
Jence to rectilinear motion, for the more perfect is prior to
the more imperfect.

In other words, Abu’l-Faraj has identified "prior in reason" with
"prior in substance," the latter having previously been identified with
"prior in excellence." This is exactly the opinion of Simplicius: "prior
in reason" means "prior in substance" (op. cit., p. 1314, 24-25; but cf.

Wolfson, Crescas, p. 629). )
In this Question, then, Averroes is following the tradition of earlier
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commentators. It may have seemed particularly appropriate to him to lay
out this view in a treatise dealing with the perfection and priority of
the circular figure and circular motion, for Aristotle, at the beginning
of a chapter dealing with the perfection and priority of circular and
spherical figure (De Caelo I1, 4, 286b, 10-11), says: "The shape of the
heaven is of necessity spherical; for that is the shape most appropriate
to its substance [emphasis mine] and also by nature primary." (However,
Averroes does not follow this interpretation in any of his commentaries
on this passage from De Caelo, and Themistius [in Libros Aristotelis De
Caelo Paraphrasis, CAG V,4 (1902; ed. S Landauer), p. 66, 14-18] and
Simplicius [in De Caelo, p. 406, 25 ff.] appear either to have identi-

fied “in substance" with the substance of the heavens, or with "in
nature.")

In other writings, Averroes exhibits 1ittle consistency in his treat-
ment of the terms "prior in reason" and "prior in substance." In LP

VIII, Comm. 75, 419 D and M, he identifies "prior in reason"™ with "prior
in definition." Ibid., Comm. 56, 397 F and I, he identifies prius in
essentia with prius secundum causam; but ibid., Comm. 58, 399 E-G (to
Physics VIII, 7, 26la, 13 ff., where Aristotle again speaks of "prior
according to substance"), he writes: et, quia translatio est prior
secundum perfectionem aliis motibus.... (See also below, Question VII,
paragraph 41 where, as in this Question, the language of Physics VIII,
7, 260b, 15 ff. is applied to the argument of Physics VIII, 9, 265a, 13
ff.) Other passages in which Averroes connects "prior according to sub-
stance" with perfection are: LP V, Comm. 42, 233 EF (to Physics V, 4,
228b, 11-15), and LM XII, Comm. 44, 327 EF (Arabic: p. 1647, 3), on
which see H.A. Wolfson, "The Plurality of Immovable Movers in Aristotle,
Averroes and St. Thomas," Harvard Studies in Classical Philology LXIII
(1958), pp. 244-245; cf. Alexander Aphrodisiensis, De principiis (Ff
mabddi’ al-kull) in Aristd ‘inda-1-‘Ardb (Cairo, 1947; ed. A. Badawi),
p. 267, 18 ff. (Note alsc LM IX, Comm. 13, 240 AB [Arabic: p. 1179,
16-19], where prior secundum substantiam is prior secundum formam; and
cf. ibid., Comm. 15, 241 DE [Arabic: p. 1188, 4-7].)

For a discussion of the meaning of "priority" in Aristotle, see J.
Cleary, Aristotle on the Many Senses of Priority (Carbondale and
Edwardsville, 1988).

11. The best verbal parallel is found not in Averroes, but in Grosse-
teste, Commentarius in VIII Libros Physicorum Aristotelis (Boulder, Col-
orado, 1963; ed. R. Dales), p. 138: Perfecta enim imperfecta in eodem
genere nature priora sunt....

Averroes rarely expresses the condition of the same genus, especially
in connection with the priority of circular motion. See, e.g., LP VIII,
Comm. 75, 419 E-G, a passage which provides many parallels with our
text, where it is said only that in the case of two things, one imper-
fect, and the other perfect, the perfect is prior to the imperfect.
(Cf. EM IV [Arabic: pp. 143, 11-144, 9; Latin: 389 C-E; German: pp.
119-120], where the condition is used, but with reference to the rela-
tive priority of the separate [incorporeal] intelligences.)

The source for the condition is probably Metaphysics X, 4, 1055a, 3-16
(cf. ibid., Vv, 11, 1018b, 9-10, and V, 16, 1021b, 14-15), which states
that that which is greatest in each class [genei] is complete [perfect].

r
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(In Averroes, see LM X, Comm. 13, 261 G [Arabic: p. 1304, 1-5]; ibid.,
vV, Comm. 16, 120 E [Arabic: p. 570, 9-12]; Averroes interprets "class"
as "category.")

Perhaps Averroes has been reminded of the formulation in Metaphysics X
by the following Tlines from De Caelo II, 4, 286b, 16-17: "But since in
any kind [genei] the one is naturally prior to the many and the simple
to the complex, the circle will be the first of plane figures." Note the
treatment of this passage in LOC 11, Comm. 22, 110 AB [emphasis mine]:

. if, therefore, the lines from which the circle 1is composed
were rdentical in species with the lines from which the triangle
is composed, then the priority of the circle to the triangle
would be like the priority of the simple to the composite. But
actually the circle is prior to the triangle in the same way as
the circular 1line is prior to the straight line: because the
circular is perfect while the straight is imperfect... for the
circular Iine is not of the same genus as the straight line.

(Cf. LM XII,
sim]: Prioritas...in...superficiebus
where the first of the plane figures is
triangle.)

Inasmuch as the specific differentiation of motion is due to the Tine
over which the motion takes place (see below, paragraph 5, and the notes
ad loc.), the text from LDC would imply that circular motion and rectil-
inear motion do not belong to the same genus. In this Question, how-
ever, the genus referred to must be locomotion, circular and rectilinear
motion being its species (cf. LDC I, Comm. 24, 18 M, and LP V, Comm. 42,
233 E).

The addition of the condition of the same genus in our text may also
be connected with the words by nature, not position in paragraph 4,

Comm. 2, 291 E et passim [Arabic: p. 1411, 10 et pas-
est in eodem genere...:
not the circle, but the

below. See below, n. 13.
12. The syllogism brought to a conclusion by means of an additional
proposition: I have not been able to find this phrase elsewhere in

Averroes’ writings, except with reference to imperfect syllogisms (syl-
logisms of the second and third figures; see IPrA I, Cap. VI, 15 BC and
16 F; cf. Prior Analytics 1, 2, 24b, 23-24). The syllogism presented
here, however, is in the first figure.

The words of the Hebrew text (ha-heqqés ha-mélid be-tdsepet) represent
the Greek syllogismos kata proslépsin. Proslepsis is usually said to be
the minor premise of a hypothetical syllogism (see K. Gyekye, "The Term
Istithnd’ in Arabic Logic," JAOS 92 [1972], pp. 88-92). No hypothetical
syllogism is presented in our text.

Alexander (in Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum Librum I Commentarium,
CAG TI,1 (1883; ed. M. Wallies), pp. 263-64), Ammonius (7n Aristotelis
Analyticorum Priorum Librum I Commentarium, CAG IV,6 (1899; ed. M.
Wallies), p. 68), and Galen (Institutio Logica, XIX,1-6 Kalbfleisch)
all give examples of Peripatetic usage of proslepsis in the sense of the
minor premise of a categorical syllogism. In our text, however, pro-
slepsis applies to the major premise of the syllogism.

As for prosleptic syllogism proper, characterized by a major premise
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hypothetical implicative syllogism; see C. Lejewski, "On Prosleptic Syl-
lﬂgisms,“ Notrg Dame Journal of Formal Logic 2 [1961], pp. 158-176, and
J.S. Kieffer, Galen’s Institutio Logica [Baltimore, 1964}, pp. 128-133):
it would be possible to phrase Averroes’ syllogism in @hls way, but that
does not appear to be what is intended. It is the addition represented
by the major premise that impresses Averroes.

Professor S. van den Bergh suggested to me (letter, July 9, 1958) that
what Averroes refers to here is prosyllogism and episy!]oglsm, the_mqjor
premise of the episyllogism constituting the additional proposition.
This is clearly the only proper interpretation of the passage, bu@,
again, the terminology is a problem. To my knowledge, no Peripatetic
writer calls the episyllogism syllogismos kata proslépsin.

It is the commentary of Simplicius to De Caelo I, 2 (pp. 38, 14 ff.)
which may provide the solution. Here we find a discussion of the ways in
which Aristotle’s treatment of the priority and perfection of c1rcu1gr
motion in Physics differs from the treatment found in De Caelo (cf., in
this Question, paragraph 8, below). Simplicius relates the perfection
of circular motion to the perfection of the Tine over which it takes
place (in this Question, see paragraph 5, below). Then he turns to the
question of the priority of circular motion (p. 40, 1-6):

Positing additionally (proslabén), now, that the more perfect
motion is prior, for he says that the perfect is natqra11y prior
to the imperfect; and demonstrating that the circle is naturally
prior to the straight line because it is more perfect; anq as
the 1ines over which the motion takes place, so are the motjuns:
he has concluded that circular motion is prior to fect111ngar
motion. Positing in addition (prosiabon) to this premise
another....

(Cf. op. cit., pp. 236, 7-237, 7, and Idem, in Physicorum, p. 1313,
27-34. )

The )phrase the syllogism brought to a conclusion by means of an addi-
tional proposition, then, is an interpretation (or misuqderstandang) of
the use of the term proslabon by Greek commentators to'lnd1cate sequence
within an argument. In our text, this phrase is equivalent to pros-
Jabén, an equivalence elsewhere expressed by the Arabic zayyad,-a
Hebrew term which means "joining" (hibbér; see, e.g., paragraph 3 in
this Question), or a Latin term such as adiuncta (e.g., Loc 1, Comm.
12, 10 D, and LP IV, Comm. 42, 140 F-H; note the Arabic trang]at1uq gf
proslambanein at Posterior Analytics 1, 12, 78a, 14 [in @antrq 'Arista,
vol. II (Cairo, 1949; ed. A. Badawi)], p. 348, 10], on yh:gh see Na]zef,
“Translations,” p. 105). The interpretation of proslabén in our text is
most 1ikely that of some translator from the Greek, although it may rep-
resent Averroes’ attempt to make sense of the text before him. In any
case, no Greek Peripatetic could have confused proslabén, as used to
indicate sequence, with syllogismos kata proslépsin.

13. The Hebrew term translated as by position (be-hanndhid) represents
the Greek thesei. 1 have found no parallel passage in which this @erm
occurs. This makes it difficult to determine which of the many meanings
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of thesei (see, e.g., Stephanos, In De Interpretatione Commentarium, CAG

XVIII,3 [1885; ed. M. Hayduck], pp. 2, 17- 3, 1) applies here.
Possibly, the term is to be connected with the words of the same genus

$se?lea{3;g; ig }213 paragraph, and we are meant to think of Metaphysics

The words "prior" and "posterior" are applied (1) to some things
(on the assumption that there is a first, i.e. a beginning in
each class) because they are nearer some beginning determined
either absolutely and by nature, or by reference to something or
in some place or by certain people...

It is true that "priority in excellence" is not mentioned in this pas-
sage, but some conflation with Categories XII would not be particularly
unusual. In that case, by position would refer to the arbitrary posit-
ing of that "first" which determines priority and posteriority (cf.,
e.g., EP IV, p. 57, 15 f. [Arabic]), or to position relative to that
"first" (cf. Physics IV, 11, 219a, 15 f.), and by position would be
equivalent to "conventional."

On the other hand, the use of by position might be connected with the
aim of emphasizing the existential priority of the perfect, rather than
its priority 1in thought. Asclepius interpreted the passage from Meta-
physics cited above to mean that the prior is first divided into "abso-
lutely prior" and "prior to us and to our thesin" (in Metaphysicorum,
Libres A-Z Commentaria, CAG VI,2 [1888; ed. M. Hayduck] p. 323, 17 ff.;
cf. 1ibid., p. 326, 32 where the term thesei is used in connection with
"prior in knowledge"). For Simplicius (in Categorias, p. 421, 14-29),
prior thesei is divided into what is purely mental (cf. Olympiodorus,
Prolegomena et in Categoriarum Commentaria, CAG XII,1 [1902; ed. A.
Busse], p. 147, 14 f.), and into what has some natural priority -- in
which case it falls under "prior in order" (hypo tén taxin; cf. Stepha-
nos, Tloc. cit., and Simplicius, in Physicorum, p. 1268, 9 f. [Alex-
ander]). According to Simplicius, if "that which is prior in thought" is
to have some meaning, it must be the thought of the end (i.e., the com-
pleted or perfect thing), and then we have a kind of priority in time:
for the thought of the end is prior in time even though its existence is
posterior in time:

But it is first in substance; for the more perfect things are
first in substance. This last meaning of ‘prior’ does not seem
to me to be omitted here, as Iamblichos thought, but to be con-
tained in the fourth kind of priority, in which the more honor-

able and the better are said to be prior.... But he also says
the end s prior and better known... even if by nature it is
posterior.

Finally, because the subject of this Question is the perfection and
priority of circular motion, we may refer to Simplicius on Physics VIII,
7, 260b, 15 ff. (in Physicorum, p. 1269, 5 ff.). Here he points out
that Aristotle has discussed only those types of priority useful in dis-
cussing motion. As for priority kata thesin, if it exists at all in
motion, it ought to be taken temporally; or, perhaps, it might be said
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that the motion belonging to those bodies which are prior kata thesin is
also prior thesei. The latter suggestion seems to imply, again, the
identification of thesis with taxis (cf. ibid., p. 1160, 24-27; and
Philoponus, in Physicorum [Excerpta Veneta], p. 897, 10-11).

See also the text cited by F. Rosenthal, "A Commentator of Aristotle,"
Islamic Philosophy and the Classical Tradition (oxford, 1972), p. 345.

The phrase by nature or by position does occur in al-Ghazali (see TAT
IV, p. 162 [Arabic: p. 273, 15-20; Latin: 71 CD]:

If you object that souls are not joined to each other, and that
they have no order, either by nature or by position, and that
you regard only those infinite existents as impossible which
have order in space, 1ike bodies which have a spatial order of
higher and lower...

This raises the possibility that Averroes might have been thinking of
the difference in position between rectilinear and circular motion: The
former in the inferior sublunar world, the latter in the superior trans-

lunar world.

14. Averroes now proceeds to verify the minor premise in each of the
two initial syllogisms. This follows the line laid out by Aristotle at
the beginning of Physics VIII, 9, Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 75, 419 G-M, where
we are also told that the major premise is manifesta.

15. Physics V, 4, 227b, 17-20; ibid., VII, 4, 249a, 15-18; De Caelo
1, 2, 268b, 17-20. See also LDC I, Comm. 5, 5 1, and Comm. 12, 9 L; LP
Vv, Comm. 33, 227 K; ibid., VII, Comm. 30, 330 L-331 A, and Comm. 24, 327

H:

idest et sequetur quia motus rectus non habet rectitudinem, nisi
propter magnitudinem rectam, et similiter motus circularis
propter magnitudinem circularem.

EDC 1, p. 4, 4-8:

The simple natural motions are of three types: a motion from the
center, and a motion to the center, and these two types are
rectilinear motion; and a motion around the center, which is
circular motion. Motion differs in this way only because of the
difference of the intervals, that is, the circular and the rec-
tilinear....

IDC 1, iv, fol. 144b, 6-8 (Latin: 274 E):

The reason that circular motion is perfect is that the circle is
perfect; for it is finite in itself [because] it cannot receive
addition or diminution. The reason that rectilinear motion is
imperfect is that the straight line is imperfect....

16. See De Caelo 1, 2, 269a, 19-24; ibid., 11, 4, 286b, 20-23.
Ioc 11, i1, 3, fol. 185b, 14-21 (Latin: 98 FG):
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A second proof, namely: The perfect is necessarily prior to the
imperfect, and the perfect is that which is not susceptible of
addition or diminution, while the imperfect is susceptible of
increase and diminution. The circular line is necessarily per-
fect because it cannot be added to or diminished and still
remain a circular Tine. But the straight line is imperfect
because it can be added to and diminished and still remain a
straight 1ine. Inasmuch as the circular line is perfect and the
straight line is imperfect, and the perfect is prior to the
imperfect, the circular line must be prior to the straight line.

KMH,Heqqés, p. 30a, 16-27 (Latin: [De Jocis Topicis] 65 HI):

.. and this syllogism is composed in the second figure, because
the definition is convertible with itself. For example, we seek
to know if the circle is perfect, and we say that the perfect is
that to which nothing of its genus can be added, and from which
nothing of its genus can be taken away; but the circle is of
this description; therefore, the circle is perfect.... For
example, we seek to know if the straight Tine is perfect, and we
say that the perfect is that which cannot be increased or dimin-
ished; but the straight line can be increased or diminished and
still remain a straight line; therefore, the straight 1line is
not perfect. This syllogism is also brought to a conclusion in
the first mode of the second figure.

On the perfection of the circular figure or line, see also £M I, 362 D
(Arabic: p. 29, 6-7; German: p. 23); EDC 11, p. 43, 14-16; and LDC II,
Comm. 23, 110 F-H (where mention is again made of the use of two affir-
m:g:ve)propositions in the second figure when one proposition is a defi-
nition).

17, I_find this paragraph very difficult, and 1 cannot account for
the reading of the MSS. 1 take the proposition about which doubt occurs
to be the minor premise of the syllogism establishing the perfection of
circular motion (see, again, LP VIII, Comm. 75, 419 FG, where it is
stated that it is the minor premise which requires verification). The
:e;;f!gation of this premise is also given in the second figure of the

y1logism.

18. Cf. Posterior Analytics 1, 13; ibid., 1, 7, 75a, 28-38.

19. The Hebrew terms used here (hd'6tét wa-hd-‘édét) represent the
Greek semeia kai tekméria (i.e., non-apodeictic arguments). With the
exception of his commentaries on the Organon, where these terms are
explained, this combination of terms is very rare in Averroes. See,
however, EP VIII, p. 43b, 25 (Arabic: p. 141, 3-4).

In the analysis of arguments, the Greek commentators appear to have
b1urted the distinction between semeion, a sign or indication, and
tekmérion, an infallible sign (see Wolfson, Crescas, p. 326). For
example, in his comments on Physics I, 1, Themistius distinguishes only
between apodeictic arguments and those "sufficient for us" (in Physica,
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p. 2, 2-3); in both Philoponus (in Physicorum, p. 9, 17 and 27) and Sim-
plicius (in Physicorum, pp. 15, 24-25, and 18, 28) the term for the non-
apodeictic argument is simply tekmériédés. This blurring can also be
seen in the Arabic translations of Aristotle (see, e.g., the Index of
the Arabic version of De Generatione Animalium [Leiden, 1971; ed. J.
Brugman and H.J. Drossaart Lulofs], s.v, dalla, ‘alama, and Sahida; it
is clear that the three terms semeion, tekmérion, and martyrion are
treated as synonyms), and in Averroes (but cf., above, Question I, n.
26).

Here, Averroes refers to demonstratio per signum (also known as demon-
stratio quia; see LPsA 1, Comm. 7, 28 B [Mantinus], and KNH, Mopét, p.
40b, 23-29 ([Latin: De Demonstratione, 56 LM], quoted below, Question
VII, n. 139). The Hebrew terms used for this type of demonstration in
this Question (’6tét and ‘édét) are unusual. In these Questions, the
more common term is mopét re’dyd (see below, Question VII, paragraph
38). While there is considerable variation in the Hebrew terms used for
semeion (e.g., hérd, hérd’d, re’dyd, and simdn in KMH), as there is in
Latin (see, e.g., LPsA I, Comm. 7, 28 EF), '6t6t is quite rare (on the
term, see Wolfson, op. cit., pp. 446-47), and ‘édét is also wunusual in
the Tliterature. It does occur in the Hebrew text of Maimonides’ Moreh
Nebukim 1, 73 (pp. 117b, 14; 124a, 3; 125a, 18), where it translates the
Arabic $ahid. In a note to 124a, 3, Crescas’ comment equates the word
with re’dyd. (See also the use of the verbal form hé‘id in the Hebrew
translation of Themistius, in De Caelo, p. 66, 24, and EDGC, p. 110, 57
[Kurland].)

Even in the Greek commentators, the use of the double term semeia kai
tekméria as the characterization of an argument is not that common. But
Simplicius (op. cit., p. 1279, 19-31, to Physics VIII, 8, 262a, 6, where
Aristotle uses the single term semeion) characterizes arguments as
tekméridodeis and apo semeiou.

On demonstratio per signum, see also below, Question VII, n, 139. The
fact that, in this type of proof, the middle term is a cause only for
our knowledge of the conclusion, and not for the existence of the con-
clusion (see LPsA 1, Comm. 8, 30 F), may help to explain Averroes’
insistence on the natural priority of the perfect (above, paragraph 4).

20. Establish: on the Hebrew term ha-nétenim, see Wolfson, op. cit.,
pp. 324-25.

21. 1l.e., demonstrated apodeictally. If one can put any credence in
the Hebrew gender endings, it is the "thing" that is to be so demon-
strated, not its form. Presumably, in this case the "thing" would be the
unique, eternal and continuous motion.

22. On the phrase figure and form, cf. Categories VIII, 10a, 11-12.
The wording is repeated in the Arabic version of Categories (p. 126, 9
Kassem) and the Hebrew (p. 70, 98 Davidson).

23. We have here a three-fold division of types of proof very differ-
ent from that found 1in Averroes’ writings on the Organon (see, e.g.,
KMH, Mépét, p. 35b, 24-30 [Latin: De Demonstratione, 53 FG]), and from
what is found in his various commentaries on Physics (see, e.qg., EP I,
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p- 9, 7-16 [Arabic]; IP I, 2, 434 FH; LP, Proeemium, 4 B [E]; 1ibid.,
VIII, Comm. 58, 399 G).

24. Lines 38-40 are taken from De Generatione Animalium 1I, 6,
743b, 20-25:

A1l the parts are first marked out in their outlines and acquire
later on their color and softness or hardness, exactly as if
Nature were a painter producing a work of art, for painters,
too, first sketch in the animal with lines and only after that
put in the colors.

Note that the Arabic version of this text "editorializes" by stating:

then he adds the colors to those lines so that he paints a perfect
animal." This is surely the source for the statement in our text relat-
ing color to the perfection of form. Such a statement is not found in
EDGA 11, cap. 4, B85 M-86 A.

It is puzzling to find Averroes using this comparison from De Genera-
tione Animalium in a discussion of the various types of proof used in
connection with establishing the perfection of circular motion. So far
as [ know, neither he nor any other commentator ever used this compari-
son for this purpose. However, Simplicius (in De Caelo, p. 56, 2-3 [cf.
p. 55, 28 (Xenarchos) and p. 404, 8 ff. (Alexander)]) uses the words:
kai ta poikila de ton grammon eidé ouden pros ton logon. Here, poikila
means "various," but the word can also mean "color." It seems 1ikly to
me that some translator misunderstood Simplicius’ (or another, now
unknown, commentator’s) use of the word and interpreted it in the sense
of "painted" or "colored." If Averroes had had before him a text that,
in dealing with De Caelo I, 2, referred to the disagreement between
Xenarchos and Simplicius using the term "colored," it would have been
natural for him to have made the connection with the passage from De
Generatione Animalium.

25. 1 do not find such a comparison of Physics VIII with De Caelo
glsew?ere in Averroes’ works. But see Simplicius (op. cit., p. 38,
2-25):

He also demonstrated in the eighth book of the Physics that
circular motion is prior to rectilinear motion. But there he
demonstrated it because of its perfection and because of its
simplicity and absolute continuity, while here the demonstration
proceeds from its perfection.

(Note, too, the similarity of the analysis of Aristotle’s argument in
the lines preceding and following with the analysis found in our text.)

cf., IDGC II, p. 96, 61-62 [Hebrew]: "You ought to know that this dis-
course functions (ydrds merdsat) as the completion [or perfection: ha-
shelémd] of what was demonstrated at the beginning of the eighth book of
the Physics..." (my translation).
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QUESTION III

1. As noted in the Introduction, the text of this Question has pre-
viously been edited on the basis of MSS. Paris 988, Munich 31, and New
York, JTSA 2311 (then Steinschneider 6) by M. Worms in "Die Lehre von
der Anfangslosigkeit der Welt." I do not always find his reading of the
MSS to have been accurate.

As far as I know, the promised translation of this Question by J.L.
Teicher ("Avicenna's Place,” pp. 46-48; cf. "Averroés inconnu," pp.
337-38) never appeared. An English translation, with notes and commen-
tary, by Barry S. Kogan has appeared ("Eternity and Origination: Aver-
roes’ Discourse on the Manner of the World’s Existence," in Islamic
Theology and Philosophy [Albany, 1984; ed. M. Marmura], pp. 203-35.) The
text of this treatise presents many problems and offers, therefore, many
opportunities for translators to disagree. Professor Kogan’s approach
to this text 1is both subtle and ingenious, but it seems to me to miss
the point that Averroes is trying to make.

The first fifteen lines of our text are quoted, with some commentary,
in Abravanel, Mip*dlét 'El6him, 11, 1.

2. Two lists of Averroes’ works contain descriptions of treatises
which may be identical with this Question. The first of these 1ists
(Renan, Averroés., p. 464) is to be found in Casiri’s catalogue of the
Escurial MSS (No. 879) where the description reads:

A treatise concerning the agreement between the beliefs of the
Peripatetics and those of the Mutakallimin of the scholars of
Islam as to how the world exists with respect to eternity and
creation.

The second description (Renan, op. cit., p. 455), which occurs in Ibn
Abi Usaybi‘a’s list, and which corresponds almost exactly with the text
of the present Question, reads:

A treatise with reference to the fact that what the Peripatetics
believe about how the world exists and what the Mutakallimin of
our vreligion believe about this is very nearly of the same sig-
nificance.

Although I believe only the second of these descriptions actually
refers to the present work, it is clear from either description that in
this Question Averroes speaks of coreligionists, not compatriots (pace
Steinschneider, HU, p. 179; Idem, "Alfarabi," p. 122; cf. Worms, op.
cit., p. 66, n. 2). The Hebrew word mdhéz, which may, indeed, have a
territorial meaning, is commonly used as a translation of the Arabic
milla (religion). This may be clearly seen in Question VII, paragraph
14, where we have both Hebrew and Arabic text. See also Averroes’ com-
mentary on the Republic, I1I, vi, 5 (p. 81 and the note ad Joc.
[Lerner]); but cf. ibid., III, xvi, 2 (p. 134 [Lerner]; p. 235 [Rosen-
thal]), and Goldstein, "Sources," p. 31.
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3. The addition to the text is made on the basis of th
Arabic descriptions cited in n. 2, above. AP AR

4. Cf. FM, 11, 15-19 (Hourani). As the wording of this ragr
shows, this treatise is an apologetic work, c]oseig related to g: agdagg
TAT. It is not unreasonable to conjecture that it may have been written
about ‘the same time. On the dating of Averroes’ works, see M. Alonso,
Teologia de Averroés (estudios y documentos) (Madrid-Granada, 1947).

5. That is, matter. See Metaphysics VII, 7, 1032b, 30- .
ibid., VIL, 8, 1033a, 24-26. , 30-1033a, 1;

6. See Metaphysics XI, 6, 1062b, 24-33; ibid., XII, 2, 1069b, 18 ff.;
;?d Dfnsgg. ei Ca[rétl. 3,zgl7ﬁi 16-’1(8é Cf. TAT 1, p. 41 (Arabic: pp.

) ~-72, 13 Latin: ; ’ . 50- i H
M1 1er)’ ) asf, pp. 50-51 (Cairo, 1935; p.34

Averroes is not supposed to have known Metaphysics XI (Steinschneider,
HU, qp.162-6§). But according to E. Booth, Aristotelian Aporetic Ontol-
ogy Tn Islamic and Christian Thinkers (Cambridge [England], 1983), pp.
138-39, he certainly knew its general contents, perhaps on the basis of
a summary such as that of Nicolaus Damascenus (see H. Drossaart Lulofs,
cha?aus'Damascenus on the Philosophy of Aristotle [Leiden, 1965]. More
1ike1y, in Booth’s view, is that his knowledge was based on al-Farabi’s
Scopes [sic] of the Aristotelian Metaphysics."

7. Cf. FM, 11, 20 ff.

8. See Physies 1V, 12, 22la, 5-13. Cf. L _ _
ibid., Comm. 115, 189 M. P 1V, Comm. 118, 192 F;

veg.i See(Phyz;;s ;vé)125i251a, 13-29. Note the variants in the Arabic

rsion (p. » 7-9) which were apparently unknown to A

IV, Comm. 117, 192 HI). » ¥ i
IP 1V, iii, 5, fol. 66b, 14-16: "The eternal and perpetual things are

not in time, for time does not exceed them, nor does it encompass them

as a container."

10. Cf. TAT I, p. 31 (Arabic: p. 54, 6-8; Latin: 25 C); ibid., I, p.
50 (Arabic: pp. 85, 11-86, 3; Latin: 31 G); and LM XII, Comm. 29, 313
L-314 A (Arabic: pp. 1560, 1-1561, 12).

11. Prior in nature: see Metaphysics V, 11, 1019a, 1-4 (cf. Catego-
ries 12, 14a, 30-35), and above, Question II, n. 10. '

12.  See Physics IV, 1, 208b, 35-209a, 2; De Caelo III, 2. 30
32-302a, 9. Cf. LP IV, Comm. 7, 124 D, y 2, 301b,

" lzé ?gelgetgphysfcs VIligi' ;g32a. 12-14. Cf. EN II, 367 AB (Arabic:
. 49, 10-12; German: p. ; TAT 111, pp. 89-90 (Arabic: i -151;
Latin: 45 GH). PP ( Vi hagrtels
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14. See TAT III, p. 127 (Arabic: p. 213, 1-15; Latin: 58 I). This
list of characteristics of the "truly created" is, of course, a list
compiled by a Peripatetic philosopher. It is difficult to believe that
any of the MutakallimGn would have agreed to this 1list in every respect,
even if these characteristics were not meant to apply to the creation of
the world as a whole, In their systems, the atoms would take the place
of matter, but the atoms themselves were created ex nihilo. The concept
of privation has no place in the Kalam; Averroes can get it into his
1ist only because Arabic has only one word for both the general concept
of non-existence and the particular non-existence which is privation.
Averroes himself will make use of the fact that the Mutakallimldn cer-
tainly do not believe that the world is preceded by time or place, even
though they believe the world is created. The only concession Averroes
appears to have made to the Kalam is to speak of an efficient cause
which brings what is created from the possibility (rather than poten-
tiality) of existence to actual existence. "Potentiality," like "priva-
tion," implies that the created thing has an inherent nature, or a cer-
tain kind of necessity, something which the Kalam would deny. Cf. the
1ist of characteristics of the created in FM 11,15-12,14.

15. Cf. TAT I, p. 52 (Arabic: p. 89, 3-7; Latin: 32 BC); Kasf,
p. 51 (Cairo; p. 34 Miller).

16. Concomitant to body (hibbir Te-geshem): all the MSS read "the
connection of body to body" (hibbir geshem le-geshem). 1 have emended
the text on the basis of the following passage in FM, 12,9 ff.:

For the theologians admit that time does not precede it [the
world], or rather this is a necessary consequence for them since
time according to them is something which accompanies motions
and bodies.

However, a parallel to the reading of the MSS exists. A. Schmoelders
(Essai sur Jles écoles philosophiques chez les arabes [Paris, 1842], p.
163; cf. pp. 164-65) quotes the following definition of time accepted by
"les Dogmatiques":

Le mot temps exprime la simultanéité d’ un objet avec un autre,
ou mieux encore, la connexion d’un certain fait de notre imagi-
nation avec un fait connu...

The quotation is presumably from al-Razi’s al-Muhagsal (see B. Carra
de Vaux, Gazali [Paris, 1902], pp. 120-21); unfortunately, I have not
had access to the Arabic text of this work.

It is difficult to determine the correct reading of our text without
knowledge of the underlying Arabic (and of the Arabic of al-Razi). It
would also be useful to know if Averroes here is reproducing the techni-
cal language of Ash‘arite Kalam. If he is, it is possible to preserve
the reading of the MSS by conjecturing that the term for body was origi-
nally jirm, the term used for atom. The text would then mean that, for
the Mutakallimin, time is a consequence of the combination of atoms due
to God’s creative action. This combination is a motion, and time mea-
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sures it. If, however, the underlying Arabic term is jism, and Averroes
is using the language of Kaldm, the reading of the MSS would be speaking
of the conjunction of two (and not more) atoms, and I do not know what
the combination of two such entities would signify. (See the valuable
article of R. Frank, "Bodies and Atoms: The Ash‘arite Analysis," in
Islamic Theology and Philosophy," pp. 39-53.)

If we are dealing with the technical terminology of Ash‘arite Kalam,
in neither case would the term "body" have the meaning of the celestial
sphere. However, the language of our text implies an equivalence
between a consequence of the motion of the sphere and the expression of
the Kaldm which follows. And note the phrase the concomitance of time
with the body of the world in paragraph 5, below.

17. Cf. tP 1V, Comm. 43, 141 C.

18. See De Caelo II, 1, 283b, 26-29 (on the Arabic version and its
sources, see G. Endress, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen von Aristoteles
Schrift de Caelo [Frankfurt a.M., 1966], p. 219); LDC II, Comm. 1, 96 A.

Ibc 11, i, 1, fol. 180b, 16-20 (Latin: 295 DE):

We say that it has already been demonstrated in one of the pre-
ceding chapters that the heavens in toto are neither generated
nor corrupted, as some men have said; rather, they are perpet-
ual, without a temporal beginning or end; rather, they are the
cause of time and they encompass it.

See, however, Question V, below, and TAT I, p. 37 (Arabic: p. 65, 6-8;
Latin: 27 E): "...for it is not of the nature of the Creator to be in
time, whereas it belongs to the nature of the world to be so...."

For solutions of this problem, see Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 287, 644-46;
cf. S. Sambursky and S. Pines, The Concept of Time in Later Neoplatonism
(Jerusalem, 1971), pp. 63-73, and the notes ad loc.

19, Cf. TAT III, p. 132 (Arabic: p. 221, 5-9; Latin: 60 E), and FH,
11, 17-12, 9.

20. Finite: finite in duration. Strictly speaking, the Peripatetic
view is that time measures the motion of the world, not its existence.

21. Cf. TAT 1, p. 32 (Arabic: pp. 54, 14-55, 6; Latin: 25 EF).
This problem is also discussed by al-Farabi, "Die Harmonie zwischen
Plato und Aristoteles," pp. 36-37 (Arabic: p. 33).

22. There 1is some doubt as to the correct reading of the text here.
Of our five MSS, two read "alteration"; two read "completion"; and one
reads "completion of alteration." The reading chosen here reflects the
actual position of the Kalim. The term "completion" has probably crept
into the text under the influence of what follows.

23. A1l the MSS read "which have no (’éyn) beginning," but from the
context, this cannot be correct. Perhaps one should read the relative
pronoun ’asher for ’éyn).
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24. That is, what has occurred in the past has already achieved a
definite quantity.

25. I have added the word absurd to the text because it seems to be
required by the sense. The remainder of this paragraph refers back to
paragraph 4. The Kaldm argument as presented here derives from an Aris-
totelian principle: that the infinite cannot be traversed (cf. Physics
111, 4, 204a, 3-14; ibid., VI, 10, 241b, 10-11; ibid., VIII, 9, 265a,
17-20). See Wolfson, Kalam, pp. 410-34.

26. This is the terminology of the hypothetical syllogism. Here, how-
ever, no formal syllogism is involved. The reference is to the earlier
discussion of conditions and priority (paragraphs 3-4).

Averroes 1is criticizing the Kaldm argument on beginning and comple-
tion: that the motions of the sphere are complete and, therefore, must
have had a beginning. The refutation of this argument begins at para-
graph 6, with the rejection of the notion that the world exists in time
at all. Cf. paragraph 8, below, and F. Kholeif, A Study on Fakhr Al-Din
al-Rdzfi and His Controversies in Transoxiana (Beyrouth, 1966), p. 83,
#167 (Arabic: p. 61).

27. On the problem of whether the world as a whole is in place, see
Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 431-43.

28. A1l the MSS read: "If the world in its totality does not measure
the existence of time...." If this reading were to be followed, we
would have a reference to the reciprocal measurement of time by motion
(Physics 1V, 12, 220b, 14-32; cf. LP 1V, Comm. 133, 205 FG; TAT I, p. 49
[Arabic: p. 84, 4-5; Latin: 31 DE/p. 115 Zedler]; Simplicius, In Cate-
gorias, p. 345, 17 ff. [lamblichus]; Yahya to Physics IV, 12 [p. 453, 12
ff.]). Here, however, such a reference seems unsuited to the context,
and the emendation required is very minor.

29. See Physics IV, 12, 221a, 19-26; cf. LP IV, Comm. 117, 192 A.
30. See Yahya to Physics IV, 12 (p. 453, 16-19).

31. l.e., time is a consequence of the circular motion of the heav-
ens. See Physics 1V, 14, 223b, 23-33; cf. LP IV, Comm. 133, 205 FG; and
Simplicius, op. cit., p. 345, 27-33 [lamblichus]. In Question II above,
Averroes has shown that circular motion is circular because the magni-
tude over which it takes place is circular.

W. Wieland ("Die Ewigkeit der Welt," in Die Gegenwart der Griechen im
neueren Denkens [Tibingen, 1960], esp. pp. 300-14), has contrasted John
Philoponus’ Tlinear view of time with the cyclical view of Simplicius.
The Kalam follows Philoponus, but Averroes stands in the camp of Sim-
plicius. See below, n. 38.

32. EP IV, p. 19a, 11-18 (Arabic: p. 63, 8-13):

It 1is also possible for a point to be assumed to be a beginning
without being an end, or an end without being a beginning, but
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this can only occur in a rectilinear extension in so far as it
is divisible and finite and contained. This [assumption], how-
ever, is not possible with respect to the instant, for if we
take a certain instant, we can only take it to be an end of past
time and a beginning of future time. The instant bears more
resemblance to a point assumed in a circle than to anything
else, for however such a point is assumed to exist in the
circle, it is both a beginning and an end.

See LP 1V, Comm. 125, 198 A-C; TAT I, p. 44 (Arabic: pp. 76, 15-77,
5: Latin: 29 LM); Simplicius, in De Caelo, p. 43, 12 ff., and p. 44, 15
ff.; Idem, in Physicorum, p. 1338, 39-40; Abu’l-Faraj to Physics VIII, 9
(p. 922, 12 ff.).

33, Circle: the reference is to the celestial sphere. The sphere is
frequently referred to by this term in the remainder of the Question.

34, Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 11, 346 KL. At EM IV, 385 KL (Arabic: pp.
128, 17-129, 4; German: . 107), Averroes offers another argument
against comparing time with tﬁe straight Tine: that straight lines have
position and exist actually, so that they must be finite.

35, Cf. LP 1V, Comm. 133, 205 DE, and IDGC II, iv, 2, 68 (English:
pp. 107-08 Kurland; Latin: 388 GK).

36. Abstract: that is, without reference to the sphere and its
motion. Narboni, ad Question V, explains the meaning of abstract with
reference to time as follows:

You ought to know that when we say "the number of motion," we
mean "every motion," for time measures every motion. And when
we say "with reference to the prior and posterior in motion," we
mean "in the diurnal motion," for it is the most evident and the
most rapid.... It is evident to you from this that time can be
taken from two points of view: the first, the true, complete
viewpoint is taken from its essence: from time’s being a
consequence of motion and motion a consequence of a thing moved.
This is the true definition of time: the number of motion (in so
far as it 1is a consequence of motion and motion has prior and
posterior in it)... and because it is a consequence of motion,
time has prior and posterior in it.... The second point of view
is the abstract form of time, which 1is the duration of the
existence of a thing, without considering whether that duration
is the duration of motion in something moved or the duration of
the existence of something whose nature it is not to be moved.
This is the image of time, not its reality...

Cf. Simplicius, 7n Physicorum, pp. 783, 1-785, 10; Wolfson, C(Crescas,
pp. 654-58.

37. See notes 17 and 31, above.
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38. Cf. TAT 11, pp. 70-71 (Arabic: p. 120, 5-14; Latin: 38 IK);
ibid., I, p. 39 (Arabic: p. 68, 9-10; Latin: 27 M-28 A). )

The argument of the Mutakallimin is based on Peripatetic pr1ncip1es.
It states that present motion may be taken as the end of motion. Since
there is an end, there must also be a beginning. If, then, the world is
eternal, the motions must be infinite, and an actual infinltg will haye
been traversed. But to traverse an actual infinite is impossible, as is
the existence of an actual infinite. Therefore, the world must be
created. Although Averroes here attributes the argument to the Mutakal -
limdn, it is attributed to Plato in Question IV, and (in slightly dif-
ferent form) to John Philoponus in Question VII. . The argqment "does
exist in a work of Philoponus® preserved in Arabic: see Pines, "Sum-
mary," pp. 325-36 and 347-52. Averroes may have learned to Tump Jo?n
Philoponus with the Mutakallimin from al-Farabi. See the Translator’s
Introduction in S. Pines’ translation of Maimonides’ Gu:de_of the Per-
plexed (Chicago, 1963), p. Ixxxv. So far as I know, it was not al-
Farabi’s practice to lump Plato with the Mutakallimin. .

See also, below, Question IV, n. 5, and R. Sorabji, Time, Creation and
the Continuum (London, 1983), pp. 211-24.

39. The syllogism would read as follows: If what has occurred in the
past had no beginning, it would not have come to an end; but what has
occurred in the past has come to an end: therefore, what has occurred
in the past had a beginning.

40. See Wolfson, Crescas, p. 335.

41. Cf. TAT 11, p. 72 (Arabic: p. 123, 4-7; Latin: 39 DE); ibid.,
I, pp. 11-12 (Arabic: pp. 21, 15-22, 11; Latin: 19 C-E). On end, see
notes 24 and 26, above.

42. They: i.e., the Peripatetics.
43. See Yahya to Physics IV, 12 (pp. 451, 21-452, 3).

44, Cf. Simplicius, 7n De Caelo, p. 43, 13-22 and p. 44, 20-23; TAT
II, p. 71 (Arabic: p. 121, 3-10; Latin: 38 L-39 A); and £P IV, p. 20a,
1-7 (Arabic: p. 67, 9-14):

For this reason it is said that the eternal things are not in
time, for time 1is not equal [in duration] to their existence,
nor does it exceed them at both extremes as it does with those
things which exist in it. Furthermore, we have already said
that the motion of the uppermost sphere is not in time, for
being in time can be predicated of it only in the sense that
time is equal [in duration] to its existence but does not exceed
it at both extremes of its existence; rather, if we say that the
motion of the uppermost sphere is in time, it is in so far as
the parts of this motion are in time.

Narboni’s commentary to Moreh Nebukim 1, 74 (p. 20a, 9-30) quotes
paragraph 9 of this Question, with considerable expansion by Narboni.
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As he does in his commentary to this Question (quoted below), Narboni
goes to great lengths to differentiate between the part of a circle, or
of time, when considered as an entity in itself, and the same part when
considered as a constituent of a greater whole:

-«.the circle in its totality has no beginning and no end, while
each one of its parts is in the circle and has beginning and
end: i.e., in so far as they are parts cut from the circle,
there then is a point in them which is a beginning and not an
end, and a point which is an end and not a beginning. But in so
far as that part is mingled in the circle and described by it,
what was a beginning and not an end will also be an end, and the
point which was an end will also be a beginning, because it is
now a point in the circle, not the circle’s part, and this
circle in its totality has no beginning and no end. Such is the
case with motion, and with the totality of created things and
the totality of time. For in time, when taken in its totality,
any particular instant in it is the end of the past and the
beginning of the future.... But when you take a part of time,
such as the past complete year... and cut it out [of the circle
of time], and give it existence in itself as though no other
time will ever follow it, and as though no time ever preceded
it, undoubtedly there will be an instant which is an end and not
a beginning.... But when you put this year which is part of the
circle of time back in time, and put it in whatever place you
please in the circle of time, it returns to its nature, and the
instant which was an end will also be a beginning.... In gen-
eral, motion, time, and [the circle of] circular dancers have no
beginning and no end. This is because of the circular nature
which contains the circle necessitating these things, and which
makes them necessary in accordance with its own character, for
the A1l is in a circle...

(On the "circle of circular dancers," see Sambursky and Pines, op.
cit., pp. 34-35 and n.1 ad Toc.; cf. pp. 26-27, and 55.)

45. Decisively: 1lit., "by means of an apodictic proposition."

46. De Caelo I, 10, 279b, 12-13: "That the world was generated all
are agreed..." See LP I, Comm. 60, 36 E, and (DC I, Comm. 106, 73 AB.

47. Thus, the world is not created in time. Cf. Simplicius, in De
Caelo, p. 286.

Aristotle asserts (Physics VIII, 1, 251b, 15-18; cf. Simplicius, op.
¢it., p. 296) that of all those who believed the world to be generated,
only Plato believed in the generation of time. Cf. LP IV, Comm. 88, 174
A; ibid., 111, Comm. 31, 99D; ibid., VIII, Comm. 10, 346 E. See also M.
Zimara, Solutiones Contradictionum ...super Octavo Physicorum (in Aris-
totelis... Opera IV [Venetiis, 15741), pp. 504-05 [Tertia...].

48. But cf. TAT III, p. 100 (Arabic: p. 168, 1-3; Latin: 49 AB).
See also, ibid., II, p. 73 (Arabic: p. 124, 8-12; Latin: 39 GH); III,
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pp. 96-97 (Arabic: p. 162, 8-12; Latin: 47 LM); III, p. 103 (Arabic: p.
171, 10-11; Latin: 49 M); III, p. 104 (Arabic: p. 172, 15; Latin: 50
C); IV, pp. 156-57 (Arabic: pp. 264, 16-265, 2; Latin: 69 EF). On
Averroes’ theory of eternal creation, see B. Kogan, Averroes and the
Metaphysics of Causation (Albany, 1985), ch. 5.

49. The words quoted occur many times in the Quran: e.g., Suras 7,
9, 14, 20. It should not be forgotten that frequently the significant
part of a verse (for Averroes’ purposes) is the part of the verse that
is not quoted. See, e.g., FM 13, 4-15.

50. On the necessity for adapting teaching to the different intellec-
tual capacities of men, see FM, especially Part III.

51. See Kasf, p. 100, 13 ff. (Mdller: p. 71); 7bid., p. 119, 4-16
(Miller: p. 84); FM 9, 7 ff.; TAT VIII, pp. 238-39 (Arabic: p. 396,
1-14; Latin: 99 F-H); LP I, Comm. 60, 36 C-I.

It is hard to determine if the adjective scriptural in our text refers
simply to what is said in the Quran, or if it refers to the whole of the
religious law. See below, Question IV, paragraph 7.

52. This section of the text, beginning with the words One who does
this, however, occurs at the end of Question V in MS. Munich 36 and,
according to Steinschneider (HU, p. 180; Hebr. Bibl. XVII, p. 19), in
the Leipzig MS (which was not available to me). I have collated the
readings of Mun. 36 with the MSS of Question III.

On the general topic of oral teaching of the esoteric, see M. Stein-
schneider, "Mindlich oder schriftlich?", Hebr. Bibl. XVII, pp. 17-19,
and for the (alleged) positions of Aristotle and Alexander on this ques-
tion, see Plutarch, Lives, "Alexander" (New York, n.d.; Dryden tr.), pp.
805-06, On the role of oral teaching in the transmission and develop-
ment of Peripatetic doctrine, see P. Tannery, "Sur la période finale de

la philosophie grecque," Revue philosophique XLII (1896), esp. pp.
270-72.
Averroes did not always insist on oral teaching as the only permissi-

bile means of imparting knowledge of the esoteric, as we may see from FM
17, 12-19 (see also Hourani’s n. 142 ad Joc., and cf. his n. 191). On
the topic of "concealing knowledge," see D. Gutas, Avicenna and the
Aristotelian Tradition (Leiden, 1988), pp. 225-34, and below, Question
VIII, paragraph 7.

It is interesting to compare what Averroes says here of the ancient
philosophers (on "ancient," see Wolfson, Crescas, p. 321) with his
remarks on "the first generation [of Islam]" in FM 25, 1-5 and 9, 7-12:
the Tlatter, who agreed that the Quran had both an exoteric and an esot-
eric meaning, also agreed that the esoteric meaning ought not to be
taught to one who is incapable of learning it; therefore, they did not
use their allegorical interpretations in their teaching. Both here and
in the passages cited from FM, Averroes seems to direct his words
against al-Ghazali. He explicitly criticizes al-Ghazali at FM 21, 14
ff., where the complaint concerns the overly accessible nature of the
latter’s books.

Y
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The reference in our text to the exoteric and the esoteric is not
clear. The language is that of Quranic interpretation, but, as applied

to the ancient philosophers, it may v iti
Pty y very well refer to the writings of

53. See above, Question I, n. 28.
Question IV
1. In his commentary to Moreh Nebukim I, 74 (pp. 19a-b), Narboni

quotes the first forty-one lines of this

3 st f with
The quotation is introduced as follows:

text, some commentary.

Bgt you must know that Plato greatly magnified this difficulty
wtph respect to the example which these men bring forward. The
ph110509her _Ibn Rushd composed an epistle where he brought for-
warq this objection and showed that Aristotle himself used a
similar argument, and [Ibn Rushd] resolved this objection and
[also] gave the difference between the proposition which Plato
used gnd that which Aristotle used--for Aristotle accepted it
only with conditions. Thus, I have seen fit to cite for you

here the truth of what he verified there, and to explain its
meaning.

2. See abuve,-auestfon III, n. 47. Presumably, the reference here is
to ordered motion (cf., e.g., LM XII, Comm. 30, 315 FG [Arabic: pp.
1570, 12-1571, 6]; LDC 111, Comm. 21, 188 EF, and Comm. 24, 191 I) and,
specifically, to the motion of the sphere (cf. paragraph 5, below),

3. See above, Question III, n. 40.
4. On completion and end, see Question I11, n. 38.

5.  This argument is also ascribed to Plato in EP (see below, n. 16)
but elsewhere Avgrroes ascribes it to the Mutakallimin (e.q., Ouestfoﬁ
111, above; Kasf, p. 53 [Miller: p. 34]; TAT I, p. 10 [Arabic: pp.
19, 15-?0, 6; Latin: 18 IK]; cf. Judah ha-Levi, A7-Kitib al-Khazari V,
18, 4x1om I [p. 214 in the edition of D. Baneth], and Maimonides, Moreh
Nebukim I, 715 I, 73, Proposition XI; and I, 74 [the second argument]).

In’Questron VII, the argument (in a sightly different form) is also
ascribed to John Philoponus (see EP VIII, p. 40b, 10-18 [Arabic: pp.
134, 7-135, 8], where Philoponus is cited as a source for Muslim philos-
ophers; see also Question I1I, n. 38).

For .ana]ysgs_ of this argument and its various applications, see R.
SOfabj1, fInf1n1ty and the Creation," in Philoponus and the Rejection of
Aristotelian Science (ed. R. Sorabji: London, 1987), pp. 164-78, and
Wolfson, Kalam, pp. 410-34. On the connection between this argument and
Plato’s proof for creation, see Idem, "Notes on Proofs of the Existence

of God in Jewish Philosophy," Hebrew Uni
585.87 . phy," Hebrew Union College Annual 1 (1924), pp.



72 Notes--Question Four

Averroes offers the following version of this argument in IP VIII,
iif, 1 (fol. 116a, 19-116b, 4):

And there is a fourth objection which is well known in our own
time: namely, that if there are motions here which are infinite
in so far as they have not been without existence in the past,
one of two alternatives must be true: Either these [infinite]
motions must exist simultaneously, so that there is an infinite
[number of motions] in actual existence, which is absurd; or
they do not exist simultaneously, but every one of the motions
is adherent or successive to another motion preceding it. In
this case, however, it follows that the very last motion, at the
time we are writing this treatise, for example, cannot exist
except after infinite motions. But what has no end has no
beginning, and since no first term exists, no final term can

exist.
6. IP VIII, iii, 2 (fol. 117a, 16-18):

As for the plural successive motions, an infinite number of them
is impossible only in two ways: one, when all of them are actu-
ally existent [at the same time]; and two, if the prior motion
is assumed to be the cause of the posterior.

p. 19, 15-20, 6; Latin:
226-31.

18 IK). On infi-

cf. TAT 1, p. 10 (Arabic:
nite causal chains, see Sorabji, Time, pp.

7. This is the reading of all the MSS, but the reference is incor-
rect. Averroes probably had Physics V, 2, 225b, 33-226a, 6 in mind (see
below), or, possibly, Physics VIII, 1 (the MSS [one corrects in margin]
also read: "He used the same argument in the eighth book of De Gen. et
Corr..."!) See LP VIII, Comm. 15, 350 EF, and EP VIII, pp. 40a, 30-40b,

3 (Arabic: pp. 133, 9-134,1):

It s not possible that there should be a created motion before
[every] created motion essentially, for if this were so, no
created motion could exist except after the completion of infi-
nite motions. But the completion of what is infinite is impos-
sible, and Aristotle has already demonstrated this in the fifth

book of this work...

11, 5, 332b, 30-333a, 15. But see also Metaphy-
sics 11, 2, 994a, 1-7, and De Caelo 111, 6, 304b, 23-305a, 33. Cf. TAT
I, p. 11 (Arabic: p. 21, 10-14; Latin: 19 BC). For a discussion of
Aristotle’s views on the infinite, see J. Hintikka, "Aristotelian Infi-
nity," Articles on Aristotle 3 (London, 1979), pp. 125-39.

p. 96, 9-15; Latin: 33 IK); 1V, pp-
156-57 (Arabic: pp. 264, 16-265, 2; Latin: 69 EF); II, p. 72 (Arabic:
pp, 122, 14-123, 4; Latin: 39 CD); II, pp. 72-73 (Arabic: pp. 123,
15-124, 8; Latin: 39 FG); and L¥ II, Comm. 6, 31 DE (Arabic: I, Comm.

6, pp. 21, 13-22, 1).

8. De Gen. et Corr.

9, Cf. TAT 1, p. 56 (Arabic:

Y

Notes--Question Four 73
10. P
. Iﬁgfssrﬂinl,bg._33 (Arabic: pp. 56, 12-57, 10; Latin: 25 KL); IV
. 162 rabic:  p. 274, 11-14; Latin: 71 FG); and I 10-11
c: pp. 20, 6-21, 2; Latin: 18 K-M). ' B B
11. Cf. TAT 1V, p. 168 (Arabic: p. 284, 5-9; Latin: 73 G).
12. Supposition: the Hebrew term is miqém="place." Here, however, it

translates the Arabic mawdi‘, " i
) i » 'position, supposition"= i
an infelicitous choice on the part of the tggnslator. sugg:si:g:, ;:gb;z

term, see ICat, p. 3, 10 Bou
s P 3, yges/p. 71, 10
correct Hebrew term used in the trans?ation (p.Kgifeg; azg—ggzghggﬁ o

13. Cf. TAT IV, p. 158 (Arabic:

?ﬁﬂl?gﬂm‘p 13,342;8 H-K; ibid., vi1??° il
: pp. -35); and L

pp. 21, 13-22, 2). ) i

14.  The heat produced

12-268, 3; Latin: 70 AB); LP
Comm. 15, 350 C-E; Kasf, pp. %é-é#
Comm. 6, 31 DE (Arabic: I, Comm. 6,

by the celestial motion is d
}g?l: a:nge ngio I{é ;6 289a, 16-23, and Heteoro?:gfzzcu?fedey 3553-
<Ay e -30. To my knowledge, Averroes never refers to the
gl isy goe Eg:;g?io; the heavens in any other passage wherg
g L sh the possibility of infinite, successive
In this text, does Averroes hav i
t, e in mind that thi i
;2r. égﬁ m?t1on of the elements (see EM IV, 3931§ ?E::b;z'respo?;;bie
it o D il St e 's Pt miio ot
on?
tation in Averroes’ commentaries to De Cae?ool??t7f;2dﬁzg§2ranlingerfgﬁi
ol L]

cf. LDC T1I, Comm. 42, 126 K it i
of Themistius and Simpiicius tg'oﬂozag?:? *ITOE 131 Riw comems i

15.
16.

TAT I, p. 10 (Arabic: p. 19, 9-12;

EP VIII, p. 40b, 6-9 (Arabic:

Latin: 18 HI)
p. 134, 4-6):

z}atgﬁrangiﬁgose wgo followed him of the Mutakallimin of the men

world, thought that wgll 12"2§§1§“°t“f3e’te° ey o e

denied that there could be m g BB L B L
N otion before moti ]

[The Arabic text reads: Plato, and those who fg?]::eénf;?;tu:%

the Mutakallimi :
and...? akallimin of our religion and of the Christian religion,

Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 47, 388 KL
» Lomm. 47, y and LDC T,
however, the subject under discussion is :ot

17.

Comm. 120, 81 M-82 B
motion). NI,

On the term nature (héq), see Wolfson, Crescas, p. 388, n. 146
18. Cf. (P VIII, Comm. 4, 341 HI, and Comm. 15, 349 H-350 A. See

also, below, Question V
3 5% W) . » paragraph 5; (Question 1X,
i Sorabji, Time, pp. 238-245; and H. Hugonnard Rochgfrfggggzzmézduagg
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Caelo d’Aristote par Averrogs: questions de méthode et de doctrine,”
AHDLMA 51 (1984), especially pp. 31-35.

19.
proof.

Argument: The Hebrew term (re’dyd) implies a non-demonstrative
See above, Question II, n. 19, and below, Question VII, n. 139.

20. The argument here must be read in the context of the previous
paragraph: even if Plato’s argument is accepted, and one agrees that
motion in this world must have a beginning, it is still possible to pre-
serve the immutability of the mover and the eternity of motion by posit-
ing the existence of an infinite series of worlds prior to this world;
the notion of an eternal action of creating is more acceptable than the
notion of a single creation.

On the theory of the infinite succession of worlds, see De Caelo I,
10, 280a, 23-28, and n. 25, below.

21. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 6, 342 CD; TAT 1, pp. 17-18 (Arabic: pp. 32,
4-33, 6; Latin: 21 G-K / pp. 87-88 Zedler ). For the connection of the
argument from possibility with the theory of an infinite succession of
worlds, see TAT I, p. 58 (Arabic: pp. 98, 14-100, 1; Latin: 34 D-G).

The argument here depends on the proposition that possibility requires
a substratum. The possibility of this world, if it is created, would
then have to exist in some other thing. If it is assumed that that
other thing is also created, and so on, an infinite regress results. In
this case, the assumption of an infinite series of worlds does not solve
the difficulty: an infinite series of possibilities cannot result in an
actuality.

Possibility in the agent is alluded to in paragraph 6 above, and para-

graph 8, below. Cf. TAT I, pp. 59-60 (Arabic: pp. 100-102; Latin: 34
H-K).

22. 1l.e., in the existence of infinite, successive worlds.

23, See above, Question III, n. 51.

24, Literal: The Hebrew nigleh represents the Arabic zahir. Both
terms also carry the sense of '"exoteric" (see above, Question III,

paragraph 12).

25. The translation tradition depends on vocalizing the Hebrew term
as sipplr. Should one vocalize the word as sapir, the translation would
be, "the various books and compilations [of traditions] have already
counted a world both before and after...". In either case, a finite
sucession of worlds is implied, and this was actually the opinion of
some Muslim thinkers. See H. Wolfson, "The Platonic, Aristotelian, and
Staic Theories of Creation in Hallevi and Maimonides," Essays in Honour
of the Very Rev. Dr. J.H. Hertz (London, 1942), pp. 432-36 (especially,
p. 434, for the Muslim view). See also Sorabji, Time, pp. 249-52.

Narboni, ad loc., points out that Averroes’ words apply to all the
religions of his time, and he goes on to quote a Jewish tradition (Ber-
eshit Rabbah 111, 7) that before the creation of this world, God was
building worlds and destroying them. For Narboni, the significance of
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the tradition is that it reveals the nature of motion and time, both of
which require something in motion.

. Averroes (IP VIII, i, 2, fol. 11la, 8-12), following Aristotle (Phys-
7cs VIII, 1, 250b, 18-23), also sees one’s opinion on the number of
worlds as significant of one’s position on the nature of motion:

For this reason, their opinions concerning the perpetuity of
motion, or its generation and corruption, agree with, and are
consequences of their opinions concerning the world. For one
who believes in infinite worlds which are generated and cor-
rupted, believes in the perpetuity of motion as a genus [but not
in the perpetuity of the motions of this particular world];
while one who believes that the world is one, and that it is

- generated and corrupted, accordingly believes that motion has
the same type of existence.

Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 1, 338 L.

26, Cf. Kasf, p. 74, 1-5 (Miller: p. 49).
27. The text at this point is corrupt, but the meaning of the sen-
tence is clear.

28. See TAT [About the Natural Sciences I], p. 332 (Arabic: p. 541, 5
{g.g L?t1n: 135 D), and van den Bergh’s note ad loc.; Kasf, pp. 120 f.
airo).

29. Cf. TAT 1, p. 3 (Arabic: p. 8, 7-12; Latin: 16 BC), and Sorabji,
op. cit., pp. 253-267.

30. Explained: the Hebrew root is p.r.d, rather than the
expected p.r.s. Both roots, however, translate f.s.7, with all the
nuances of that Arabic root. See below, Question VI, paragraph 3; Ques-
tion IX, paragraph 9; and cf. Endress, Arab. Ubersetzungen, p. 260 (to
De Caelo 111, 4, 302b, 20: where the Greek reads deiknysthai, and
Endress conjectures that the prototype of the Arabic version read diai-
reisthai [cf. 7bid., p. 198, to De Caelo 1, 11, 280b, 2-3]).

Question V

1. Steinschneider conjectured (HU, p. 180; "Alfarabi," p. 112) that
this Question might be identical with the treatise (mas’ala: 1it.,
"question") on time listed by Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a (Renan, Averroés, p. 456;
cf. 7bid., p. 458). It should also be noted that the Escurial 1ist,
which does not contain a reference to a treatise on time, does refer to
a treatise (magdla) on the eternal (sarmadi) existence and the temporal
existence (7bid., p. 464).

Steinschneider also noted (e.q.,

HSS5-Verzeichniss...Berlin, p. 90;
Hebr.

HSS...in Muenchen [2nd ed.], p. 22) that in the margin of his own
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MS, this Question was designated as ha-ma'amdr ha-ké1él. If, indeed,
this Hebrew phrase translates the Arabic al-magdla al-jami‘ (“the inclu-
sive treatise"; see G. Vajda, Recﬁprches sur la philosophie et la kab-
bale dans la pensée juive du Moyen Age [Paris, 1962), p. 120), this
designation would appear more properly to belong to Question III, or
perhaps Question VII. It is possible that the annotator was influenced
by a phrase in Narboni’s commentary:

When he says that time is a term referring to the duration of
existence of things subject to motion, he means by this "true
time" which in its nature includes both time’s matter and its
form.

Narboni himself, however, does not use the term "inclusive treatise"
for this work; he reserves it for Question VII.

2. Even though all our MSS use the term halikd for duration, the term
found in Narboni’s commentary ad JToc., and in his quotation from para-
graph 2 1in his commentary to Moreh Nebukim 11, Introduction, Ptoposi—
tion XV, is hem$ék. Both Hebrew terms translate the Arabic imtadidd (or
mumtada) which, in turn, translates the Greek diastéma. For a transla-
tion of Narboni’s quotation and his explanation of it, see H. Wolfson,
"Note on Crescas’ Definition of Time," Jewish Quarterly Review, N.S. X,1
(1919), pp. 13-14. On time as "duration" or "extension" in late Greek
writers, see Sambursky and Pines, Time, pp. 33, 37, 91; and R. Sorabji,
Time, Creation and the Continuum, pp. 81-83.

3. On the evolution of definitions of time, see Wolfson, Crescas, pp.
638-40; Idem, The Philosophy of Spinoza (Cambridge, Mass.; 1948), I, pp.
331-46. The description of time as "duration" (or "extension") by Aver-
roes is, so far as I know, peculiar to this Question and the following
passages from TAT: I, pp. 49-50 (Arabic: pp. 84,4-85, 1; Latin: 31 DE);
I, p. 50 (Arabic: p. 86, 3-8; Latin: 31 GH); I, p. 52 (Arabic: p. 89,
9-13; Latin: 32 CD); II, p. 70 (Arabic: pp. 119, 15-120, 3; Latin: 38
HI / p. 137 Zedler). Cf. Ibn Hazm’s definition of time (M. Asin Pala-
cios, Abenhazam de Cdrdoba (Madrid, 1927-32), v. 2, p. 104).

4. EP IV, p. 17a, 15-17 (Arabic: p. 59, 10-11; cf. p. 58, 10-16):

... for we are not able to conceive of it [time] apart from
motion, while it is possible for motion to be conceived of apart
from time.

IP 1V, iii, 4, (fol. 62a, 20-23):

... and inasmuch as it is evident from the nature of time that
it does not exist apart from motion and change--for that which
is not comprehended in motion is not comprehended in time--but
when we have comprehended time we have already comprehended
motion...

cf. LP IV, Comm. 97, 178 A; TAT 1, p. 37 (Arabic: p. 65, 4-5; Latin:
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27 DE); ibid., p. 42 (Arabic: p. 74, 2-6; Latin: 29 DE); Alexander
Aphrodisiensis, Treatise on Time (in A. Badawi, Commentaires sur
Arzftate perdus in Grec et autres épitres [Beyrouth, 1971], p. 23,
1-4).

5. See van den Bergh’s n,
TAT (v. 2, p. 105).

3 to p. 166 of his translation of

6. See Wolfson, Spinoza 1, pp. 358-69; Sorabji, op. cit., pp. 98-136.

In spite of the emphasis on the specific meaning of the term dahr in
this Question, it should be noted that Averroes himself makes use of a
large number of terms for "eternity,” and that he applies them with no
special consistency (all references to TAT and LM are to the Arabic
text): e.g., the use of sarmadi in LN XII, Comm. 10, p. 1447 and ibid.,
Comm. 29, p. 1557, where it refers to what is not subject to motion,
whereas in [N XII, Comm. 29, pp. 1558-59 the term refers to what is
moved, but moved eternally. (Cf. ibid., Comm. 41, p. 1633; Comm. 30, p.
1565.) Dahr, too, does not necessarily have the technical meaning
ascribed to it here or in TAT II, p. 120. Cf. LM III, Comm. 15, p. 258;
TAT 1, p. 95; IDGC, p. 92, 86; EDGC, p. 122, 75. Cf. also Aristotle’s
discussion of aién at De Caelo 1, 9, 279a, 18-28.

7. See Physics 1V, 12, 221b, 15-23. Cf. LP IV, Comm. 118, 193 BC;
ibid., Comm. 119, 193 F; EP IV, p. 67, 7-11 (Arabic); and the citations
from IP in Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 645-46.

Narboni ad Joc. comments that the term "eternity" refers to the second
aspect of time--not true time, but its likeness, and that the "things
not subject to motion" are the separate [incorporeal] beings which exist
perpetually and whose existence has duration, but not a duration which
can be called time.

Note that Narboni’s definition of eternity would imply that the sphere
and, therefore, its motion are in time. This, however, is not the posi-
tion of Averroes, as is clear from Question III, and other passages
cited in the notes to that Question. Cf. TAT I, p. 39 (Arabic: p. 65,
7-10; Latin: 27 E).

8. The Hebrew preposition (be) which 1 have translated as in is
ambiguous: its meaning can be either locative or instrumental. My
translation is based (1) on Averroes’ terminology in TAT, where the
instrumental preposition is wusually the Arabic ‘an, and this usually
following a verb for being generated or emanated (cf., in the Arabic
text, XIII, p. 466, 16 ff.; XII, p. 452, 12 f.; IX, p. 406, 5-9). No
such verb occurs in our text. Given the very 1literal translation of
these (Questions (as may be seen from Questions VI and VII below), it
would be extraordinary for such a verb to have been omitted. (2) Again,
in TAT XIII (p. 467, 9-10 [Arabic]) we have reference to the impossibil-
ity of temporal beings existing in (ff) an eternal being. (3) Narboni,
in his commentary, seems to understand the preposition in a locative
sense:

For Averroes further proved that the incorporeal things cannot
be moved, Jjust as those things which have their existence in
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motion cannot become eternal, i.e. unmoved. And he said, If the
things which are in the eternal existence cannot be in the
existence subject to motion,--for they are not bodies that can
be moved --then the moveable things cannot exist in the eternal
existence,--i.e. so that they would be consequences of the per-
fectly eternal existence, without motion; for motion belongs to
their nature and essence, and motion is the opposite of eter-
nity. For the essence of motion is either the generation of the
thing itself or the generation of one of its antecedents. But
generation and actualization are opposed to eternity.... Thus,
the two existences are separate.

9. This line of argument is analogous to that used by Aristotle in De
Caelo 1, 12, and by Averroes in IDC I, x, 2, 6 (fol. 173b, 9-14; Latin:
290 GH):

After it had been demonstrated to him that the eternal is nei-
ther generated nor corrupted; and that what is generated and
corrupted is not eternal; and that the two are natures separate
one from the other in the maximum degree: he began also to dem-
onstrate here that everything that is not generated is eternal
and, similarly, everything that is not corrupted is eternal.
This is the contrary of what was first demonstrated: that the
eternal is neither generated nor corrupted.

In this Question, separate means that the existences are distinct from
one another in kind, not degree. Cf. (M I, Comm. 39, 23 A (Arabic: p.
138, 19-139, 2).

10. That is, the sphere, even though subject to motion, has no begin-
ning for its existence or its motion.

Clearly, there is something wrong with the text at this point. One may
derive smoother readings from the MSS, but this will not solve the prob-
lem: Averroes has not yet given grounds for concluding that both exis-
tences must be eternal., That proof begins in paragraph 4, introduced by
a phrase which implies that another proof has been given earlier.

Narboni expatiates on the meaning of the term "eternity" as applied to
things capable of motion, but he is no help at all on the construction
of the argument.

11. Although only one MS contains the word void in the text of Aver-
roes, all those MSS containing the commentary of Narboni have this read-
ing in the quotation of the text in the commentary:

And even if the existence capable of motion is eternal, it is
not possible that it should be void of that disposition, i.e.
motion, for motion is like its form and its essence, in so far
as it is a being capable of motion. This is why he says, since
nothing, etc.

Cf. TAT 111, p. 103 (Arabic: p. 172, 3 f.; Latin: 50 A); ibid., 1V,
p. 156 (Arabic: p. 264, 11 f.; Latin: 69 D); LP VIII, Comm. 1, 338 HI

Notes--Question Five 79

(cf. 339 D); DSO IV, p. 117 (Latin:10 I; Hebrew: p. 49, 32-36); 7ibid.,
VII, 14 BC; Question IX below, paragraph 6.

12. Narboni, ad loc.:

Because there are only these two existences means that if
motion had not been created in the existence capable of motion,
and something in motion actually existed, it would have had to
have been created in the eternal existence.

13, Cf. TAT I, pp. 42-43 (Arabic: p. 74, 6-10; Latin: 29 E), and,
for the reverse, LDAn I1I, Comm. 5 (p. 391, 140-43 Crawford). Cf. also
Question IV, paragraph 6 and n. 17. The point is that the eternal con-
tains no possibility of any kind. Note that Averroes does not even men-
tion the alternative of creation ex nihilo.

14. Narboni, ad Jloc.: "Conjoined to the eternal existence, means the
relation of that which is moved to the mover."

According to TAT VIII, p. 237 (Arabic: p. 394, 4-9; Latin: 99 BC),
the 1ink between eternal existence and temporal existence is the move-
ment of the sphere. Cf. LDC I, Comm. 22, 17 LM; LP VIII, Comm. 15, 352
B; TAT XIII, p. 284 (Arabic: p. 469, 2-9; Latin: 115 M-116 A). For
the wording of our text, cf. Judah ha-lLevi, Khazari I, 1 (p. 4, 11. 5-7
Baneth).

Note that Averroes does not specify the type of causation involved,
nor the type of priority that would be entailed.

15. The reference to metaphysics is puzzling. Averroes was critical
of Avicenna's purely metaphysical proof for the existence of the Prime
Mover for the very reason that it was metaphysical. (Perhaps the use of
metaphysics here is legitimate because the existence of the Mover is not
at issue, but only his relation to the world.) See, e.g., LP I, Comm.
83, 47 FG; ibid., VIII, Comm. 3, 340 EF; (M XII, Comm. 5, 293 B-D
(Arabic: pp. 1422, 14-1424, 4); TAT VIII, pp. 237-38 (Arabic: pp. 394,
6-396, 1; Latin: 99 B-F); H. Wolfson, "Averroes’ Lost Treatise on the
Prime Mover," Hebrew Union College Annual XIII,1 (1950-51), pp. 687-97.

In TAT 1, pp. 38-39 (Arabic: pp. 66, 6-68, 2; Latin: 27 H-L), which
provides an interesting parallel to our text, the proofs cited are all
physical. See, however, LM XII, Comm. 29, 313 E-I (Arabic: pp. 1557,
6-1559, 7); cf. Metaphysics XII, 1, 1069a, 30 ff.; ibid., XII, 6, 1071b,
3-5.

16. Cf. above, Question I1I, paragraph 2.

17. Narboni comments that this is because the existence capable of
motion exists only in motion, and motion comes from a mover. Thus, that
which gives motion is that which gives existence. See also nn. 8 and 12,
above.

18. Cf. TAT 11, p. 73 (Arabic: p. 124, 11-12; Latin: 39 G).

19. Cf. B. Lewin, "La notion de muhdath dans le Kalam et dans Tla
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philosophie," Orientalia Suecana 3 (1954), pp. 91-93 (Ibn Suwar).
20. Cf. Alexander, De Principiis (p. 262 Badawi):

The mover of the divine body is prior to all existing things: it
is prior to the generated and corrupted things in time, but it
is prior to the divine body in rank, not in time, as is the case
with the things that exist simultaneously, i.e., the cause and
the effect.

21. See above, n. 13, and Question IX, below. On the modal terms in
Aristotle, see J. Hintikka, "Necessity, Universality, and Time in Aris-
totle," Articles on Aristotle 3, especially pp. 110-115.

22. Quran 11:9 (Rodwell). According to TAT III, p. 132 (Arabic: p.
222, 5; Latin: 60 F [but lacking the Quranic verse]), the literal mean-
ing of the verse is that the heavens are the first of created things.
Cf. Worms, Lehre., pp. 30-31.

Narboni connects this verse with Gen. 1:2:

And His throne had stood ere this upon the water, is Tlike the
saying of the Torah, "And the spirit of God hovered over the
face of the waters." I.e., the connection of that which hovers
and that hovered over.

23. Unfortunately, the commentary of Narboni does not take up this
puzzling paragraph--perhaps an indication that it does not belong in
this text. The material presented here is reminiscent of De Caelo I, 12
(cf. Metaphysics 1X, 8) where the argument applies to the eternity of
the sphere. The majority of our MSS, however, specify "eternity" by the
term dahr, a term which cannot be applied to the sphere, according to
what was said earlier in the text. Even if we omit the term dahr, as
one MS does, it seems at least questionable that Averroes would describe
the sphere as existing in eternity.

The term dahr, of course, can be applied to the Prime Mover and the
intelligences. However, I can think of no good reason why Averroes
should apply this argument to them.

24. Instead of truly (be-’emet), three MSS read b’mwt. In dif-
ferent writings ("Mindlich," Hebr. Bibl. XVII [1877], p. 19; HU, p.
180), Steinschneider chose different readings. It might be better to
read with the one MS that omits the word altogether, but the sentence
would still be difficult grammatically and in meaning. One would expect
to find here a sentence to the effect that the reason something cannot
be generated and corrupted at one and the same time is because gener-
ation and corruption are contraries, and contraries cannot exist in one
and the same subject at one and the same time.

25. It is at this point in the text that MS. Munich 36 contains the
lines which other MSS include in the text of Question I11. See Question
ITIT, n. 52. It should be noted that MS. Munich 36 does not contain the
text of Question III.
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26. Here, again, the honorific attached to the mention of God is
abbreviated in the Hebrew text. It could be almost anything, ranging
from "blessed be He!" (the common Jewish expression) to a translation of
the common Muslim expression "may He be exalted!"

It s interesting to note that in Question II1I, where he dealt with
the equivocal nature of the term "created," Averroes ended the treatise
with a reference to God directing us to the truth. In this treatise,
dealing with the equivocal nature of the term "eternal," he closes with
the words, "God knows the truth."

QUESTION VI

1. This work is most probably identical with the treatise on seed and
sperm (magdla fi al-buzdr wa-al-zurd‘) mentioned in the Escurial List
(see Renan, Averroés, p. 464; Steinschneider, HU, p. 180). The descrip-
tion of the unique Arabic MS of this Question given by Derenbourg in his
catalogue of the Escurial MSS (v. I, p. 440) is erroneous, clearly due
to the difficulty of deciphering this MS. Steinschneider (loc. cit.)
errs in transcribing the end of the Question, reading be-dibbir for
be-kdbéd. This Question is not to be confused with the treatise De
Spermate found in the 1560 Latin edition of Averroes’ works (HU, p. 180,
n. 545; Renan, op. cit., p. 78).

On the nature of Aristotle’s discussion of animal generation, see R.
Sorabji, Necessity, Cause, and Blame (Ithaca, N.Y., 1980), pp. 166-174.

2. Although material pertinent to the topic of this Question is
treated many times by Averroes, this is the only work I know of where
Averroes discusses the powers in semen without reference to related
problems such as the role of the Active Intellect, or the Platonic
forms, 1in generation; spontaneous generation; the role of the female,
etc. The primary Aristotelian text on which the Question is based is De
Generatione Animalium I, 18-1I, 4 (Narboni’s commentary vrefers
frequently to "chapter 16"; for the numbering of chapters and books of
Aristotle’s works on animals in the Arabic and Hebrew versions, see the
Arabic text of De Generatione Animalium [Fi Kawn al-layawdn; Leiden,
1971; ed. J. Brugman and H. Drossaart Lulofs], Introduction, p. 1).
Averroes, however, does not mention his source under any title here.

Because of the narrow focus of this Question, Averroes ignores certain
topics treated by Aristotle in those chapters, topics which are essen-
tial to the development of Aristotle’s argument. For this reason, Aver-
roes does not always appear to agree with his source. On the other
hand, EDGA omits material discussed in this Question. (Note that Nar-
boni and Gersonides refer consistently to Averroes' bf'dr on De Gen.
An., and that the Latin title of the commentary is Paraphrasis. Both
the Hebrew and Latin terms usually refer to a Middle Commentary. How-
ever, it is now generally agreed that this work is the Epitome [HU, p.
144, n. 258; F. Peters, Aristoteles Arabus (Leiden, 1968), p. 45].)

As Gersonides noted (Milhamét ha-Sem V, 3, i), the significant sources
for Averroes' views on generation are EDAn, EDGA, LM VII and LM XII.
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A1l these sources provide parallels to the text of this Question.
Colliget 11, 10, 22 H-23 L might be added to the 1ist.

Narboni, at the beginning of his commentary to our text, explains that
he will comment on this treatise (which he later calls "the precious
treatise on semen") at greater length than usual because (a) it investi-
gates the creation of animals, especially man, and it is the natural
order that man should know his own origin and then include other knowl-
edge; and (b) this treatise includes what was proved in EDGA in greater
depth.

3. One Hebrew term (zera‘) is used here in a double sense to cover
two Arabic terms (buzdr/seed; zurid‘/semen). The double sense of this
Hebrew term is not uncommon; see the index to the Hebrew texts of IDGC
and EDGC s.v.

4. 1 take this to mean that it is the semen and the seed which
resemble that which possesses semen. See below, paragraph 9.

5. See De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734a, 3-5, and cf. LP III, Comm. 17,
92 CD.

6. Cf. LM VIII, Comm. 12, 220 BC (Arabic: p. 1075, 12-14):

. et causam moventem quae est sperma maris: et causam, quae
est secundum formam (ka-al-glra), et quae dat quiditatem
(mdhiyya) rei per quam est...

Cf. also Ibn al-Samh to Physics II, 1 (p. 81, 13-14):

... here he means by "nature" the form of the thing through
which the thing is what it is, and this form determines its sub-
stance, Tike the form of the semen.

7. l.e., specifically, but not numerically, identical. See De Anima
II, 4, 415b, 3-7.

0f the species: These words are found only in the Arabic MS. This
reading is supported by the Greek text of Metaphysics VII, 7, 1032, 22
ff., but not, apparently, by the Arabic version. See LN VII, Text. 22,
and Averroes ad loc. (Arabic: p. 841, 3-6; Latin: 172 H); EM II (Ara-
bic: p. 49, 11-18; Latin: 367 B; German: pp. 39-40). Cf. Metaphysics
VIII, 8, 1049b, 18 ff., where, again, the Arabic differs. Averroes’
source for these words may have been Physics 11, 7, 198a, 24-27.

8. See De Gen. An. 1, 20, 729a, 9-11.

9. Both the Arabic and Hebrew texts use terms which normally mean
"first." Here, however, both terms represent the Greek euthys. Cf. De
Gen. An. 1, 21, 729, 3 f., and n. 13, below.

That some body produced by the father generates the embryo would imply
a material contribution by the father, a notion rejected in De Gen. An.
1, 22 (cf. ibid., 11, 3). Note, too, that in paragraph 9, the semen, OF

its power, is described as instrument. Elsewhere, we are told that an
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instrument is not part of the thing made (EDGA 1I, cap. 3, 76 H).

10. This is the reading of the Arabic, followed by Narboni in his
commentary, and by MS. Munich 31. The remaining Hebrew MSS read, "so
that the embryo exists in the womb."

11, Cf, EM 11, 367 F (Arabic: p. 50, 18-19; the German translation
does not contain this passage).

12. Which separates itself from the father: This is the reading of
the Arabic. The Hebrew MSS (and Narboni) read the opposite: that the
power is not separated from the father. This discrepancy is most likely
due to the orthographic similarity of the Arabic terms for "separated”
(infagala) and "attached" or "continuous with" (ittasala), plus the
frequent occurrence of the latter term in this part of the text. It is
possible, however, that all the MSS need correction, and that we should
read: a power from the father which attaches itself to the semen. Cf.
%HLE, Comm. 5, (Arabic: pp. 508, 12-16, and 509, 7-12; Latin: 107

13. The proximate mover: The Hebrew and Arabic terms (ha-ménfa‘
ha-ri'shén/al-mubarrik al-’awwal) more commonly refer to the prime
mover, but not here, nor in paragraph 9, below. Cf. De Gen. An. 11, 1,
732a, 2 f.; ibid., 1V, 1, 765b, 13 f.; Physics II, 7, 198a, 26; and TAT
ITT, p. 126 (Arabic: p. 211, 9-10; Latin: 58 E), where generating man
is explicitly said to be the proximate agent (al-fé‘i] al-qarib) of gen-
erated man.

According to Averroes, the prime mover in generation is the sun and/or
the Active Intellect (see LP V, Comm. 13, 218 K); or the celestial body
(or bodies; see ibid., VIII, Comm. 15, 352 B; ibid., Comm. 46, 387
M-388 B; ibid., Comm. 47, 388 HI:

Et modus generationis istorum, quae movent se adinvicem, per
accidens est. quia sunt quasi instrumenta, per quae movent
corpora coelestia, s. quod homo non dat in generatione hominis,
nisi illud, quod est quasi instrumens: et corpora coelestia sunt
quasi artifex, et virtutes informativae... fiunt etiam & corpo-
ribus coelestibus.

But see (M V, Comm. 1, 101 B (Arabic: p. 478, 10-16), where the par-
ents are said to be remote, extrinsic causes; and EM II, 367 CD (Arabic:
p. 50, 6-14; German: p. 40).

14. See De Gen. An. I, 21, 729a, 34-729b, 8; cf. ibid., 11, 1,
733b, 31-734a, 1.

15. See EDAn 1, p. 6, 7-8; EDC 11, p. 41, 10; Gersonides, op. cit.,
VI, i, 3, p. 299: " We have not found this argument in Aristotle expli-
Citly, but we have derived it from the implications of his discourse.”
Cf. Philoponus, in Physicorum, pp. 72, 3; 141, 23; 439, 13,

16. Cf. De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734b, 5-7.
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17. Ambiguous: The Hebrew translator apparently read ta‘arid (or
i‘tirdd), rather than the ta‘drid of the Arabic MS, and 1 believe his
reading was correct. Ta‘drid normally means "contradiction" (as in FM
13,12), a meaning which seems inappropriate here (see below, n. 18).
See also LM XII, Comm. 53 (Arabic: p. 1717, 1-3; Latin: 338 K), where
'i‘tirdd and shukik represent the Greek atopa and aporiai of Metaphysics
XII, 10, 1075a, 26-27; and the translation of aporéseien, in Physics 11,
8, 198b, 33, as alladhi yudkhilu al-shakk (p. 145, 13; Latin: [LP II,
Text. 78, 77 D] dubitatio). Cf. TAT 1X (Arabic: p. 405, 10; Latin:
101 G) where dubitationes translates i‘tfrig. It is also possible that
the Hebrew phrase in our text is to be taken as the equivalent of
agonistikon kai eristikon (see Wolfson, Crescas, p. 397).

Assumed: The translation is based on the reading of the Arabic. Here
the Hebrew translator was again confused by Arabic orthography: he read
a verb from the root w.dj.d instead of a verb from the root ’.kh.dh. In
In Arabic, it is a difference of only a few dots.

18, EDGA II, cap. 1, 71 L:

Solvere igitur debemus hoc dubium, quod sic ipsum solvere conve-
nit, declarando scilicet quod id, quod dicitur conditionaliter
et cum hypothesi, assumitur hic absolute. Nam, cum dicimus ipsum
extrinsecum agere, et non agere, si hoc absolute sumatur,
sequentur ex eo priores falsitates. ut si dicamus ipsum foetum
generari propter ipsum extrinsecum tantum, sequentur 111
priores errores.

This mention of the conditional and the absolute is based on De Soph-
isticis Elenchis V, 166b, 38 ff., and 7bid., XXV, 180a, 23 ff. (cf.
ibid., VI, 168b, 11-16). The terminology used in this Question is in
perfect accord with that of KMH, Hat‘a’d, pp. 52b f. (Latin: De Elen-
chis, 69 K-70 B). For similar terminology, see, e.g., Int. De Soph. El.
1, cap. 4, 144 H, and cap. 5, 147 GH; (M XII, Comm. 37 (Arabic: p. 1603,
15; Latin: 320 C [absolute/in comparatione]), and ibid., VII, Comm. 12
(Arabic: p. 792, 4-5, where tagyid = ishtirdt; Latin omits). See also
Narboni’s commentary to Moreh Nebukim 11, 6 (p. 28):

By absolute he means without a "so to speak"--which would indi-
cate conditionality, or doubt of one’s knowledge, or equivoca-
tion.

It should be noted that the Greek text of De Soph. El. does not offer
an etymological equivalent for the Arabic and Hebrew terms translated
here as qualified.

Aristotle’s qualification of the assumption of an external mover is
found at De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734b, 5 ff.

19. Cf. Question 11, paragraph 6.
20. See De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734a, 2-4; EDGA 11, cap. 1, 71 EF;

EP VIII, p. 150, 3-5 (Arabic). Cf. De Gen. An. 1, 21, 729b,
21-32. In the Aristotelian system, all motion depends on physical con-
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tact between the mover and what is moved.

21. Disappears: 1it., "is corrupted," "perishes." The Hebrew yip-
pdséd and the Arabic yubli = phtheiretai (phtheiresthai in De Gen. An.
11, 1, 734a, 9 ff.; cf. LM III, Text. 12 [Arabic: p. 235, 15], and
Comm. 12 [p. 239, 8]: "...for all the sensible things are perishable
[bdliyya] <and> corruptible [fdsida])." Cf. also TAT IV, p. 159 (Ara-
bic: pp. 268, 5-269, 11; Latin: 70 B-E), and van den Bergh’s notes ad
Joc.

22. De Gen. An. 1, 23, 73la, 14-19; cf. Physics VIII, 6, 259a,
1 f.; and IP VIII, iv, 4, 6 (fol. 126a, 1-2):

... for we perceive in the species of animals which reproduce
sexually that that which is generated from them is completed and
continues to grow when its generator has already perished...

23, The Hebrew translator appears to have had a better reading (wdlf)
before him than the reading of our Arabic MS (walf).

24. De Gen. An. 11, 1, 733b, 32-734a, 1

25. The Hebrew MSS read: "even if it had a begetter." This is an
error on the part of the translator who read wa-'in for wa-'an.

The argument Averroes presents here does not occur in De Gen. An.;
rather, it is an interpretation of De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734a, 5-7.

26. Perhaps this is an interpretation of De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734a,
13-ff.

27. Cf. ibid., I, 17.
28. See ibid., I, 18; cf. ibid., 1I, 1, 734a, 33-734b, 3.
29. See jbid., II, 1, 734a, 16-25.

30. Latency: The Hebrew term used here commonly means "flame"
(7ahat). But here it is used as the equivalent not of the Arabic lazd,
which also means "flame," but of Jatd, another term for latency. In
Arabic orthography, only one dot differentiates the two terms.

31. In his commentary on our text, Narboni distinguishes between two
groups of philosophers who maintained that the semen proceeds from the
whole body. The first group maintained that the members of the body pro-
duce actual members in the semen, but that these members are impercep-
tible. The second group maintained that there are no actual members of
the body in the semen, but that each member of the body contributes to
the semen. According to Narboni, Aristotle denied both these opinions
and refuted them by ten arguments, some serving to refute both opinions,
some peculiar to one of the two opinions. When Averroes says, We are
not able to say of the animal that from each member of the generator
there proceeds a similar member [in the semen], he is referring to the
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opinion of the first group: i.e., actual members in the semen. Narboni
continues:

But we see animals in which the male does not emit semen into
the female, and where this emission is not necessary for procre-
ation--much less that it should be necessary that the semen
should proceed from all the body, and still less that the semen
should contain actual members. Inasmuch as this [last-
mentioned] doctrine is the doctrine of one who believes that
generation is latent (i.e., that everything exists in everything
and is discriminated from the mixture according to what pre-
vails, and that generation consists only in being discriminated
from the mixture), Averroes referred to this absurdity when he
said, Furthermore, if the members were generated simultaneously,
the embryo would be produced according to latency (i.e. kumidn),
not according to generation, and the impossibility of all this
has already been demonstrated. He meant: furthermore, if it
proceeds from the compound, there is no generation; rather,
there is a coming forth from latency, so that what 1is produced
exists before it exists.

Narboni goes on to discuss certain other aspects of latency theory:
the role of the agent as reduced to being merely a source of the discri-
minating motion; the relationship of this theory to the theory of cre-
ation; Avicenna’s opinion, etc., his discussion consisting for the most
part of quotations taken from LM XII, Comm. 18 (Arabic: p. 1497, 15
ff.; Latin: 304 E ff.; for a Hebrew text, see Goldstein, "Sources").
Note that in the text from LM, kumin is opposed to creation ex nihilo.

On latency, see also Physics 1, 4; cf. LP 1, Comm. 33, 22 BC; LM XII,
Comm. 8, 296 AB (Arabic: pp. 1440, 13-1441, 8). For a discussion of
kumin as treated by Muslim authors, see Wolfson, Kalam, pp. 495-517.

32. Live: the vreading of the Arabic MS, yu‘ayyish (= Gr. zé7) is
the term used in the Arabic translation of De Gen. An. I, 18, 722b, 4
f., which is the source of this passage. The reading of the Hebrew MSS
(hdyd instead of hdyd) must be corrected accordingly. Cf. EDGA I, cap.
20, 63 F: nam non datur aliquod membrum animalium nisi animatum, 1.
habens vitam: neque ita se habet, nisi sit aliqua pars corporis.

33. See De Gen. An. 1, 18, 722b, 3-5 and 21-24.

34. Narboni ad loc. quotes EDGA 1, cap. 18, 56 DE. Cf. ibid.,
cap. 20, 63 F-H.

35.  Presumably, the heart is the example because of the belief that
it developed first in the embryo and that it was also the first prin-
ciple of the natural body. See De Gen. An. Il, 1, 734a, 16-25 and 735a,
22-26; ibid., 11, 4, 738b, 15-20; ibid., I1, 6, 743b, 25 ff.; EDGA 1I,
cap. 4, 85 F-86 C; 7bid., II, cap. 1, 72 IK.

36. See De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734a, 25-33; cf. EDGA 11, cap. 1, 71 I.
Narboni comments:
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The form of all the members would be in the heart, actually.
Averroes means by this that it would be heart and marrow and
testicles simultaneously. This is so because neither in art nor
nature is the potential produced and generated from what is sim-
ply actual, but from the [appropriate] actual. That is, it does
not suffice that what is generated should be generated from any
actual being, such as one member of the body being generated by
another which is actual. Rather, both in art and nature, it is
necessary that it should be generated by what is actual in so
far as it is an actual being of the same species or genus as
that generated by it; for the agent must agree either in species
or in genus...

Narboni’s analysis of the argument agrees with what we find in EDGA
11, cap.l, 71 HI.

37. See De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734b, 19-22; cf. ibid., II, 5, 741b, 7
ff.; and Metaphysics 1X, 8, 1049b, 24-29. A brief recapitulation of
many of the arguments used to this point in this Question may be found
in EDGA 1V, cap. 3, 118 G-K.

38. This passage is very difficult grammatically in both the Hebrew
and Arabic texts, but Averroes is apparently filling in what he per-
ceives to be a gap in Aristotle’s argument. Aristotle’s analogy between
father and artisan, semen and tools, is not completely valid. First,
the artisan does not make another like himself. Second, the artisan is
in contact with what he is making, either directly or through manipulat-
ing his tools, wuntil the product is complete. Thus, it is clear that
neither the artisan nor his tools need to be of the same species as the
product. For this reason, Averroes emphasizes the semen’'s specific
identity with the father. The semen both generates and is generated,
gngh since it is a medium between father and offspring, it must resemble

oth.

I have not found any other passages in either Aristotle (although the
argument must in some way vrefer back to De Gen. An. 1II, 1, 734b,
34-735a, 4), or Averroes, in which this is stated explicitly. For Aver-
roes, the closest approximation is (M XII, Comm. 24 (Arabic: p. 1529,
4-5; Latin: 309 EF: Medicina enim aliquo modo est sanitas... et semen
hominis homo). The normal emphasis in both Aristotle and Averroes is on
the specific, or generic, identity of father and offspring. See, e.g.,
Metaphysics VII, 8, 1033b, 29 ff.; LM VII, Comm. 28, 178 E (Arabic: p.
868, 17-18); ibid., Comm. 31, 180 K and 181 B (Arabic: pp. 881, 1-7 and
882, 13-14); ibid., XII, Comm. 18, 304 K-305 A (Arabic: pp. 1499,
17-1500, 15); EMI1, 367 B (Arabic: p. 49, 12-17; German: p. 40); LDC
II, Comm. 42, 126 K.

The words or genus belong in the text. It is this formula which
extends the theory of generation presented here to cover the case of
such things as mules.

39, On semen as only potentially the form of that generated, see LM
VII, Comm. 31, 180 G (Arabic: p. 879, 12-16):
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Deinde dixit forma enim est in potentia, i. forma enim genera?i
est 1in semine in potentia, quemadmodum forma artificiati est in
artifice in potentia, et illud, ex quo est semen, convenit nom-
ine et ratione cum eo, quod fit ex semine quoquo modo.

40. See n. 13, above.

41. See De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734b, 19-735a, 4, and I, 22, 730b, 9-23;
¢f. ibid., 1, 21, 729b, 18-21; EDGA I, cap. 20, 66 H; ibid., 1I, cap.
1, 72 BC; LP VIII, Comm. 47, 388 HI.

42. When the proximate agent is already absent, Aristotle thought:
A1l the Hebrew MSS read: when the proximate agent is already absent,
Aristotle did not (76’) think.... The Arabic omits the negative
particle, but perhaps the Hebrew ought to be emended: when its (74)
proximate agent is ....

43. For the comparison with automata, see De Gen. An. 11, 1, 734b,
9-19; cf. ibid., 11, 5, 741b, 7-9; EDGA II, cap. 1, 72 AB; TAT 111
Arabic: p. 194, 11-13). .
( The agent that made them: See TAT IV, p. 159 (Arabic: p. 269, 1-3;
Latin: 70 C); cf. R. Walzer, Alfarabi on the Perfect State (Oxford,
1985), Iv, 12, 4, pp. 190-191.

44. See LM XII, Comm. 18 (Arabic: p. 1501, 6-15; Latin: 305 B):

Inasmuch as this semen only causes that through the heat which
is in it, and heat gua heat does not cause anything but softness
and dryness and hardness--not a shape and not a form with
soul... (my translation)

Narboni, in his commentary to this Question agrees: heat and cold may
be responsible for the qualities of softness and hardness, etc., but
cannot be responsible for the process that results in flesh and bone.
His remarks paraphrase De Gen. An. II, 1, 734b, 28-?§5a, 4. Averroes
often speaks of the "heat of the heart” in this connection: e.g., Col-
liget 1V, 2, 60 DE and EDAn 1, p. 5, 12-15. See also n. 58, below.

45. Form of the art: this is not a very common phrase, but see Epi-
tome Parva Naturalia 11 (p. 50, 8-9 Blumberg), and L¥ VII, Comm. 23,
173 1 (Arabic: p. 845, 16), where Averroes comments on the version of

Nicolaus (see Drossaart Lulofs, Nicolaus, pp. 139-43). Our text appar-
ently refers to De Gen. An. 1I, 4, 740b, 25-34, where this phrase does

not occur (cf. ibid., 1, 22, 730b, 8-23; I, 21, 729b, 15-20).

46. See LM VII, Comm. 31, 180 FG (Arabic: p. 879, 9-16); 1ibid.,
XIT, Comm. 13, 299 HI (Arabic: p. 1464, 10-17); ibid., Comm. 18, 305
AB (Arabic: pp. 1500, 15-1501, 3 and p. 1501, 13-16). Cf. EDAn 1, pp-
4, 12-5, 1.

47. See below, n. 51.
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48, See De Anima 11, 1, 412a, 27-412b, 6 (cf. the paraphrase in ha-
Levi, Khazari V, 12); LDAn. I1I, Comm. 50 (p. 205, 10-14; cf. ibid.,
Comms. 6 and 7); EDGA II, cap. 3, 75 G. Cf. EM IV, 368 G (Arabic: p.
56, 2-3; the passage is not found in the German edition).

Narboni explains the comparison with the power of the soul by para-
phrasing LM XII, Comm. 18, 305 AB (Arabic: p. 1501, 3-14). The fact that
this power is not itself soul is explained by reference to Aristotle’s
definition of soul in De An., and by the fact that the organs of the
embryo are not themselves actual.

On potential soul in the embryo, see De Gen. An. 1I, 3, 737a, 16-18.

49. The natures of the powers: I cannot account for the abrupt
switch to the plural. Is Averroes thinking of the powers or faculties
of the soul generally, rather than the generative power in particular?

50. Cf. De Gen. An. 11, 4, 415a, 14-20. On the discussion which
follows in our text, see 7bid., II, 3 (cf. II, 1, 735a, 4-9).

51. See H. Wolfson, "Hallevi and Maimonides on Design, Chance and
Necessity," Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research XI
(1941), p. 142, n. 20 (cf. TAT III, pp. 126-127 [Arabic: pp. 211,
8-212, 12; Latin: 58 E-H], and van den Bergh’s n. 127.3 to his transla-
tion [v. 2, p. 83]).

Narboni identifies the physicians with Galen; cf. Galen, On the Natu-
ral Faculties (London and New York, 1916; tr. A. Brock), I, vi, pp. 25,
22-26, 2. Narboni’s commentary refers to, and paraphrases, EDGA 1I,
cap. 3 (especially 75 I-76 C). He quotes, briefly, Abu Bakr b. al-Sa’ig
(in the Epistle of Departure: "In the semen of the animal is a divine
substance which is intellect..."). He also refers to what Averroes said
at the end of TAT (the third discussion in "About the Natural Sciences,"
pp. 357-359 [Arabic: pp. 577, 9-579, 7; Latin: 145 F-L]), maintaining
that it contradicts what Averroes said elsewhere, even in TAT itself.
Other passages quoted at some length are TAT IX, p. 245 (Arabic: pp.
407, 2-408, 5; Latin: 101 L-102 B), and LM XII, Comm. 18, 305 C-G (Ara-
bic: pp. 1501, 16-1504, 9). Note also the strange reference to his
earlier coreligionists and compatriots, cited by Steinschneider, HU, p.
180, n. 542; Die HSS - Verzeichnisse... Berlin, 11, 1, p. 91.

On the commentary of Narboni, and various aspects of this Question not
treated here, see H. Tunik Goldstein, "Dator formarum: Ibn Rushd, Levi
ben Gerson, and Moses ben Joshua of Narbonne," in Islamic Thought and
Culture (International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1982), pp. 107-121.

52. MNutritive faculty: the Arabic reads "nutritive form" (sdra), but
it is clear that the comparison here is between the seminal procreative
power and the nutritive power of the soul. (It would not be difficult
for the term for "power" [quwwa] to be corrupted to sdra.) See EDAn 1,
p. 5, 5: "the formative power [guwwa] is of the genus of the nutritive
soul." Note, too, that the nutritive form is also the reproductive
power (De An. II, 4, 415a, 25 ff.; 416a, 18; 416b, 25; De Gen. An. II,
1, 735a, 15-20).

The Hebrew and Arabic texts use the same term (kdah/quwwa) whether
speaking of powers in semen or powers (faculties) of the soul. The use
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of term "faculty" for the latter in our translation is intended to clar-
ify the meaning of the text.

53. De An. 11, 2, 413b, 1-13; 414a, 25-28; cf. EDAn I, p. 13,1-10,
and LM XII, Comm. 18, 304 M (Arabic: p. 1500, 9-10).

54, Cf. De Gen. An. 11, 4, 740b, 26-74la, 2.
55. See De An. 11, 4, 416b, 9-25; cf. ha-lLevi, Khazari V, 12.

56. On the identity of formal and final cause, see Metaphysics VIII,
4, 1044b, 1; De Gen. An. I, 1, 715a, 4-9; De Gen. et Corr. 1I, 9, 335b,
5-7.

57. See EDGA 11, cap. 3, 75 K; this passage is paraphrased in Nar-
boni’s commentary on the Question. But cf. De Gen. An. 11, 4, 740b,
25-741a, 1, where the nutritive soul and the generator are identified.

58. Cf. LM VII, Comm. 31, 181 D-F (Arabic: pp. 883, 15-884, 11),
where the same point about heat and organs is made, but the generative
power is compared with intellectual powers, not the nutritive power.
Also cf. EDAn 1, pp. 15, 11-16, 5, where (among other things) we are
told that the generative power 7s a soul, that its instrument is innate
heat, and that there is no difference between this power and the nutri-
tive power except that the generative power makes what is potentially an
individual of its species an actual individual, while the nutritive
faculty makes only part of an individual.

59. See De Gen. An. II, 3, 736b, 14-20. Cf. ibid., II, 1, 735a,
12-13; ibid., 11, 3, 736a, 24-32; De An. 11, 2, 413b, 24-27.

60. When Aristotle had investigated: the vreading of the Hebrew
(le-md Se-hagar) would normally mean "inasmuch as... had investigated."
The translator has given us a rather careless version of the Arabic
1i-md, as used with the perfect verb.

61. It appeared: the Hebrew verb used is nimsd’, a somewhat
surprising choice on the part of the translator . One would expect
either nir’eh or nigleh, the verbs used elsewhere in the translation of
these Questions.

62. See De Gen. An. 11, 3, 736b, 21-27; cf. EDAn 1, p. 5, 7-11.

63. See De An. 111, 4, 429a, 18-29; LM XII, Comm. 17, 302 K (Arabic:
p. 1487, 10-13).

64. See De Gen. An. 11, 3, 736b, 27-29; EDGA 11, cap. 3, 75 EF.
65. Narboni, ad loc.:

By it is generated in certain respects, he means because of the
disposition which is dependent on the imaginative forms and the
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imaginative soul, and by it enters from without in certain
respects, he means because of the Active Intellect which is con-
joined to this disposition.

See LM VII, Comm. 31, 181 KL (Arabic: p. 886, 11-15); De An. I, 4,
408b, 18 ff. On the relation between imagination and thinking, see De
An. I, 1, 403a, 8 f.; 11, 3, 414b, 28-415a, 12; III, 3, 427b, 14 ff.;
II1, 7, 431a, 14 f.

66. Narboni takes this to be a reference to De An. Perhaps he had
II1, 4-8 in mind; possibly, II, 2, 413b, 24 ff. Cf. (M XII, Comm. 17,
303 AB (Arabic: p. 1489, 7-12).

67. See De Gen. An. 1I, 3, 736b, 27-29.

68. Decide: The Arabic reads qgadd ‘ald. Commonly, this means
"decide against," a meaning which does not seem possible here.

69. Aristotle is speaking of the semen, or some substance in it, as
carrier of the powers that produce the soul.

70. The body spoken of here is still the semen.See De Gen. An. 11, 3,
736b, 29-737a, 7; and EDGA II, cap. 3, 75 FG:

Et cum id ostensum fuerit, supponamus hic veluti per se notum,
quod omnis anima materialis communicans alicui corpori compo-
sito, omnis nobilior est quatuor elementis, quamvis ex ipsis
constet illud corpus: et quemadmodum differunt animae inter se
nobilitate et ignobilitate, sic etiam haec nature, quae animam
recipit.

On the passage from De Gen. An., and its relation to other aspects of
Aristotle’s theory of generation, see F. Solmsen, "The Vital Heat, the
Inborn Pneuma and the Aether," Journal of Hellenic Studies 77 (1959),
pp. 119-23.

71. This brief formula of closing, similar to what is found 1in the
Hebrew text of Questions I and IV, exists in only one of our Hebrew MSS
of this Question. The Arabic MS has a longer closing formula, including
the customary sald for the Prophet.

QUESTION VII

1. This Question is probably identical with the "Appendix to the Sev-
enth and Eighth Books of the Physics" (ta‘liq al-magdla al-sdbi‘a wa-
al-thdmina min al-samd® al-17bi‘7) mentioned in the Escurial Tist
(Renan, Averroés, p. 464; Steinschneider, HU, p. 180). In the Arabic
MS of the Question, the title is "A Treatise of Abu’l Walid [Ibn Rushd]
Concerning the Seventh and Eighth Books of Aristotle’s Physics."

In his commentary, Narboni calls this Question "the extraordinary
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. giaay "the

" (ha-ma’amdr ha-nipld’) and, at the end of his commentary, t
E:g?ﬁlise ireatise” (ha-ma’amir ha-k61é1; cf. above, Question V, n. i%.
At the beginning of the commentary, however, he rgfers‘to itNasb ?
"most special of the treatises" (ha-meylhedet she-be-’iggerot). Nar g:
claims that, for two reasons, his comments will be brief. Firs%, de
treatise deals with two books of Physics on which he himself has afreafy
completed a commentary, so that there is no need to repeat himself (cf.
Steinschneider, "Alfarabi," p. 121; HU, p. 181). The second reas$2. ;s
to have the commentary agree with the practice of Averroes himse .11?
be brief and to include only what is indispensable. Thus,_Narboni W 1
treat only what Averroes says in this treatise, without bringing forwgr
material from Physics which would make it more complete; for the dp;m-
ciples discussed in those books of Physics ought to be safeguarhe ?n
the ground that they lead to the truth about the Prime Mover who is
ca}ledwf?$'be remarked in the appropriate notes below that this Ouestrgg
contains certain passages which appear to be doublets. If Averroes] g
write alternate versions for some parts of this treatise, and some ; er
editor or copyist included all the versions, this must have been done
before our Arabic MS was copied, and before the Hebrew translat1$? ?as
made. Narboni comments on the whole text without, apparently, realizing
that doublets exist.

] 4 to
2. Physics VII, 1, 241b, 24-242a, 15 (textus a]ter, all references
Physics {II, in this Question, will be cited from this version).

3. Ibid., VIII, 4
4. Ibid., VII, 1, 242a, 15-243a, 2
5. [Ibid., VIII, 5

: he problem of the authenticity of Physics VII, 1 and its func-
tign g: :iewgd by Averroes, see my "Averroes on the Structure and Func-
tion of Physics VII, 1," Harry Austryn Wolfson Ju?f!ee Volume 1 (Jerus:
alem, 1965), pp. 335-55. (A reference to this problem in Averroes
commentaries, inadvertently omitted from that artic]e! is LP V!II. Co?m.
1, 338 F.) Generally, Averroes puts a higher valuation on this chap]?r
than either Alexander (see above, Question I, nn. 16 and 26) or S1mg :
cius (7n Physicorum, pp. 1036-37). Al-Farabi, however, appears tons?v
accepted Physics VII as genuine and integral (see A.“B1r@en@aaer, ge
wiedergefundene Ubersetzung Gerhards von Cremona," Beitrdge z. Gesch.
Philos. Theol. Mittelalters, Supplement band 3, especially p. 479). ™

A large part of this Question, however. deals with the dtffer:nse
between the demonstrations in the earlier part of Physics Vilg'and tho
which occur later in the same book. This was noted by Narboni:

o e particular proof Aristotle employed in the eighth
Booihazizz ?eference zo the fact that the elements do not move
themselves is different from the proof he employed in the
seventh book. Similarly, with reference to the eternity of the
first thing in motion and its motion, the proofs at the begin-
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ning of the eighth book and those at the end of the book [are
different from one another]. For the proof differs, and neces-
sarily so, as is demonstrated in this extraordinary treatise.

7.  The Hebrew text of this Question is frequently interrupted by the
commentary of Narboni. The words Averroes said indicate the resumption

of the text of the (Question itself. Henceforth, these words will be
omitted in the translation.

8. Aristotle’s primary definition of Nature is given in Physics 11
1, 192b, 21-23:

Nature is a source or cause (archés tinos kai aitias) of being
moved and of being at rest in that to which it belongs pri-

marily, in virtue of itself and not in virtue of a concommitant
attribute.

(Cf. the Arabic version [and the marginal comment], p. 79, 7 ff.) The
wording of Physics 11 is repeated in LP I1, Comm. 3, 49 B; EP II, p. 5b,
8-10 (Arabic: p. 20, 10-11); IP IT, 1, fol. 16b, 1-3 (Latin: 442 C).
In our text, however, Nature is described only as principle, not
"principle and cause." Narboni, ad loc., tries to explain why:

Averroes undertook the proof of this through what had been
demonstrated about the essence of Nature: that it is the prin-
ciple of motion and that which causes the motion; and that it is
that which exists in what is moved, [but] is not identical with
it.... [Inasmuch as matter is cause by way of receptivity, the
term "cause" which refers to the matter, apart from the [motive]
principle, was mentioned there [Physics I1] in his expression,
"a certain principle and cause.” But because the investigation

here is peculiar to motive cause, Averroes mentions only the
"principle”..,

Pace Narboni, Averroes appears to be drawing on Metaphysics V, 4,
1015a, 13-19 (cf. LM I1, Comm. 16, 36 A [Arabic: p. 52, 7-14]; ibid.,
V, Comm. 5, 108 G [Arabic: pp. 514, 16-515, 1]; ibid., IX, Comm. 13,
239 M-240 A [Arabic: p. 1179, 5-15]), where Nature is the essence of
things that have in them a "principle"--not a "cause®--of motion.

For other mediaeval versions of the definition of Nature, see Wolfson,
Crescas, p. 672.

9. EPII, p. 5a, 25-27 (Arabic: p. 19, 9-11):

Consequently, it is evident that the natural bodies are to be
distinguished from the artificial bodies. The natural bodies
are those which have in themselves a principle of motion and

rest, and here I mean by "motion," change; and by "rest," the
privation of change.

IP 11, i, 1, fol. 16b, 3-4 (Latin: 442 CD): "Here, by ‘motion’ and
‘rest,’ he means simply ‘change and its privation®."
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10, EM I, 363 G (Arabic: pp. 34, 19-35, 1; German: p. 27):

Natura dicitur de quolibet genere quatuor transmutatjongm, scil-
icet generationis et corruptionis, et motus translationis, et
augmenti, et alterationis.

11. Narboni, ad Toc.:

Inasmuch as this Question is concerned with all things in motion
(i.e., that they have a mover other than them;elvesE e1thgr in
them or with them, even that which is really in motion primarily
of itself, namely, the outermost sphere), he explained that that
motion which is mentioned here in the definition of Nature
includes all the motions, and the principle mentioned includes
all the principles of motion, whether inanimate, animate, or
rational.

Note, however, that when Averroes speaks of the Prime Hoxer (Ee]ow,
paragraph 42), he uses not the term "nature," but the term "force" (= a
source of motion in something else, or in itself qua other). Cf. De
Caelo III, 2, 301b, 17 ff., and Simplicius, ad Toc.

12.  Physics 11, 1, 192b, 27-29; cf. Metaphysics XI1I, 3, 1070a, 7-8,
In Averroez, see [P II, Comm. 2, 48 IK; LM XII, Comm. 13, 298 M-299 A
(Arabic: pp. 1459, 15-1460, 1). Cf. Alexander, De Prin., pp. 253-54.

13. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 60, 400 A. Narboni’s comment on our text is:

Then, by an inductive consideration of things in motion, he
demonstrated the second point in the definition gf Ngture:.that
it is a principle in something moved, not the thtng in motion
itself in such a way that the mover is identical with what is
moved.

14, The second kind (elements) is not mentioned until paragraph 6.

15. Its need for the mover is clear: This was apparently the reading
of the Arabic exemplar of two of our Hebrew MSS'(a third MS 0m1ts)§ wa-
hadhd bayyana ihtddjuhu ’il1d muharrik. Narboni accepted the reading 9f
the Hebrew MSS, but it seems clear that the reading of the extant Arabic
MS is to be preferred: "and in this case the difference between the
mover..." (wa-hadhd bayyana mughdyar al-muharrik.) The latter agrees
with Physics VIII, 4, 254b, 31-33 (and the reading of thg Arabic version
of that passage [p. 836, 5-6]), and Averroes’ own usage in such passages
as LP VIII, Comm. 28, 366 EF, and IP VII, i (see below, n. 16).

16. For it comes to rest when the soul no longer exists: I have
retained this phrase, omitted in the Arabic text, on the basis of the
following passage from IP VII, i, fol. 100b, 20-10la, 9:

I say that everything moved in place without some externa! mover
must be in motion due to some mover distinct from that which is
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moved, for it is obvious that those things which are moved by
external movers are moved by a mover distinct from that which is
moved. The only things about which doubt occurs are the things
moved in place without an external mover, and in particular, the
simple bodies [elements]... for one might think that these
bodies are moved by themselves, and that the mover in them is
identical with what is moved. As for the animal, the difference
between what is moved in it and the mover is readily apparent,
because it is self-evident that the soul causes motion in it,
while the body is what is moved, for its motion ceases to exist
when the soul no longer exists.

Cf. Elias Cretensis, op. cit., fol. 154, col. 1 AB. Narboni comments
on our text:

He means that it comes to rest when the soul no longer exists
even if the soul is a part of the totality compounded from what
is in motion and the mover. The soul is different from what is
moved, namely, the corporeality; and it is different from the
compound as the part is different from the whole.

17. See LP 11, Comm. 1, 48 F.

18. Note that here, as in Physics VIII, 9, 265b, 32-34, although the
reference 1is clearly to Plato, his name is not mentioned. Cf. Question
I, n. 15, and below, paragraph 44, and n. 172.

19. I have combined the reading of the Hebrew MSS with that of the
Arabic, as required by the context; cf. LP VII, Comm. 3, 308 H [sic].

20.  See Physics VIII, 5, 256a, 4-256b, 3; cf. 1bid., VII, 1, 242a,
16-243a, 2.

21. The text is difficult. I take this to be a paraphrase of Aris-
totle’s discussions at Physics VIII, 5, 256b, 3ff., and ibid., 6, 259b,
16 ff (cf. Abu’1-Faraj, ad loc. [pp. 871, 9-872, 9]). The point is
that no moved mover, even if it is only moved accidentally, can cause
continuous motion. See LP VIII, Comm. 36, 375 H-K.

22. IP VIII, iv, 4, 2, fol. 120b, 3-11:
Because it is evident that these two kinds of things in motion

are moved by movers other than themselves, difficulty occurs
only with respect to the simple bodies, that is, the heavy and

‘1ight bodies..., for it is clear that when these bodies are
moved violently, they are moved by a mover other than them-
selves.... The difficulty concerning them occurs when they are

moved with their natural motion, for then it is thought... that
they are moved by themselves, and that in them the mover is
identical with what is moved.

Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 28, 366 H-K; ibid., II, Comm. 3, 49 B-D. On the
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problem of the motion of the elements, see Pines, "Refutation,” pp. 36
ff.; Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 672-75.

23. Later in this treatise, Averroes demonstrates that the mover
which is in addition to their substance is an external mover (paragraph
23). Here, however, Narboni explains that this mover is the form of the
elements: "... they are moved by a mover other than themselves, or
something in addition to their corporeal substance, namely, their form."

Narboni's explanation agrees with EP VII (p. 115, 8-12 Arabic), EDC
IV, p. 68, 4-6, and LP IV, Comm. 71, 161 K; cf. TAT XIV, p. 287 (Arabic:
pp. 471, 15-472, 7; Latin: 117 DE).

24. Physics VII, 1, 241b, 24-242a, 15. (On the proof given there as
against the proof 1in Book VIII, see LP VIII, Comm. 28, 366 B-D.) In
reproducing this argument, Averroes reverses the order of Aristotle’s
proof. For another analysis of Physics VII, 1, see above, Question I.

EP VII, 1, pp. 34b, 27-35a, 1 (Arabic: p. 113, 2-5)

Aristotle employed three propositions at the beginning of the
book [Arabic: at the beginning of the seventh book] to demon-
strate that everything in motion has a mover, and that nothing
exists which is in motion of itself, that is, so that what is
moved is identical with the mover, as might be thought with
respect to earth and water and the bodies which are in motion
without an external mover.

(Cf. Elias Cretensis, op. cit., fol. 153, col. 1 H.)

25. Which is something additional in the subject: all the Hebrew MSS
contain these words. However, the words are missing in both the Arabic
MS and Narboni’s lemma (although they do occur in his commentary on this
text.) We may have here an example of a gloss which has been incorpor-
ated in the text.

26. Note that the propositions which follow are not identical with
those found in EP VII (p. 113, 5-8 Arabic).

27. Physics VI, 4, 234b, 10-20; ibid., 10, 240b, 8-24la, 16. Actu-
ally, the proposition is true of what is moved per se. Cf. EP VII, p.
113, 5-6 (Arabic): "... that everything moved per se and primarily is
divisible, possessing parts."

28. 1Is continuously divisible: the Arabic reads "is not continuously
divisible" (cf. above, paragraph 6, where the Arabic reads: "indivisi-
ble", while the Hebrew reads: inanimate). Because the first two chap-
ters of Physics VI do demonstrate that every body is continuously divi-
sible, 1 have followed the reading of the Hebrew. The Arabic reading,
however, may not be a scribal error, but may refer to the contention
that while body qua body is continuously divisible, a particular kind of
body is not. Cf. Narboni, ad loc.:

By inasmuch as it has already been demonstrated that every body
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1§ continuously divisible, Averroes means in so far as it is
simply a body, not in so far as it is a certain kind of body,
such as fire or air, for example.

In his commentary to Moreh Nebukim 1, 73 (Proposition 1), Narboni goes
into more detail:

You already know that continuous quantity is infinitely divi-
sible, according to the doctrine of the philosophers. They do
not mean by this that a part of fire, for example, may be infin-
itely divided and still remain fire. This would be impossible,
for every natural body has a Timited minimum and maximum size,
and if it passes that limit [in either direction], its form is
Tost: for then it is out of proportion to its subject. What the
philosophers mean is that we ought to consider the magnitude
abstracted from the [specific] form. Furthermore, they do not
mean that we can divide a body infinitely, in actuality, but
only in thought...

See also below, paragraph 6; and Question 1, n. 6. Cf. Question VIII,
paragraph 10; EP VII (p. 113, 9-11 Arabic).

29. See [P VII, Comm. 2, 307 I. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 44, 384 G-K;
ibid., Comm. 62, 401 I; IDC 111, 315 G.

30. Cf. EP VII, pp. 114, 1-14 (Arabic).

31. See Question I, n. 27.

32. See below, paragraph 11, and n. 43. In Physics VII, 1, Aristotle
does not explicitly conclude that the first mover must be incorporeal.
However, this is clearly the implication of EP VII (pp. 114, 15-115, 12
Arabic). Cf. Simplicius, in Physicorum, pp. 1040, 26-1041, 3.

33.  Physics VII, 1, 242a, 15-243a, 2.
arguments found there.

Averroes telescopes the two

~34. The pile-up of explanatory phrases which follows may, again,
1nd1ﬁa}? a gloss (or glosses) incorporated in the text. Cf. below, para-
grap :

35. See LP VII, Comm. 4, 309 AB.
36. EP VII, p. 36a, 20-25 (Arabic: p. 117, 4-8):

Then let us assume a certain mover B, and B causes motion in so
far as it is moved because of C, and C causes motion in so far
as it is moved because of D, and D [causes motion in so far as
it is moved] because of E, and so on to infinity. If, however,
we assume this, it follows that an infinite motion exists in a
finite time. But how does this follow? Because that which
causes motion in place, if it is external [to that in which it
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causes motion], causes motion only when it is in contact with
that which is moved.

37. l.e., assuming an infinite number of such reciprocally moved
bodies. See below, paragraph 10.

38. EP VI1, pp. 36a, 28-36b, 2 (Arabic: p. 117, 11-14):

... then it is clear that they form a magnitude which is one by
contiguity, and that their motion is simultaneous, as is the
motion of the parts of one continuous magnitude. Because the
motion which is one belongs only to one thing in motion, it is
clear that this motion is one, for it belongs to something in
motion which is one by contiguity.

39. Both the Hebrew and Arabic texts appear to say that the motion is
greater than the magnitude moved with that motion, which cannot be cor-
rect. Rather, in the Hebrew, we should read: godldh mé-ha-gédel ha-
mitné‘éa‘ bdh. See LP VII, Comm. 8, 311 BC.

40. EP VII, p. 36b, 2-7 (Arabic: p. 117, 14-118, 2):

Then if we assume these moved movers are infinite [in number],
it follows that the magnitude compounded from them must be infi-
nite. If we assume this magnitude, in so far as it is a magni-
tude, to move a finite distance in a finite time, there must be
an infinite motion in a finite time; for this motion is in an
infinite magnitude.

41. Physics VI, 7, 238a, 20-238b, 22

42. 1l.e., it moves itself through an internal principle of motion
which is different from what is moved.

43. Aristotle himself concluded from the argument of Physics VII, 1,
only that there must be something moved primarily (textus alter), or
that "there must be a first movent and a first moved" (version alpha).
Simplicius (op. cit., p. 1047, 15-16) apparently read the latter text
as: "there must be an unmoved (mé kinoumenon) first movent.” Abu’l-
Faraj (p. 740, 6-7) offers a similar interpretation: Physics VII, 1
proves (1) that everything in motion has a mover; and (2) the series of
moved movers ends with a mover which is not in something moved. Aver-
roes’ conclusfon, that the mover must be incorporeal, has been reached
with the aid of material from Physics VIII.

44, IP VIII, iv, 4, 5, fol. 125a, 6-9:

Hence it is evident that the mover in it is not a body; for if
it were a body, it would suffer motion when it causes motion,
that is, it, too, would require a mover. If this mover, too,
were a body, what was necessary for the first[-mentioned] mover
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would also be necessary for this mover, and this would proceed
to infinity.

45. The reference is plainly to Physies VIII, 1, 251a, 9-10, but the
wording of the abbreviated definition given here seems rather to reflect
Physics 111, 1, 20la, 9-15 (cf. ibid., 2, 202a, 7-8; ibid., 1, 201b,
4-5).  The Hebrew term used here (Selémit) is the precise equivalent of
the Arabic kamdl, the term used in the Arabic version of Physics 111,
where it translates the Greek entelecheia. The commentary to the Arabic
version explains that kamdl is equivalent to fi‘l, the term used in the
translation of Physics VIII, where it represents the Greek energeian
(actuality or actualization). It is the latter terminology that is
reflected in the abbreviated definition found in IP VIII, ii, 1 (fol.
111b, 16-17: "We say that it had been said previously that motion is
the actualization of that whose nature it is to be moved."

46. Physics 111, 3, 202a, 13 ff.; cf. Metaphysics XI, 9, 1066a,
26-34. See also LP III, Comm. 18, 92 G.

47. IP VIII, i1, 2, fol. 112a, 21-23:

In general, when that which is moved with the primary motion is
assumed to be generated, it follows that the motion which was
assumed to be primary is not primary. Furthermore, it is impos-
sible for that motion of generation to be primary, for gener-
ation is consequent to another motion.

48. 1 take this to mean that if the mover and that moved are assumed
to be eternal, as they are here, some change must have occurred pre-
viously in one or both of them (cf. LP VIII, Comm. 9, 345 AB); if either
of them is not eternal, it must have been generated, and this, too,
wou1d3contr$gict the initial assumption. Cf. Alexander, De Prin.,
p. 263, 17 ff.

49, Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 9, 345 I-M.

50. In time: 1 read bizman, with the Hebrew, on the basis of Physics
VIII, 1, 251b, 9-11. Cf. Abu'l-Faraj ad loc., p. 809, 10,

51. I.e., the motion before the posited motion must be in the mover
and must be the cause of the mover’s causing motion,

52. 1 follow the reading of the Hebrew text which better agrees with
paragraph 13, above.

53. See Question III, n. 2.

54. Accidents (mim-migré): It is not clear to me whether this means
"on the basis of the accidents," or "it will be demonstrated that one of
the accidents...".

55. That which is set in motion of itself: here, this refers to ani-
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mals; see below, paragraphs 28-29. On the Kalam position and Averroes’
response to it, cf. e.g., LP VIII, Comm. 15, 349 IK.

56. John’s name is spelled here in a rather unusual way. Only Hebrew
MS. Mun. 31 has the common Yahya. The remaining Hebrew MSS read Yahni
(Yéhani?) which is a transliteration of the name as found in our Arabic
MS (Ydhani; in paragraph 47, YGhannd); see Tafsir Ma Ba‘d at-Tabi‘at, v.
111, Index E, p. (305), no. 277.

On Philoponus, see now R. Sorabji (ed.), Philoponus and the Rejection
of Aristotelian Science (London, 1987). On his influence on Muslims and
Jews, see Steinschneider, "Alfarabi," pp. 152-76; H. Davidson, "John
Philoponus,” pp. 357-91; Idem, Proofs, especially pp. 86-117; J.
Kraemer, "A Lost Passage from Philoponus’ Contra Aristotelem in Arabic
Translation,"” JAOS 85 (1965), pp. 318-27; M. Mahdi, "Alfarabi Against
Philoponus,” Journal of Near Fastern Studies 26 (1967), pp. 233-60;
Idem, "The Arabic Text of Alfarabi’s Against John the Grammarian,"
Medieval and Middle Eastern Studies in Honor of A.S. Atiya (Leiden,
1972), pp. 269-84; Pines, "Summary."

57. On this lost work, see Steinschneider, op. cit., pp. 119-23; cf.
B. Lewin, ‘Mubdath," pp. 85-6; S. Pines, Translator's Introduction to

Maimonides® Guide (Chicago, 1963), pp. Txxxv-1xxxvi.

58. 1.e., the potentiality for the motion must itself have been

created through a motion.
EP VIII, p. 40b, 11-18 (Arabic: pp. 134, 7-135, 2):

Moreover, one who raises this objection against Aristotle, as
al-Farabi did in his book On the Mutable Existences, and as
others who followed him did, is one who says that Aristotle’s
intention at this point was only to demonstrate that every
motion has motion before it, and that it was for this reason
alone that Aristotle introduced the definition of motion....
John Philoponus before them had already noticed this objection
against Aristotle, and he undertook to refute Aristotle because
he [Philoponus] assumed that there was motion before motion
essentially.

Averroes’ knowledge of Philoponus is limited. He does not appear to
have known of Philoponus’ denial of a fifth essence (I have found no
explicit statement in his writings), and therefore does not recognize
the full significance of Philoponus’ discussion of the definition of
motion. See Simplicius, in Physicorum, pp. 1129, 28-1131, 7 (now conve-
niently translated and explicated by C. Wildberg in Philoponus, Against
Aristotle, on the Eternity of the World [London, 19871, pp. 123-24).

Simplicius reports the argument from infinite regress presented here,
with a number of variations, beginning at in Physicorum, p. 1178, 5 (tr.
Wildberg, pp. 144-46).

59. The Hebrew text differs verbally, but not in sense, from the Ara-
bic. The translator apparently misread 1d ’an as li’an.
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60. Cf. Question IV, and LP VIII, Comm. 45, 385 EF.
61. See Question IV, n. 7.

62. See Questian Iv; Phi]oponus in Physicor um 4

» ’ PP 428 23- 30 10‘
Pines, "Arabic SUI'I'H'I'I&I"_Y," especiall p. 330-3 f ! ’- H ¥ f,
son, ka?am, pp. 410-15, ¢ 2 & bl Gl Ras

63. Narboni ad loc. quotes from IP (VIII, iii, 1, fol. 116a, 19 ff.):

There is a fourth objection, well-known in our time, namely,
that if there are contiguous or [merely] successive motions, it
follows that the last motion alluded to (at the time of this
treatise, for example) cannot exist unless infinite motions
[have existed]. But in what has no end, there is no beginning
and if a first does not exist, neither does the last. The soiu—
tion of this problem is easy according to the principles already
laid down: for the circular locomotions [of the heavens] are
one, continuous motion, not many actual successive motions, as
they thought; and this had already been demonstrated in what was
said before with regard to the conditions of the one motion.

But it is impossible for plural successive motions to be infi-
nite, for the non-existence of the prior motion is a condition
for the existence of the posterior, and this being so, the non-
existence of the prior is a cause for the posterior. Further
siqce a first cause does not exist, a "last" cannot exist. Bﬁt
this follows only if the non-existence of the prior in a subject
is an essential cause for the existence of the posterior. Non-
existence, however, is only an accidental cause for generation,
as was demonstrated at the beginning of this [eighth] book, and
accidental causes can be infinite and no falsehood results from
assuming them so, In this way one can resolve the doubts about
the animal and the plant which procreate sexually: namely, that
the semen is only an accidental cause for the embryo, and simi-
larly, putting forth seed is only an accidental cause for fruit.
It was alreqdy proved in the Book of Animals that the mover in
the generation of procreative animals is not the semen.... But
the semen... is an instrument for the primary mover, and it is
not impossible that the one, eternal mover should cause motion,
?yf@eggs oFFinfin;%e ;nstruments, in moved things which are
nfinite. From all these things, we arriv

i B0 A P g a e at the resolution of

See also Question IV, nn. 5 and 6.

64. See LP VIII, Comm. 1, 339 A-D; ibid., Comm. 9, 345 C-F;
p. 40b, 18-25 (Arabic: p. 135, 3-8): i

A great difficulty has occurred to the philosophers of our time
[Arabic: of our creed] concerning this, namely, the one Alfar-
abi was forced to posit in this book of his called On the Mut-

able Existences: for there he endeavored to investigate in what
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way it is possible that there should be motion before motion,

and to distinguish the impossible in this respect from the nec-
essary. This was because he thought that if there is no neces-
sary species, what was assumed in the definition of motign.1§

absurd; for he thought that Aristotle introduced the definition
of motion [here] only in order to demonstrate that before every
motion there is motion. A1l this, however, is a false opinion.

Cf. Steinschneider, op. cit., p. 136; Davidson, “"John Philoponus,” pp.
359-60.

65. LP VIII, Comm. 4, 341 IK:

Dico secundum hanc expositionem intellexit Alpharabius et alii
hoc capitulum, scilicet quod induxit definitionem motus ad
declarandum potentiam esse ante actum. et hoc non est proprium
motui, secundum quod est motus, sed est proprium nove facto,
secundum quod est novum factum, scilicet ut potentia, et posse
novi praecedat ipsum secundum tempus.

(Cf. Worms, "Lehre," p. 24.) .
Is it possible that Averroes uses the phrase "novo facto" here, and in

our text, because he is anticipating Philoponus’ distinction between
generation and motion 1in connection with the problem of motion of the
elements? See Simplicius, in Physicorum, pp. 1133, 30-1134, 4.

66. The eternal motion is circular, and therefore cannot be the
"opposite" of the rectilinear motion of the elements. See De Caelo I,
4, On the distinction, see TAT XIV.

67. In virtue of themselves: the Hebrew term be‘agmitih is ambigu-
ous; it may refer to the eternal motion (so Steinschneider, op. cit., p.
121), or to the motion of the elements. I take it in the latter sense,
following Narboni ad Jloc., who apparently had a different reading
(be‘agmim or mé‘asmitdm). The reading of the Arabic MS (min dhatiha) is
equalfy ambiguous.

68. See Davidson, op. cit., p. 360, n. 24; E. Evrard,.“Les convic-
tions religeuses de Jean Philopon," Academie royale de Belgique, Bulle-
tin de la Classe de Lettres, 5% série, XXXIX (1953), pp. 309, 312, 313;
TAT XIV, p. 287 (Arabic: p. 472, 10-12; Latin: 117 EF).

69. Both the text and the argument of the first half of this para-
graph are difficult, 1 can make no sense of the Hebrew text beginning
with it appeared to him, and I have emended the text on the basis of the
Arabic, conjecturing that the translator misread bi'an as bi’anna.

Having reported, and refuted, Philoponus’ interpretation of the mean-
ing and purpose of the definition of motion in Physics VIII, 1 (above,
paragraphs 15-17), Averroes now turns to Philoponus’ attack on the vali-
dity of that definition. Unfortunately, Averroes reports the arguments
in such a way as to make them almost unintelligible.

He tells us that Philoponus believed that in the case of the natural
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motion of the elements, there was no temporally prior potentiality (cf.
LP VIII, Comm. 4, 341 AB; that Philoponus did hold this view of the
motion of the elements seems clear from Simplicius [in Physicorum, p.
1133. 23 ff.; tr. Wildberg, pp. 125-26]). Averroes then turns immedi-
ately to al-Farabi: because al-Farabi accepted Philoponus’ interpretation
of the definition of motion, and because he agreed that there is no
apparent potentiality temporally prior to the motion of the elements, he
was forced to conclude that the potentiality for that motion resided in
the body from which the elements are generated.

A1l this appears to make very little sense, for the motion of the ele-
ments is not the issue at hand.

What Averroes does not tell us is that he has reported only half of
Philoponus® argument. Simplicius tells us (op. cit., pp. 1130,
15-1131, 29) that Philoponus contended that the definition of motion
ought to apply to all cases of motion. But Aristotle’s definition does
not appear to cover the motion of the elements. Therefore, it must have
been Aristotle’s intention to establish the existence of an entirely
different kind of motion in the heavenly sphere. But in that case, the
potentiality in question must reside in something. As PhiToponus inter-
prets Aristotle, the potentiality for the motion of the heavenly sphere
must reside in the sphere, and so the sphere must be temporally prior to
its motion. This means that the motion of the heavens cannot be eter-
nal. (Averroes may allude to this argument in paragraph 18 of our
text.)

Averroes also does not tell us that Philoponus himself had considered
and rejected al-Farabi’s solution of the problem of the motion of the
elements (Simplicius, op. cit., pp. 1133, 28 ff.), distinguishing
between the generation of the elements and their motion. (Again, we may
have an allusion to this in paragraph 18.) Finally, the reference to al-
Farabi’s solution of the problem is puzzling. In the context of the
discussion here, it seems clear that Averroes disapproves of this solu-
tion. Yet he himself, with certain qualifications, agreed that the
potentiality for the natural motions of the elements exists in that from
which they are generated, He said this not only in LP VIII, Comm. 4,
where he gives al-Farabi’s understanding of the text, but also ibid.,
Comm. 32, 370 C and F-H, and LDC IV, Comm. 22, 249 BC (where al-Farabi
is quoted approvingly), and 7bid., Comm, 25, 253 E. It should also be
noted that at LOC IV, Comm. 24, 252 IK, Averroes attributes this view to
John Philoponus himself. It is clear from Simplicius (7oc. cit.), how-
ever, that Philoponus assumed this solution only for the purpose of
showing how many absurdities would follow from it, thus impugning the
definition of motion.

We must conclude either that Averroes attacks al-Farabi here because
the latter arrived at the solution of the problem of the motion of the
elements through a mistaken interpretation of the definition of motion,
and because such an interpretation would make it impossible to accept
the eternal motion of the sphere; or that this Question indicates a real
change in Averroes’ approach to the problem of the motion of the ele-
ments.

70. See [P III, Comm, 18, 92 G; ibid., V, Comm. 3, 208 E; ibid.,
VIII, Comm. 4, 341 K; EP VIII, pp. 129, 7-130, 1, and 130, 6-7 (Arabic).
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71. See LP VIII, Comm. 45, 385 EF; TAT I, p. 39 (Arabic: p. 68, 14;
Latin: 28 A).

72. See LP VIII, Comm. 4, 341 KL. See also Steinschneider, op. cit.,
pp. 121-22, for a different translation of paragraph 17 and the first
part of paragraph 18.

73. I.e., in created things. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 6, 342 C, where the
potentiality precedes both that which is moved and the mover.

74. Physics VIII, 1, 251b, 10-28

75. Narboni, ad loc., explains that the argument from time is self-
evident because the instant is the end of the past and the beginning of
the future. Thus, there must always have been time before any given
instant, and time is a consequence of motion. This explanation is very
close to what we find in EP VIII, p. 136, 2-8 (Arabic). Cf. also Alex-
ander, De Prin., p. 264.

76. Physics VIII, 2; Averroes, reversing Aristotle’s ordey, tgkes up
the motion of animals first. The motion of the elements is discussed

beginning with paragraph 21, below.
77. The reference is to Physies VIII, 1, 252b, 5-6.

78. Physics VIII, 2, 252b, 17-24. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 17, 353 B-D;
and IP VIII, iii, 1, fol. 116a, 11-14:

The third supposed objection--and it is the most persuasive of
them--is that we perceive animate beings to be set in motion
after they have been at rest without having an external mover,
and without any change preceding them, either in them or exter-
nal to them.

After commenting on the difficulty presented by the case_of animals,
Narboni (ad Toc.) cites a lemma not found in either the Arabic MS or the
Hebrew MSS:

When Averroes says, And he relates what the part of the parts of
existing things they sought in this investigation is, he means
what is moved at one time and is at rest at another, and what
includes [yiklél; a reference to the sphere?] .

79. Thesis: mebugqds. On this term, see Wolfson, Crescas, p. 457,
n. 81. The "thesis" is still the eternity of motion; cf. LP VIII, Comm.
27, 364 GH.

80. Physics VIII, 3

81. LP VIII, Comm. 53, 394 G-I:

Et dixit. Et apparet etiam ex hoc, etc. idest ex praedicitis
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igitur apparet illud, in quo dubitabamus primo, et est, quod non
omnes res moventur, neque omnes quiescunt. et causa in hoc est,
quod ista etiam non dividuntur in duos modos tantum, quorum unus
est motum semper, et alius quiescens semper sed sunt hic aliqua,
quae moventur quandoque, et quiescunt quandoque, et aliqua, quae
moventur semper, et quiescunt semper. Et qudd causa in toto
declarat est nunc ex hoc sermone. et est, quod quaedam moventur
a motore aeterno, quod non movetur, et ideo ista moventur
semper: et quaedam moventur a motore moto, et ideo contingit
etiam ut ista moveantur quandoque, et quandoque quiescant: et
quaedam nunquam moventur, et est motor aeternus, de quo diximus
esse motorem uno motu tantum.

See also LP VIII, Comm. 19, 354 HI. On the relation of this argument
to the earlier arguments in Books VII and VIII, see ibid., Comm. 27, 364
F-K.

82. On the basis of Physics VIII, 3, 254b, 4-6, I take this to refer
to the position that there are actually three classes of beings, not
Just two; see below, paragraph 39. Note, however, that in IP VIII, iv,
4, 6, fol. 126b, 10-17, Averroes says that the intention is to demon-
strate that some things are moved eternally and others are eternally at
rest:

... for inasmuch as it is evident that, of the things that
exist, some are moved at one time and at rest at another--and
for this reason we said that not all things are in motion nor
are all of them at rest; neither are all of those which are in
motion in motion eternally, nor all of those at rest at rest
eternally --and inasmuch as it was our intention to demonstrate
the second part, namely, that some of the things in motion are
in motion eternally, and some of the things at rest are at rest
eternally: we laid down the principles of the speculation about
this when we demonstrated first that everything in motion has a
Tﬂ:er, and that the mover must inevitably be one of three
ngs...

If this is what Averroes means to say in our text as well, then we
have here an anticipation of Physics VIII, 6, 259a, 27-29.

83. The reading of the Arabic MS is "to decide."

84, The heavy and light [bodies]: Henceforth, this will be translated
simply as "the elements." On what follows, cf. LP VIII, Comm. 28.

85. Physics VIII, 4; cf. EP VIII, p. 138, 2-5 (Arabic):

Thus, it remained for him to investigate here into which class
of things in motion the elements fall: the class of those
things moved by something external to them, or the class of
those things moved by themselves.
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86. l.e., the elements and animals.

87. EP VIII, p. 138, 5-6 (Arabic):

When he had investigated them here, it was clear to him that
they are not to be numbered in the genus of those things which
are in motion of themselves, except accidentally.

See also LP VIII, Comm. 31, 369 A, and cf. LDC III, Comm. 28, 198 L.

88. The explanation of Aristotle’s purpose which follows in our text
is of quite a different order from the explanations given in the various
commentaries on Physics.

The text of EP VIII (Arabic:

pp. 140, 13-141, 7) is difficult, as may
be seen from the Hebrew translation (p. 43b, 12 ff.).

It states:

Thus, it is already evident from this that Aristotle did not
[merely] return for a second time to the demonstration that
there is something in motion primarily, nor could he have been
satisfied [to stop] with the demonstration employed in the sev-
enth book. Similarly, it is also clear that he used [that demon-
stration] here potentially, as [he used] the principle which was
[also] demonstrated in the seventh book: that everything in
motion has a mover. For what is evident here [in Book VII],
that that these simple bodies are moved by what is external to
them--and it is this which occasions a difficulty concerning
them: whether the mover in them is identical with what is moved
--is not sufficient to demonstrate that everything in motion has
a mover, if their external mover is a mover by accident. And
[it is evident that] what Aristotle uses for proof of this in
this [eighth] book is only by way of additional proof and testi-
mony, as was his habit, [but] is not a sufficient demonstration
in itself. Thus, Themistius erred in more than one respect:
first, because he thought that the inductive proof which occurs
here was sufficient to demonstrate that everything in motion has
a mover; second, because he thought that what is demonstrated
here about that which is in motion primarily is identical with
what was demonstrated at the beginning of the seventh book, so
that he transferred the demonstration used there to this place.

IP VIII, iv, 4, 2, fol. 122a, 1-7:

Inasmuch as it has already been demonstrated that these bodies
are not in motion of themselves but are only in motion due to
something external to them, and doubt ocurred [only] as to
whether everything in motion is moved by something, it is [now]
clear by induction that everything in motion has a mover. But
this had already been proved by a veracious demonstration at the
beginning of the seventh book. For this reason, what is to be
thought about the use of the inductive proof here is that it is
only by way of additional evidence, not that it is sufficient in
itself, as Themistius thought...
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LP VIII, Comm. 33, 372 B-F:

-..Et videtur mihi quod ipse intendit per hanc dec

dissolvere quaestionem accidentem in pgopositione,]ggg:;::eguggc
omne motum habet motorem ex motis simplicibus. ista enim appar-
ent moveri per se, cum fuerint extra sua loca naturalia, et sunt
simplicia non divisibilia, scilicet quod motor in eis egt ipsum
motum. ista igitur, quia faciunt dubitare in hac quaestione
§ecqndum quod Aristo. dixit in principio Septimi, ideo 1ncoép1t
illic demonstrare hanc propositionem, scilicet quod omne motum
hgbet motorem, sed non dissolvit i1lic quaestionem accidentem in
eis ex his simplicibus. in hoc autem loco dissolvit illam quaes-
tionem, et declaravit quod ista moventur ab extrinseco, et quod
non moventur ex se, nisi per accidens.... Ft intendebat quod
ista propositio declarata est hic perfecte, cum quaestio, quae
accidit in ea ex corporibus gravibus, et levibus, sit di;soluta‘
et_de@onstr§tio facta sit de ipsa in principio Septimi: non '
quia inductio, qua utitur hic, sit sufficiens in hoc. induciio
enim in qua non percipitur quod praedicatio est essentialis, non

3?:r?grtltud1nem naturalem, licet inducantur in ea omnia partic-

On the argument of Physics VIIT not being more
] ive than that of
Physics VII, see below, paragraph 27: Si 9 persuas
(cf. pp. 1036-37). graph 27; Simplicius, op. cit., p. 1042, 8-9

89. I.e., the proof in Physics VIII, 1.

90. Here, the two of them seems clear]
" Y to refer to the el
:Be., the heavy and the light. Narboni (ad loc.), however, say:megﬁzi
the sentence, up to the words by a mover external to them, means that
s is one proof appropriate to both animals and the elements

91. LP VIII, Comm. 33, 372 CD:

--- 1deo incoepit i1lic [in principio Septimi] demonstrar
20 e han
propositionem, sciliceg quod omne motum habet motorem, sed nonc
dissol?it illic quaestionem accidentem in eis ex his simplici-
Bg:.qu;g @o: autem loco gisso]vit illam quaestionem, et declara-
Uod ista moventur ab extrinseco, et quod
se, nisi per accidens. ; e

See also ibid., V, Comm. 18, 221 C; LDC IV, Comm. 24, 251 M-252 A.
92. LP VIII, Comm. 17, 353 G:

... de motu enim naturaliter apparet quod non mov

generentur in locis extraneis, aut pagiantur vio]gg:grau?;:;m
et post recedet violentans. et universaliter motor est generaﬁs
in eis, aut auferens violentiam, ut declarabitur post. Et ideo
dixit sed ista semper moventur ab aliquo extrinseco. vivum
autem dicitur movere se: et utrunque in rei veritate, ut post
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declarabitur, indiget motore extrinseco: sed est latentius in
habentibus anima.

See also TAT XIV, p. 287 (Arabic: p. 472, 10-12; lLatin: 117 EF);

L0C 111, Comm. 28, 198 G ff.

93. See De Caelo IV, 3; of. De Gen. et Corr. 11, 8, 335a, 17-22;
L0C 1V, Comm. 24, 252 F; ibid., Comm. 25, 253 EF; LP VIII, Comm. 4,

340 M-341 A.

94, See Pines, "Refutation," pp. 37-40. The bracketed words in my
translation can be justified on the basis of the following passages:

EDC IV, p. 79, 8-10:

The place of the part and the place of the whole, as has been
said, is one; and its entelechy is the thing by which the whole
is perfected: namely, the place which fulfills the function of

the form...
Inc 1V, ii, fol. 245b, 4-246a, 19 (Latin: 330 E-K):

We say that the reason why some of the simple bodies move
upward, while others move downward, is that each body seeks the
place specific to it; for each one of the simple bodies is moved
to the place appropriate to it, in the sense that it is its
ultimate perfection.... This being so, and because "up" and
"down" exist by nature, the mover for these bodies is what gen-
erates them as light or heavy, while what is moved is the poten-
tially light or heavy thing, until it exists as 1ight or heavy
in perfect actuality: namely, when it exists in its ultimate
perfection. But the heavy or light body exists in its ultimate
perfection when it exists actually in the place specific to it,
namely, "up" [or "down"]. If all this is as we have recounted
it, it is evident that the place is the ultimate perfection for
these bodies: i.e., the place of each body is the place of the
ultimate form of what is generated, because it is the end of the
motion which brings it forth from potentiality to perfection....
"Up" is like form for the Tight thing, and lightness is like
matter for it. Similarly, "middle” is like form for the heavy
thing and heaviness is 1ike matter for it...

See also LP VIII, Comm. 32, 370 FG; LDC 111, Comm. 28, 198 G; ibid.,
1V, Comm. 22, 249 A-H; ibid., Comm. 25, 253 B-E.

95. This condition is stated five times in Physics VIII, 4 (255b, 4,
7, 10-22, 23, 24), and frequently in Averroes: e.9., (pc 111, Comm. 28,
198 G; ibid., IV, Comm. 22, 249 C; LP VIII, Comm. 32, 370 FG.

96. 1 have emended the text on the basis of parallel texts and as
required by the sense. The locus in Aristotle is Physics VIII, 4, 255b,
24-27 (note that Simplicius reads ho to hyphistamenon kai kélyon
aphairén at 255b, 24 [in Physicorum, p. 1217, 18-19]); cf. also De Caelo
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IV, 3, 310b, 9-11. In EP, th
; . , the phrase al- j -'§°
iP, the phrase is ha-mésir ?a—:akrfahfriﬁufgyyrl o
um (or, quod aufert impedimentum).
IP VIII, iv, 4, 2, fol. 121b, 12-14:

i iq is used; i
» it is auferens J‘J'Ji,a.c.'o'I'.'ﬂeiral-1

But because these bodies

; are of this sort, the

b{;ng;ggggsf:gm potentiality to actuality whenyth:glihigzkgn i
em is taken away and removed. Consequently :g;i

which removes the impedi
but it is a mover by acg?g;ﬁiTt Y- DoRmaR Lok SRt miver

LP VIII, Comm. 32, 371 H:

P .
et ita dicitur illud, quod aufert impedimentum, movere

lapidem per accidens:
o dibe 8 L s: et quod generat ipsum, movere ipsum

LP VIII, Comm. 34, 373 B:

Et similiter diminuit de i
structionem alterius parti
;llsgé qgﬂ? gg:etur ab extrinseco, impossibilz estsﬁte;oszgiugui
aufereﬁte i _movetur, nisi per accidens, sicut fuit dict ia
impedimentum, et generante in rebus naturalibus o

See also LP VIII, C -
Co:?i 2:, L Mils At.nnm. 17, 353 G; LOC 1V, Comm. 22, 249 C; ibid.,
the passages from Averroes hith i
S . erto cited "
removes the impediment" as an accidental mover, jﬂ::c:;bﬁrisiggie gg;:h

In EP VIIT (p. 139, 7-9 Arabi "
ain gy e T potential];g;eg?uever' that which removes the imped-

Inasmuch as it was demo

: nstrated to his sati

:g:era}znpgtentiality is thgt which removes theSf?;;;g?m:::t t?:
emonstrated to his satisfaction that the elementg are

not numbered amon i i
v e essentia?lg.the things in motion which are moved by them-

97. See Physics VIII, 4, 254b
L » ¥ 3 -
EP VIII (p. 138, 7-9 Arabic): 3-255a, 10.

Then how is that evident
: about them? 1In this : i
zggze 523155 gere moved by themselves, that is,“agé bsﬁigse{héf
e y themselves without an external mover, they ough{

to come to rest of i
iy of the themselves, as is the case [with ani-

LP V, Comm. 18, 221 BC:

...quoniam corpora quatuor simplici

a existi
logo, sed non habent quiescere ex se...secundﬂgn;:: ?oggre g
mata sunt illa, quae quiescunt ex se. gitur ani-

“
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LP VIII, Comm. 44, 385 C:

Et dixit: Est i1lud, quod movet se, et facit ipsum quiescere.
quia 1iam accepit in descriptione moti ex se, qudd est illud,
quod habet quiescere ex se. et in hoc differt motum ex se secun-
dum suam opinionem, A motibus corporum simplicium, cum ista
existimantur moveri per se,.

98. Narboni (ad Toc.) says this means something in motion of itself
of the genus of the heavy and 1ight. Narboni probably has taken this
explanation from EP VIII (p. 138, 1-4 Arabic):

It was already demonstrated in Physics VII that those things
whose mover is external necessarily terminate at something moved
by itself, i.e., like the animals or simple bodies. For that
reason, it remained for him to investigate here into what class
of moved things the simple bodies fall.

This paragraph of our text begins with a conditional clause, but no
proper result clause follows; it is possible that a verb has dropped out
at the beginning of paragraph 26. Even so, the meaning of these para-
graphs is clear. Averroes is pointing out the limitations of the argu-
ments of Physics VII, 1: first, they are based on the self-motion of
the elements, but this self-motion is only apparent; second, they are
constructed around the impossibility of a simultaneous infinite, without
taking into account the impossibility of a sucessive infinite where the
members are related essentially. This leads into Averroes’ brief dis-
cussion of Physics VIII, 5, 256a, 4-257a, 33.

99, Physics VII, 1, 242a, 15-243a, 2

100. Cf. Question VI, the beginning of paragraph 6. Last refers
here to the extreme member of the series. This may also account for the
reading of the Arabic MS in paragraph 26, below: al-’akhir.

101. 1I.e., those which succeed one another infinitely.

102.  Although the text is difficult, the meaning is clear. My emen-
dation here has no support in the MSS, but appears nonetheless to be
required.

103. Another emendation may be called for here; perhaps one should
read "thing in motion" instead of mover,

104. See above, paragraphs 15-16, and the notes ad Joc. A1l that is
being ruled out here is an infinite series of moved movers in which the
cause of motion is always external.

105. Here, animate beings; see paragraph 28.

106. On locomotion as the only form of change applicable to the heav-
enly sphere, see below, Question IX, paragraphs 5-6.
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107. IP VIII, iv, 4, 6, fol. 126b, 23-127a, 6:

But inasmuch as we find them [animate beings] set in motion
after having been at rest, and at rest after being in motion, so
that their proximate mover is moved accidental?y, it could be
thought that this is possible with regard to the Prime Mover of
the universe: namely, that it could be moved accidentally, and
that that which is in motion of itself primarily could come
rest, as occurs in the case of these animate beings. However, if
we give the matter a 1ittle thought, it appears that the coming
to rest after motion of these animate beings, and their motion
after having been at rest, is only a consequence of changes ori-
ginated in them by that which surrounds them externally, or from
themselves.

Narboni explains the words, not subject to change either because of [a
motion produced in] its magnitude, in our text, to mean "not generated
and not corrupted"; while the words, or because of [a motion produced
in] its soul, mean "not moved accidentally [in place]."

Despite Averroes’' description of the first thing in motion of itself
as composed of a mover and something in motion, the succeeding paragraph
of our text makes it very clear that there is no composition involved:
the mover does not inhere in what is moved.

108. 1I.e., the cause of any change produced in these magnitudes.

109. The long lacuna which follows in the Hebrew MSS (up to the words
either essentially or accidentally) is presumably remedied in the margin
of MS. New York, JTSA 2311. Unfortunately, what 1is written there is
illegible. Narboni’s sources also appear to have lacked these Tines.

110. KMH, Heqqés, p. 23a, 11-12 (Latin: Epitome in Libros Priorum
Analiticorum, 50 L): "An example of this is Hippocrates’ saying, ‘If
man were from one thing, he would not suffer pain.’" Cf. TAT II, p. 83
(Arabic: p. 140, 10-15; Latin: 43 D), and for the identification of
this quotation, see van den Bergh (ad loc.), n. 83.1 (v.2, p. 61).

111. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 45, 385 G-L, especially:

...cum declaratum sit quod omnia moventia, quae moventur, redu-
cuntur ad primum motum ex se, quod componitur ex primo moto, et
ex motore, quod non movetur, et iam declaratum est quod in nulla
hora defecit motus, necesse est ut primus motor, ad quen redu-
cuntur alii motus, sit aeternus, et sit absolutus ab omni trans-
mutatione, et ut motum ab eo etiam sit absolutum ab omni trans-
mutatione, nisi & motu in loco.... Et fuit necesse ut ipse non
quiescat a movere, nec illud, quod movetur ab eo a motu, quia
est causa motuum.... Et fuit necesse etiam ut non sit transmu-
tabile, neque essentialiter, neque accidentaliter. quoniam, si
ita esset, tunc esset motor prior illo...

112. Physics VIII, 4
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a thing moving itself essentially without an intermediary, or
through more than one intermediary.

IP VIII, iv, 4, 5, fol. 124a, 10-124b, 8:

We say that inasmuch as it has already been demonstrated that
everything in motion is divisible and that everything divisible
is a body, it is possible that in that which is in motion of
itself, because it is a body, either the whole moves itself and
is moved by itself simultaneously... or that each part of it
moves every other part.... If the whole moves itself and is
moved simultaneously, it follows that that which causes motion
in place undergoes motion in place... and, in general, that that
which is the thing actually is itself the same thing poten-
tially.... If we assume that each part of it moves every other
part, that is, that they move one another circularly, it follows
that all of them move themselves and are moved by one another;
for each one of them is moved by something other than itself
accidentally, and moves itself by the mediation of something
other than itself.

127. See above, n. 118.

128. I.e., because their apparent self-motion is a consequence of
motions produced in them by other movers. See above, paragraph 28, and
Physics VIII, 6, 259b, 1-20.

129. See LP VIII, Comm. 52, 392 F-H.

130. See Physics VIII, 6, 259b, 20-28, Note, however, that there the
argument is couched in terms of the Prime Mover, while in our text the
emphasis is on that which is moved of itself essentially. In the Arabic
version of Physics (p. 872, 4 ff.), the argument is put in terms of
motion.

131. See Physics VIII, 6, 259a, 6-13 where, again, the argument is
concerned with movers, as in LP VIII, Comm. 48, 389 A-D. Cf. iP:X,
Comm. 50, 31 EF, where the argument deals with the principles of genera-
tion and their number.

IP VIII, iv, 4, 6, fol. 126a, 15-23:

And this is one of the arguments from which it is evident that
there is an eternal mover and something in motion of itself
which is eternal, whether one or more than one; [and in the lat-
ter case,] whether finite in number or infinite in number. But
it is preferable, as Aristotle said, that we should assume it to
be one, not many, for it is sufficient to assume it to be one.
If, however, they are many, it is preferable that they should be
finite in number; for if one and the same thing, or many identi-
cal things, may exist from a finite number of things just as
well as from an infinite number of things, it is preferable that
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the things from which they exist should be finite in number.
But such an investigation is not proper to this place.

132. Those around which the things perpetually in motion are moved:
the Hebrew phrase is ambiguous (we-hém ’asher ‘aléhem yitné‘a'd ha-
mitné‘a‘im tamid). In this context, it could be taken to mean the Prime
Mover which is perpetually at rest and which supports the universe (as
in De Motu Animalium, 1-4; cf. Metaphysics XI1I, 7; and see W. Jaeger,
Aristot]e [Oxford, 1934], ch. XIV). It could, however, refer to the
earth, over which (or around which, as center) the heavens move (see De
Caelo 11, 3, 286a, 13-21 and 286b, 8-9; cf. Physics IV, 4, 212a, 21-14).

We have a large number of passages in which Averroes expresses the
latter view: e.g., EP IV, p. 15b, 22-26 (Arabic: p. 54, 4-7):

The proof that what is moved circularly requires a spherical
body at rest around which it is moved [and] which is not a part
of it, but is separated from it and meets it through contact, is
that the natural sphere, qua sphere, cannot possibly be without
a center around which it moves [and] which is the cause of its
beigg stable in its totality and in motion with respect to its
parts.

Ibid, 1V, p. 16a, 16-20 (Arabic: p. 55, 3-5):

Furthermore, it is one of the things known immediately that that
which is 1in motion is not moved around itself, and that every-
thing in motion requires something at rest around which it is
moved. For this reason, it follows necessarily that the center
j? sepgrgte and at rest, and what is of this nature is necessar-
ily a body.

See also LP IV, Comm. 43, 142 L:

Ad hoc autem dicendum est qui illa, quae moventur per se, indi-

gent aliquo quiescente, circa quod moventur, ut declarat Ari. in

1ib. de Motibus animalium localibus: et hoc quiescens forte erit

locus per se, quando non fuerit continens rem motam, et forte

erit locus per accidens, quando non fuerit continens rem motam

l?bomnibus partibus, sicut est dispositio in corporibus coeles-
us ...

See ibid., VIII, Comm. 19, 354 I; 7bid., Comm. 84, 432 F.
EDC I, pp. 28, 18-29, 2:

Furthermore, it has already been demonstrated in the first part
of this book that in its very nature this body is neither gener-
ated nor corrupted because it has no contrary. If this is so,
and it is from the necessity of existence of this circular body
that the rest of the elements exist--for there is no doubt that
there must be something at rest over which it is moved circu-
larly, as has been proved--it follows necessarily that the world
in its totality must be eternal.
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Ibid., II, p. 42, 16-19:

... for inasmuch as there is an eternal mover, there must neces-
sari1;r be an eternal thing in motion; and inasmuch as there is
an eternal thing in motion, it follows necessarily that there
must be a body at rest over which it is moved circularly,
namely, the earth.

Ioc 11, ii, 2, fol. 184b, 11-13 (Latin: 297 K):

here is a circular body moved with a perpetual motion, ’then
::c:szagily there must be something fixed over which 1; i:
moved. For it is impossible for anything to be moved w}ttg#
something at rest over which it is moved; and the thing o S
description is the earth.

IP VIII, iv, 4, 6, fol. 128a, 1-13:

his, that which was the subject of our investigation from
i;:m Eeginning is indeed clear: namely, that some of the natura}
things which are in motion are in motion eternally, and somﬁ. 0
the natural things are at rest eternally, that is, those t 1395
around which the things that are in motion eternally are moved.

. 97, 65 K; ibid., 11, Comm. 102. Cf. Thgmistius,
§§eﬂglzgeng ;: gng1o-11; the interesting passage in S1mp1ic;us%ff? De
Caelo, pp. 403, 7 ff.; and TAT XIV, p. 291 (Arabic: p. 478, > Thd
Latin: 118 I), reading with Bouyges rather than van dennB?rg.. éeg
also Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 451-54; and Hugonnard Roche, "L’Epitomé,
ppihgie37;re also passages in which the referent is unclear (althoua?lit
is likely that they, too, refer to a physical entity): e.g., EP '
p. 137, 4-5 (Arabic):

i ter-
d if it has been demonstrated that things 1ike these are e
ﬁgl with respect to motion, then it follows necessarily that
there must also be something which is eternal with respect to
rest, around which this motion takes place.

6 H-K, where
Finally, we have the statement of LP V;II, Comm. 21, 35. %
Ave;r:esy explicitly recognizes and discusses Ehe ambiguity of tns
phrase, suggesting that "what is eternally at rest" may refer to

Prime Mover:

is autem declarationis istius intentionis de praedictis talis
22?. Declaratum est quidem in Septimo ab Arist. hoc esse pri-
mum motum in loco ex se, ad quem perveq1unt caeter1_mutus
locales. et est manifestum per se quod caeteri motus inveniuntur
per sensum reduci ad motum in loco, scilicet ad corpus cue]est?i
Et, cum hoc fuerit coniunctum ad il1lud, quod declaratum fu -
primo in hoc tractatu, scilicet quod primum motum est aetern
motus, erit necesse hic esse aliquod quiescens aeternum, super
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quod moveatur hoc primum motum. et hoc motum aeternum, quod
declaratum est, est illud, quod videtur sensu moveri semper: et
est corpus coeleste, et quiescens, quod videtur sensu semper
quiescere, est terra. et est illud, quod declaratum est ratione.
nihil enim est hic, quod posset convenire ei, quod declaratum
est ratione, nisi istud. Et forte i1lud, quod videtur semper
quiescere, est primus motor istius motus, et est illud, quod

post declarabitur. Sed istud non dicitur quiescens, nisi aequi-
voce.

133.  Each one of the things: the Hebrew reads, "each one of the two
of them." This indicates that the translator, or the text from which he
worked, read minhuméd vather than minha.

134. See De Gen. et Corr. II, 10, 336b, 3-9.
IP VIII, iv, 4, 6, fol. 128a, 13-17:

- and inasmuch as some things are moved at one time and are at
rest at another, for those things which are moved by an eternal
unmoved mover must be moved eternally, while those which are
moved by an eternal moved mover must be moved at one time and at
rest at another, in accordance with whether that [mover which is
also] in motion is close to them or remote from them. ..

See also LP VIII, Comm. 9, 345 FG; 7bid., Comm. 21, 356 K; 1ibid.,
Comm. 46, 386 M-387 A: ibid., Comm. 53, 394 D; IDGC II, p. 89, 29-41
(Latin: pp. 147, 12-148, 9 Fobes); EDGC 11, p. 123, 90-96 (Latin: 395
[col. 4]; Arabic: p. 29, 8 ff.).

135. Physics VIII, 5, 285a, 18-20

136.  The reading of the Arabic MS is correct: if it is moved acci-
dentally, it cannot cause eternal motion; if it is moved essentially, it

can cause motion in other things only when it stands in the proper rela-
tion to those things.

137. See LP VIII, Comm. 53, 393 L-394 B, and ibid., Comm. 50, 390 E.

For were this the case, the mover would be subject to motion acciden-
tally, and [that in which it causes motion] would not be the first of
things in motion of themselves: Narboni comments:

[These words mean] that if the mover were a force in a body, and
mingled with what is moved by it and distributed throughout its
dimensions, the mover would itself be moved by accident. Simi-
larly, what is moved would not be moved by itself in its total-
ity, except accidentally, for it would be moved because of a
mover itself moved accidentally; and it would not be the first
of things moved by themselves: that is, it would not be moved
primarily by the first mover, but rather by the mediation of a
mover other than itself, inasmuch as the true Prime Mover is not
moved, for there must be some first thing in motion primarily of
itself for whose motion something else in motion is not a cause.
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Cf. DSO VI, p. 135 (Latin:
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This is the celestial body which contains the universe, for it
is truly moved by itself primarily: it 1is not accidentally
moved by something external, nor by a mover itself moved acci-
dentally. In truth, it is compounded of only two parts: a
motive part which is not itself moved either essentially or
accidentally, because it is separate from the body in so far as
it is not mingled with it, while it is in it in so far as it
bestows motion and existence; and a part which does not cause
motion to any other part, for it is deprived of divisibility and
finitude and corruption because it is the dwelling of God. For
this reason, it 1is truly what is moved primarily, as the One,
true God is the Prime Mover.

13 CD; Hebrew: p. 57, 127-134).

138. Cf. Simplicius, 7n De Caelo, p. 403, 15-21.

139.

390
13,

Ibid., p. 40b, 10-30 (Latin:

See [P VIII, Comm. 53, Comm.
E. On the types

and KMH, Méopét, p. 35b, 18-30 (Latin:

393 L-394 B; cf. 7bid.,

... the objects of research which we desire to establish by
means of the demonstrative syllogism are of three kinds: either
we seek to establish the cause of the thing and its existence
simultaneously; . or we seek to establish its cause alone,
when the knowledge of 1its existence has reached us through
[immediate] knowledge or syllogism; or we seek to establish its
existence alone.... The first kind informs through absolute
demonstration, namely, demonstration of the cause and existence
simultaneously; the second informs through demonstratio causae;
and the third informs through demonstratio essendi and demon-
stratio per signum.

56 K-M):

As for the demonstratio causae alone, its parts are arranged [as
are] the parts of the simultaneous demonstratio essendi et cau-
sae, and [its] conditions are these same conditions.... But the
difference between them is that in this proof the existence is
known to us, either through immediate knowledge or through syl-
logism, so that through this proof we seek only to establish the
cause.... The conditions of the demonstratio essendi are these
same preceding conditions, except that the middle term in it is
not a cause for the conclusion; rather it is a cause for our
knowledge alone, and what is prior in it in knowledge is not the
same as what is prior in existence. What is of this description
is of two kinds: one kind, and it is the first, is what is
called demonstratio per signum. This is the kind in which the
prior in existence is always demonstrated by what is posterior
to it, if the latter is prior in knowledge. For example, we
demonstrate that the moon has a spherical shape because its
light increases in the Tunar shape...

of demonstration involved, see Post. Anal.
De Demonstratione, 53 E-G):

50,
I
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Cf. Qlog, libri posteriorum, VI, 114 M-116 A, and IPsA 1, pp. 71-73.
See also Narboni ad Moreh Nebukim I, 71:

. and the eternity of motion proves the eternity of the mover
by way of demonstratio essendi, as the eternity of the mover
proves the eternity of what is moved and of the motion by way of
demonstratio causae et essendi.

In his commentary on this Question, Narboni notes that the demonstra-
tio causae applies to the motion, not the mover, for demonstratio causae
with respect to the latter is impossible. Cf. Narboni ad Moreh Nebukim
I 71

... he means by "decisive demonstration" what Aristotle called
"absolute demonstration," namely, demonstratio causae et
essendi. And this is true, for this kind of demonstration,
whose existence is very rare, does not often exist with respect
to physical things. The existence of God 1is also proved by
demonstratio per signum, namely, from the posterior, not from
the prior; for He is prior to all things, and there 1is nothing
prior to Him, and how could His existence be proved by a demon-
stratio causae when He is the cause of everything?

Cf. LP 11, Comm. 22, 57 AB; Alexander, De Prin., p. 253.

17 ff.; Post-

140. On the illustration, see De Caelo II, 11, 291b,
erior Analytics 1, 13, 78b, 4-10.

141. See above, paragraph 20.
142. Physics VIII, 7

143. The reference is probably to Physics VI, 10, 241b, 2-20; but cf.
ibid., VIII, 8, 261b, 31-263a, 4, and 264a, 28-33; 7bid., VIII, 9, 265a,
13-32. See also LP VI, Comm. 91.

144. Contiguous: in Hebrew, kerikd = Greek echomenon; see Wolfson,
Crescas, pp. 375-76, n. 113. Contiguity is only a special case of suc-
cession (Physics V, 3, 227a, 4-22; Metaphysics X1, 1069a, 1-13), and
here the Hebrew terms kerikd and mesudderet may be used synonymously
(note that at Physics VIII, 10, 267a, 24 and 267b, 15, Aristotle uses
echomenon in the sense of ephexés). At LP VIII, Comm. 56, 397 F (to
Physics VIII, 7, 260b, 21 ff., where Aristotle uses ephexés), Averroes
comments:

... aut quia componitur ex motibus successivis, scilicet quorum
unus est ante alium, et unus post alium, ita, quod finis praece-
dentis sit cum principio consequentis.

26: "... for

(Cf. Gersonides, MilhdmGt ha-Sém VI, i, 11, p. 341, f
successive

there cannot be an eternal, continuous time from the
motions.")
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145,
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Physics VIII, 10, 267a, 21-24, and 267b, 9-11; cf.

Comm. 55, 396 EF.

146.

Physics VIII, 8, 261b,

13-24; cf. LP VIII, Comm. 64, 404 A, E.
EP VIII, pp. 149, 17-150, 10 (Arabic):

147,
L-432 A;

With respect to this investigation, it remains for us to demon-
strate which motion is the one that has such a mover. We say
that it is clear from what was demonstrated that it is the
motion of translation, for this is prior by nature to the rest
of the motions... [and] also because that which is moved with
this motion is moved by itself, and such a thing can exist only
with reference to [motion in] place, and of that [kind of
motion], only in the circular. For it is not possible for any
motion which is one, continuous, and eternal to exist except
this [motion], inasmuch as the rest of the motions, according to
what was demonstrated in the sixth book, are finite. Further-
more, it is not possible for the motion which is compounded of
two of these rectilinear motions to be one and continuous...

See Physics VIII, 6, 259a, 17-20; cf. LP VIII, Comm. 83,
Iy XII, Comm. 43, 326 LM (Arabic: pp. 1644, 7-1645,

Alexander, De Prin., p. 267.
IP VIII, iv, 4, 6, fol. 126a, 23-126b, 8:

It is already evident, also, from two aspects, that there must
be an eternal mover, for it has already been demonstrated that
there must be a motion which is one and which does not end. If
there must be a motion of this kind, it must also be continuous.
If it is continuous, it must be one: for the contiguous and
successive motions are neither continuous nor one, but many.
That the eternal motion must be continuous is evident because
the motions which are contiguous cannot be eternal in them-
selves, for they are infinite [in number] and from an infinite
[number] of movers. Thus, if there must be a motion which is
continuous and one, there must be a mover which is one and eter-
nal, and there must be something moved by this mover which is
one and eternal...

Ibid., VIII, vi, 5, fol. 139a, 16-22:

When it has been demonstrated that there is a continuous motion,
and that the one, continuous motion belongs only to one thing in
motion and one mover, and that otherwise the motions are con-
tiguous and not one, continuous motion: it is evident that what
causes that motion and what is moved by it are each one thing,
and that this mover cannot be moved; for the series must proceed
to an unmoved mover, inasmuch as everything in motion has a
mover but this cannot continue to infinity...

LP VIII,

27-262a, 15; 264a, 28-264b, 1; 264b,

431

1)

*
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Ioc 11, v, 2, fol. 190b, 9-13 (Latin:

The second proposition is what was demonstrated about the prime
mover and the first thing in motion (i.e., the celestial body
and its mover): neither one of them is capable of change. If
either of them were capable of change, the primary motion would
not be continuous [and] eternal, as was demonstrated in Physics
VIII.

301 CD):

EM 1V, 385 M (Arabic: p. 129, 7-8; German: p. 107): "Et si datur
motus aeternus, necessario quoque datur motor aeternus unus. nam, si
essent multi, non esset unus motus continuus."

148. I.e., by considering each of the four varieties of motion; see
Physics VIII, 7, 260a, 20-26la, 26. Cf. Wolfson, op. cit., p. 628,
n. 2.

148. Physics VIII, 7, 260b, 18-19 (cf. 26la, 15-21). On perfection
of existence, see above, Question II, n. 10.

150. [In] the world as a whole, [not] in the individual: the Hebrew
reads: O-be-'fsh ha-‘614m bi-k1dlé. These words baffle me. I have
translated as if this were a reference to Physics VIII, 7, 26la, 13 ff.

(as in LP VIII, Comm. 1, 339 EF; ibid., Comm. 57, 398 D-H; cf. Physics
VIII, 2, 252b, 24-28): "In the individual, locomotion is the last of
the motions; whereas it is the first, and only, motion of the heavens."
See Cleary, Priority, pp. 80-85.

Possibly, however, these words reflect something similar to what is
found in Simplicius, 7n Physicorum, p. 1272, 32-33: that the self-moved
is most peculiarly and properly moved with motion in place (kai hoti tén
kata phoran kinésin idids kaj kyriés kineitai to autokinéton).

151. Physics VIII, 5; cf. ibid., VIII, 10, 267a, 21-267b, 5.

152. Clearly, either the bracketed words must be added to the text,
or we must emend is moved to "he causes."

153. See Physics VIII, 10. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 78, 424 A, and the
treatment of the same arguments in Question VIII, below.

154. Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 12-23; cf. Metaphysics XII, 7, 1073a,
3-8. Averroes apparently agrees with Simplicius that the "nothing
finite" of Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 12-13 refers to force rather than
magnitude (see Ross’ commentary to these lines in his edition of Phys-
ics, p. 721), but perhaps in this very brief recapitulation Averroes
simply prefers not to consider the case of magnitude. Our text (and
below, Question VIII, paragraphs 3-4) agrees with IP VIII, vi, 1, fol.
137a, 8-9:

It would appear that he employs the demonstratio per signum, for
it is one of the things known immediately that what causes
motion for an infinite time has within it an infinite force.
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(But note that in Question VIII (Joc. cit.), this proposition is
demonstrated.)

However, in LP VIII, Comm. 79, 425 H, we read:

- et hoc, quod dicimus motor finitus, intelligimus motorem
finitum potentia, et magnitudine. sed hoc quidem, quod motor,
cum fuerit corpus, sit finitae magnitudinis, iam probatum est in
Tertio: quod autem finitae potentiae, cum sit corpus finitum,
hoc nondum manifestum est...

155. EP VIII, p. 147, 12-13 (Arabic):

That it is not possible for a corporeal force to have an infi-

nite action is clear in the following manner: because every cor-

goreaT force must necessarily be divided when the body is
ivided.

See also LP VIII, Comm. 78, 424 B; LM XII, Comm. 41, 324 A (Arabic:
p. 1627, 1-4).

156. The impossibility of an infinite body is demonstrated in Physics
I1I, 5, and De Caelo I, 5-7. The argument given in our text against the
existence of an infinite force in a body is not found in Physics VIII,
10.  Rather, the argument of our text seems to be based on an analogy
with the arguments of De Caelo I, 6 (against infinite weight; cf. ibid.,
I; 1, 215, 1 f£.).

157. Cf. Metaphysics XII, 7, 1073a, 3-11; and IP VIII, vi, 2,
fol. 138a, 4-10:

After it had already been established that it is necessary for
the eternal motive force to be infinite, and that it is impos-
sible for an infinite force to be a body or in a body, it is
evident that the eternal Prime Mover is neither a body nor a
force in a body; and that it is not divisible or subject to
change accidentally, in the way that the souls of animals
undergo motion through the motion of their bodies, because these
souls have no existence save through their bodies. But this
mover must necessarily be incorporeal, and its existence is not
through bodies; rather, the existence of the [celestial] body is
through it.

Ibid., VIII, vi, 2, fol. 137a, 10-20:

When it has been settled that this motion [whose existence was]
demonstrated in this book is infinite and cannot exist as the
result of a mover of finite force, it must necessarily exist as
the result of a mover of infinite force., I say that this force
cannot exist within a body or throughout a body. The proof of
this is that every body is either finite or infinite, but it has
already been demonstrated that the existence of an infinite body
is impossible. This motive force, therefore, must exist
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throughout a finite body or within a finite body. But the
existence of an infinite force throughout a finite body or
within a finite body is obviously impossible, for it is evident
that bodies or forces which exist in bodies are divided when the
bodies are divided.

EP VIII, p. 148, 11 [reading with the Cairo and Madrid MSS]-12
(Arabic):

In this way it is clear... that a finite force cannot have infi-
nite action. It has already been demonstrated, therefore, that
the motive force which belongs to a body such as this is not
material.

See also LP VIII, Comm. 79, 425 H-426 G; EM IV, 385 M-386 A (Arabic:
p. 129, 8-17; German: pp. 107-108); LM XII, Comm. 41, 323 L-324 B (Ara-
bic: pp. 1626, 6-1628, 9); DSO VI, pp. 126-27 (Latin: 11 K-M; Hebrew:
p. 53, 28-54, 43 ; ibid., II1, pp. 99-100 (Latin: 8 I-L; Hebrew: pp.
36, 1-37, 15).

158. KMH, Heqgqés, p. 22b, 2-11 (Latin: in Libros Priorum
Analiticorum, 50 FG):

The demonstratio per impossibile is a compound of categorical
and hypothetical [proof], and it is employed in the following
way: when we wish to demonstrate the truth of a certain judg-
ment, we take its contradictory and to this we join a correct
proposition about whose truth there is no doubt. From this, we
form one of the valid combinations in whatever figure of the
categorical syllogism that 1is convenient. When a demonstrably
false conclusion is deduced, we know that the falsehood comes
neither from the combination of the syllogism (for it was a
valid combination), nor from the correct proposition. Thus, the
only remaining alternative is that the falsehood comes from the
contradictory of the proposition in question, and inasmuch as
its contradictory is false, the proposition itself must be true.

Cf. Maimonides, Millot ha-Higgdyén VII, 5, pp. 39-40 (Arabic: pp. 15,
19-16, 5 (Efros]):

The men of this art have a type of syllogism which they call
demonstratio per impossibile--for when we wish to verify a cer-
tain judgment and we proceed by means of some categorical syl-
logism amd deduce the judgment whose truth we wish to know, we
call it the direct categorical syllogism. If we verify that
judgment in another way--that is, we assume the contradictory of
the judgment whose truth we wish to know, and we compose a syl-
logism through which we have a demonstration, and the falsehood
of that contradictory which we assumed is deduced: then the
contradictory of what we assumed is undoubtedly the truth,
namely, the judgment which we wished to verify. We call this
syllogism, by which the falsehood of the contradictory of the
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judgment we wish to verify was demonstrated, demonstratio per

impossibile.

See also Prior Analytics 1, 23, 4la, 21 ff.; ibid., 1, 29, 45a, 23
ff.; ibid., 11, 11; IPrA 11, cap. xi, 132 H. Note especially LDC I,
Comm. 95, 64 D: ... demonstrationes autem ducentes ad impossibile sunt
generis signorum.

159. See Physics VII1, 10, 266a, 24-266b, 5. The only impossibility
mentioned by Aristotle at the end of the book is the impossibility of an
infinite body (267b, 20-22). Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 79, 426 GH.

160. In his various formulations of these alternatives,
seems to use the terms "force" and "motion" interchangeably.
DSO VI, pp. 134-35 (Latin: 13 BC; Hebrew: p. 57, 119-126),
n. 162.

Averroes
See, e.9.,
and below,

161. Following (more or less) Aristotle’s argument, Averroes does not
distinguish here between infinite in intensity and infinite in duration.
Here we have his interpretation of Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 28-31, as in
EP VIII, p. 148, 8-11 (Arabic):

The motion of this body from the infinite force must take place
in an instant, and this is an impossible self-contradiction: for
it has already been demonstrated that every motion takes place
in time. It is obvious that this absurdity follows only from our
assumption of an infinite force in a finite body.

See also LP VIIL, Comm. 79, 425 M; DSO III, pp. 100-102 (Latin: 8 L-9

A; Hebrew: p. 37, 16-23).
162. ... the motion of the part is smaller than the motion of the
whole...: all the MSS read: "... the motion of the whole is smaller

than the motion of the part...," which cannot be correct. See, e.g., EP
VIII, p. 148, 15 (Arabic): "... because the force of the part, for
example, is smaller than the force of the whole"; and DSO VII, 13 IK
(Hebrew: MS P. 989, fol. 29a, 14-17):

. For it is already evident that the force of a part of [one
of] those bodies whose force is divided when they are divided is
smaller than the force of the whole. And this proof includes
both the active and passive forces which exist in every body,
according to what appears in the first book of De Caelo. And if
this is so, then every force in a body, whether active or pas-
sive, is necessarily finite: for the force of the whole in such
bodies is greater than the force of the part.

While the discussion of instantaneous motion clearly implies that
Averroes has motion infinite in intensity in mind, his discussion of the
relation between the motion of the part and the motion of the whole
could also apply to motion infinite in duration. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 78.
424 BC, where this argument is given in terms of "force."

Y
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163. Again, this is not an argument found in Physics VIII, 10. For
the full form of the argument, see LP VIII, Comm. 78, 424 BC, where the
argument occurs in an excursus and does not stem directly from the text
of Physics.

164. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 86, 433 I-M. In view of what follows in our
text, especially in the first line of paragraph 47, below, perhaps in
tnis [eighth] book (be-zeh ha-ma’amidr) ought to be translated: "in this
chapter.”

165. Averroes discusses the question of matter and form in the heav-
ens in a variety of contexts. See LP VIII, Comm. 79, 426 M-427 B;
ibid., Comm. 78. 424 IK; ibid., I, Comm. 63, 38 F; LDC I, Comm. 5, 5 EF;
ibid., Comm. 20, 15 CD; ibid., Comm. 92; ibid., 11, Comm. 1, 95 LM;
ibid., Comm. 3, 97 A-C; ibid., Comm. 36, 120 E; 7bid., Comm. 71, 146 FG;
LM VIII, Comm. 4, 211 F (Arabic: p. 1032, 10-14); ibid., Comm. 12, 220
G-1 (Arabic: pp. 1077, 19-1078, 16); ibid., XII, Comm. 10; and DSO.
See also below, Question IX, paragraph 5, and the notes thereto; and
Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 594-95.

& T?e }ac; of matter and form in the heavens is largely deduced from De
aelo II, 3.

166. See above, nn. 144 and 147.

167. This discussion depends on Physics VIII, 10, 267a,
parallels, see above, nn. 137 and 147.

21-25. For

168. ... because it is exceedingly obvious from what had been demon-
strated concerning the [prime] mover...: Narboni takes these words to
mean that this point was dealt with potentially earlier on when Averroes
said and it has already been demonstrated of the Prime Mover of the uni-
verse... (paragraph 28).

169. Cf. LDC II, Comm. 36, 120 GH.
170. Cf. paragraphs 31-33, above.
171. Cf. EDC 1I, p. 41, 8-14:

And this is what aids our understanding of the interpretation of
Aristotle’s discourse at this point. By the discourse about
these things here, I was reminded of what had previously been
demonstrated about the heavenly body: that it 1is animate--and
this exists potentially in the preceding arguments, for it was
demonstrated that the heavenly body is moved in virtue of
itself. And it is also evident that it is animate, as Alexander
said, because it is eternal, and the eternal is better than the
animate thing which is not eternal, and best animate thing is
necessarily animate because it is better.

12 FG; Hebrew: p. 71-78),

See also DSO VI, pp. 130-31 (Latin: 55,
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and cf. TAT XIV, pp. 287-288 (Arabic: pp. 472, 7-473, 14; Latin: 117
E-H); ibid., I1I, p. 114 (Arabic: p. 190, 3-8; Latin: 53 M-54 A).

172. This may refer to Plato and his followers (as in Question I; see
below, n. 175), or, possibly, to Avicenna and his followers (see below,
Question VIII, paragraphs 6-7, and n. 43). As we have seen, Averroes
does not always clearly distinguish between the opinions of Plato and
those of Avicenna. Indeed, the opinions of the Mutakallimin and John
Philoponus are often considered to be identical with those of Plato and
Avicenna. Cf. Evrard, op. cit., pp. 307-13.

Here, the term external must mean an immaterial mover which, unlike
animal and human souls, does not require a body in order to exist. See
H. Wolfson, "The Problem of the Souls of the Spheres from the Byzantine
Commentaries to Aristotle through the Arabs and St. Thomas to Kepler,"
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 16 (1962), especially pp. 33, and 42-44.

Cf. DSO VI, pp. 123-24 (Latin: 11 E-H; Hebrew: pp. 52, 1-53, 19) for
a parallel couched in slightly different terms.

173. 1.e., bodies with immaterial movers, such as animals. Aristotle
and Averroes have already shown that the Prime Mover does not inhere in
the celestial body as the soul of an animal inheres in the animal.

174, Cf. Question 1, paragraph 6 (also paragraph 4, and n. 12), where
a very similar phrase is used in connection with Plato’s theory of the
self-mover. Here, too, Averroes is denying that the heavens can move
themselves in such a way that the mover and what is moved are identical.
1 take the phrase either potentially or actually to refer to the dis-
tinction between the mover and what is moved: if the self-mover exists,
it must be simultaneously potential (what is moved) and actual (the
mover), which is impossible.

175. What is simultaneously potential and actual cannot be one.

176. Cf. Question IX, the end of paragraph 6. According to Averroes,
his own view is opposed to the opinions of Alexander (see Question IX,
paragraph 8; DSO VII, 14 E [Hebrew: MS P.989, fol. 29, 42 ff.]), Plato
(see LP VIII, Comm. 79, 426 K), and Avicenna (see Question IX). See
also IDC 1, 293 GH and 294 C-295 B; LDC 11, Comm. 71, 145 K.

177. Having disposed of the possibility of an infinite force within a
body, Averroes now turns to the case of an external force (or body),
infinite with respect to intensity.

178. ... the celestial bodies would destroy all the moved bodies in
the sublunar world: [ have not been able to find this striking phrase
elsewhere. Possibly it is related to De Caelo II, 9, 291a, 21-22, but
cf. DSO VI, p. 134 (Latin: 13 B; Hebrew: p. 57, 119-20).

179. LP VIII, Comm. 79, 427 G: quanto enim maior fuerit motor, tanto
motio eijus erit velocior. Cf. ibid., 427 F.

180. Cf. LoC II, Comm. 71, 146 C-E; 7bid., Comm. 38, 122 F-K.
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181. There would be no relation because the infinite has no relation
to the finite. See De Caelo 1, 6, 274a, 7-8; cf. IDC I, 294 B; LP VII,

Comm. 35, 335 B-E.

182. See LP VIII, Comm. 79, 427 BC; DSO III, p. 101 (Latin: 8 M;
Hebrew: p. 37, 17-18); LDC 11, Comm. 63, 141 GH; I0C 1, x, 2, 8, fol.
178b, 3-6 (Latin: 293 M-294 A):

.. it is indeed evident that they cannot have that kind of lack
of finitude which pertains to the intensity of motion and its
velocity: for if they were infinite in this respect, it would
be possible for there to be motion in an instant.

183. IDC I, x, 2, 8, fol. 178b, 6-9 (Latin: 294 A):

This kind of finitude [with respect to intensity] is necessi-
tated by the nature of what is moved, qua body. For this reason,
this kind of finitude must include everything moved by itself,
whether or not the form through which it is moved inheres in the

body.
cf. LP VIII, Comm. 79, 427 C.
184. EP VII, p. 39a, 2-3 (Arabic: pp. 125, 15-126, 2):

... for anything whatsoever does not move anything_whatsoever;
rather, only a defined thing moves some [other] defined thing,

and with a defined force.

EDC IV, p. 67, 15-1T7:

... and as what was moved there was not moved from anything
whatsoever to anything whatsoever... but, rather, from a defi-
nite thing to a definite thing; nor, again, is the mover any-
thing whatsoever...

IoC 11, v, 4, fol. 192a, 1-3 (Latin: 301 M-302 A):

... and this is apparent with regard to every natural mover: it
has a defined proportion to what is moved [by it]. For this
reason, whatever mover that happens to exist does not move what-
ever moved thing that happens to exist, nor does it do so in

whatever time happens to exist.
Ibid., IV, ii, fol. 245b, 11-16 (Latin: 330 FG):

With respect to all motions, it is clear that no one of them is
from so;ething indefinite to something indefinite; nor is the
thing in motion which is described [as being moved] by one of
these motions something indefinite; nor is the mover of any one
of these motions something indefinite. Rather, it is evident
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that in each one of the classes of motion, [something] is moved
from a definite opposite to a definite opposite.

See also LM XII, Comm. 41, 324 E-G (Arabic: pp. 1629, 16-1630, 11);
LDC I, Comm. 64, 44 DE; ibid., IV, Comm. 22, 248 GH. Cf. TAT III, pp.
112-114 (Arabic: pp. 187, 13-189, 13; Latin: 53 F-L).

185. ... a mover might cause the same motion in the larger [object]
as in the smaller: the text is ambiguous. In addition to the transla-
tion given, it might mean, following the reading of MS. Munich 31, that
two movers of different magnitudes could cause a motion of the same mag-
nitude or dintensity in the same object. Inasmuch as what is important
here is the proportion between movens and motum (active potentialities
amd passive potentialities), neither of the alternatives would appear
more correct than the other. See LM XII, Comm. 41, 324 E-H (Arabic: pp.
1629, 16-1631, 7); LDC II, Comm. 38, 122 G-K; ibid., Comm. 63, 141 F; LP
VIII, Comm. 35, 335 B-D.

186. On this objection, see Lewin, "Mupdath," p. 91; Pines,
"Summary," pp. 322-25; MWolfson, Kalam, pp. 374-82. The text of this
Question (if I have punctuated the text correctly) would appear to sup-
port Wolfson’s reconstruction of the original form of Philoponus’ argu-
ment. Cf., however, LP VIII, Comm. 79, 426 K-M, where another objection
raised by John Philoponus is said to be the strongest, and the present
argument is attributed to Avicenna and Alexander (on which, cf. Question
IX, below).

Simplicius reports the argument (in De Caelo, p. 79,1 & A 5 e
Wildberg, p. 66]), but lays no special stress on it.

187. The first part of this paragraph (through which may be
raised in this regard) is translated in Steinschneider, "Alfarabi,"
p. 122. On the argument, cf. Question IX, below.

188. De Caelo I, 12; see also the almost verbatim parallel to our
text in LM XII, Comm. 41, 324 BC (Arabic: p. 1628, 10-15):

John the Grammarian raised a great and difficult question
against the Peripatetics. He said that every body has a finite
potentiality, and the heavens are a body. Therefore, the hea-
vens have a finite potentiality. But everything finite is cor-
ruptible, so that the heavens must be corruptible. If someone
should say that the lack of corruption in the heavens is some-
thing acquired from a separate, eternal power, this would mean
that something possible with respect to corruption can become
eternal. That this is impossible, however, was stated at the
end of the first book of De Caelo.

189. De Caelo 1, 2, 268b, 26-29. In LDC II, Comm. 71, 146 CD, Aver-
roes states the distinction between the two types of potentialities in
the celestial bodies in a slightly different way from what follows in
our text. In LDC, he distinguishes between potentialities with respect
to quality, and potentialities with respect to time. A1l the celestial
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bodies have motions finite in velocity, and fixed in their velocity.
That is, each body has a velocity appropriate to it, but all the heav-
enly bodies are infinite in time.

190. Cf. LM XII, Comm. 41, 324 C-E (Arabic: p. 1629, 1-15); LP VIII,
Comm. 79, 427 BC. For a different resolution of the problem of finite
body and infinite force, see ibid., 427 D-G. Aristotle, too, does not
speak of eternal motion, but of existence and duration.

2412}. Physics IV, 14, 222b, 30-223a, 15; cf. ibid., VI, 3, 234a,

192. See LDC II, Comm. 71, 146 C-F; DSO 1III, pp. 109-110 (Latin:
9 M-10 A; Hebrew: p. 41, 87-96); ibid., I11I, pp. 107-08 (Latin: 9 G-H;
Hebrew: pp. 39, 61-40, 69). See also Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 612-13.

QUESTION VIII

1. Steinschneider (HU, p. 181) tentatively identified this Question
with the treatise mentioned in the Escurial 1list under the title, "The
Discourse Concerning the Prime Mover" (see Renan, Averroés, p. 464).
That work, however, is probably to be identified with a lost treatise on
the Prime Mover (see Wolfson, "Lost Treatise," p. 683).

2. l.e., it is eternal, not generated and corrupted.

3. Locomotion is itself a form of change, so here we have a general
denial of change (metabolé), followed by the specific denial of motion
in place (phora).

IP VIII, v, 4, fol. 136a, 1-9:

Inasmuch as it had already been demonstrated that there must be
an eternal, continuous motion which is prior to the rest of the
motions; and because it was demonstrated here that this motion
cannot possibly exist in any of the genera of motion except cir-
cular translation: it is clear that circular translation must
necessarily be a continuous, perpetual, eternal motion. And
[because] the body which is moved circularly in perpetuity is
the celestial body, it is clear that the mover which causes this
motion is the eternal mover whose existence has been demon-
strated. It has already been demonstrated from this book,
therefore, which motion is the motion that must be perpetual,
and [it has been demonstrated] that the mover which causes this
motion is eternal, and not subject to motion either essentially
or accidentally.

A1l the forms of change are specifically ruled out at (P VIII, Comm.
46, 386 HI:

Et intendit per hoc, quod dixit: absolutum ab omni transmuta-
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quod non accidit ei aliquis modus transmutationis, nec

tione,
augmentatio, nec

generatio, nec corruptio, nec alteratio, nec
diminutio, nec motus localis.
The Tocus in Aristotle is Physics VIII, 9, 266a, 6-9; cf. Simplicius,
ad loc., p. 1320.

4. The emendation, required by the sense, is supported by a parallel
text, EM IV, 385 HI (Arabic: p. 128, 3-8; German: p. 106):

Et, cum fuerit ostensum qudd datur motus aeternus: sed cum
impossibile sit, qudd inveniatur aliquis motus aeternus praeter
localem circularem, ut in scientia Naturali fuit declaratum:
sequitur igitur manifeste ex hoc qui datur motus localis aeter-
nus. sed nihil percipitur sensu ita se habere praeter motum cor-
poris coelestis: motus igitur huius corporis coelestis est
aeternus, et eius motor est motor aeternus cuius esse fuit pro-

batum.
5. Physics VIII, 10

6. From what follows, it appears that infinite is used here in the
sense of "infinite in duration." Cf. Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 12-23, and
below, paragraph 4.

The actual propositions in Aristotle read as follows: (1) "... that
nothing finite can cause motion during infinite time," and (2) "... that
in no case is it possible for an infinite force to reside in a finite
magnitude." On Averroes’ understanding of the first of these proposi-
tions, see above, Question VII, n. 154. In what follows in this text,
Averroes will again offer more an interpretation of Physics VIII, 10,
than a paraphrase of that text.

7. It seems clear to me that something has dropped out of the text at
this point. Narboni, however, accepts the reading of our MSS and com-
ments:

And the second principle, which proceeds from the first, is that
it follows that that infinite action belongs to a force which
does not inhere in a body at all. That is, because this action
is from an infinite force, [and] because the infinite force does
not inhere in a body, as has been demonstrated.
8. Cf. LM XII, Comm. 41, 325 CD (Arabic: p. 1634, 7-11).
9. For another analysis of Aristotle’s proof in Physics VIII, 10, see
LP VIII, Comm. 86, 434 I-M. See also above, Question VII, n. 157,

10. I.e., the diurnal sphere.

11. See, e.g., LDC I, Comm. 22, 17 LM.

L

Notes--Question Eight 131

12. EP VIII, p. 146, 12-15 (Arabic):

We say that inasmuch as it has been demonstrated that it [the
Prime Mover] has no inherence at all in a subject--which is con-
trary to the way the case stands with the souls of animals--and
that the subject’s existence is through the Prime Mover, not the
Prime Mover’s existence through the subject, it has also been
gﬁmonstrated that the Prime Mover is not moved accidentally in

is way.

Cf. Question VII, n. 157, above.

13. Note that while the Greek text of Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 18
reads simply en pleioni gar to meizon ("for the greater the amount
moved, the Tlonger the time occupied" [Ross]), the Arabic version (p.
925, 3) reads: "since it is the greater, it 1is necessary, therefore,
that it should cause motion for a longer time" (idh kdna al-’a‘zam
fa-wdjaba ’idhan ’an yuharrika fi zamin ’atwal). Cf. Physics VII, 5 (LP
VIII, Comm. 78, 424 C: . et quod maius est movet tempore Jongiori.
haec §nim propositio verificata est in pluribus locis, ut in fine Sep-
timo.).

14. Narboni, ad loc.:

And his expression and the second stating that whatever force we
originally assume, we can then assume, etc., means that whatever
finite force we originally assume, we can then assume, etc. It
is obvious that this is a defect which has occurred in the
translation.

Steinschneider (HU, p. 178) cites this comment as part of the evidence
for his assertion that Narboni is certainly not the translator of the
Questions.

15. Cf. Simplicius on Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 10 (p. 1321, 18-37).

16. Il.e., having assumed initially that there is a finite force which
causes motion for an infinite time.

17. Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 78, and IP VIII, vi, 1, where Averroes repro-
duces Aristotle’s argument, rather than offering an interpretation of
that argument as he does here, Cf. also Question VII, paragraphs 42-43.
De Caelo 1, 12, 281b,

289 BC):

18. Prior Analytics I, 15; cf. 2-15, and
Metaphysics VIII, 4, 1047b, 9-14.

e 1, x, 2, 3, fol. 171a, 19-171b, 11 (Latin:

. and he said there are four things distinct from one another
in name and definition: impossible, false, possible, and true.
The possible is [e.g.] when we say that it is possible for the
sides of a triangle to be equal. The impossible is to say that
its hypoteneuse is equal to a side. The false [e.g.] is when we
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say, pointing to Reuben, that he is standing when he 1is [actu-
ally] sitting. The distinction between the false and the impos-
sible is that it is possible for the false to become true, but
this is not possible for what is impossible.... The second
principle is what was demonstrated in Prior Analytics: what is
impossible cannot follow from the possible falsehood, but only
from the impossible. 1I.e., when the conclusion of the syllogism
is impossible, there must be some impossible falsehood in the
premises, not [merely] a possible falsehood.

EDC 1, pp. 33, 15-34, 8:

Aristotle demonstrated by the method of contradiction that an
absurdity follows from this, and that after he posited two prin-
ciples for that purpose. One, that "the false" is said in two
ways: the first, when what one assumes is impossible with
respect to existence, which is the "absurd falsehood"; while the
second is the possible falsehood, i.e. when one assumes that
what is not existing does exist, but it is [nonetheless] pos-
sible for it to exist: e.g., if you say that Zaid is in the
market when he is not actually there. For this, even if it is
false, is possible.... This being the case, the nature of the
impossibly false is different from the nature of the possibly
false, and what follows from the one is necessarily different
from what follows from the other.... The second principle is
what is demonstrated in Prior Analytics: that from the possibly
false, no impossibly false [conclusion] follows. Rather, when
the existence of the impossibly false follows from something,
then [that something is itself] impossibly false.

Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 36, 375 KL, and IPrA I, cap. 15, 44 I-45 A.

19. KMH, Heqqé, p. 22b, 15-16 (Latin: in Libros Pr.
50 H):

The falsehood does not follow from the correct proposition, but
follows only from the proposition in the syllogism concerning

which there is ground for doubt.

20. See De Interpretatione VII, 17b, 16-25; Int. De Interpretatione

11 [23-24], pp. 71, 6-72, 13 Kassem.
21. See Wolfson, Crescas, p. 457.
22. This is the explanation of Narboni, ad Toc.
23. EP VIII, pp. 147, 18-148, 2 (Arabic):
... rather, it follows necessarily that if a certain thing in
motion is moved by two different forces over one and the same

distance, the relation between the times of the motions is the
relation between the motive forces.

Analiticorum,
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It should be noted that_Averroes. following Physics VIII, 10, 266a, 24
ff., is no longer discussing a force which produces an action infinite
in duration, but a force which produces an action of infinite intensity,

as in LP VIII, Comm. 79, 427 F:

Unde, si dixerimus potentias esse in corporibus, tunc actio
earum erit proportionalis, scilicet quod proportio potentiae
motivae ad potentiam motivam est sicut proportio velocitatis
motus ad velocitatem.

24. Narboni, ad loc.:
This means, if we assume one of these forces to be finite, i.e.
in its magnitude, and the other to be infinite in its substance,
i.e. 1in quantity; for it is described as "finite" or "infinite"
in so far as it is a force in a body.

MS. Munich 3] adds the words "in its magnitude” to the text of
Question, but the word is missing from Narboni’s lemma.

25. Cf. LP VII, Comm. 35, 335 DE:

ﬂotgrgs autem...in materia, si aliquis eorum haberet potentiam
infinitam, contingeret ut motus esset in non tempore. et haec
dec]argbuntur in ultimo Octavi 1libri. et Arist. non loquitur
hic, nisi de motoribus materialibus. quoniam ista perscrutatio
est utilis in dispositionibus motorum non materialem....

the

26. The thrust of the argument is clear, even though the text is not.

Cf., however, the quotation from IP in n. 28, below.

27. Reading with Physics VIII, 10, 266b, 2 (dd’iman in the Arabic

version [p. 926, 9]).
28. IP VIII, vi, 2, fol. 137b, 2-9:

After this has been settled, we assume that an infinite force
does exist throughout a finite body or within a finite body, and
that this motive force is signified by the letter A. We also
assume a certain thing in motion which is moved by that force
over a certain distance, and that thing in motion is signified
by the letter B, while the distance is signified by C. Then I
say that one of two things must necessarily follow from this,
and both of them are impossible: either the infinite motive
force A moves B over distance C in no time, that is, in an
instant; or the finite and the infinite move one and the same
thing over one and the same distance in one and the same time.

Cf. De Caelo 1, 6, 273b, 29-274a, 18; LOC I, Comm. 64, 45 A-E:
Si ergo posuimus alterum agentium finitum, et alterum infinitum,

continget ut infinitum agat in nullo tempore quapropter nullam
proportionem habebunt in actione cum nullam habeant in quanti-
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tate. Et, cum posuimus ipsum moveri (sic) in tempore. scilicet
jnfinitum movere finitum, possibile est reperiri aliud corpus
finitum, quod in i1lo eodem tempore aget actionem infiniti
secundum modum praedictum: et sic igitur inveniemus duo agentia,
quorum alterum est finitum et alterum infinitum, quae agent in
eadem actione, et in eodem tempore.

29. EP VIII, p. 148, 10-11 (Arabic [reading with the Cairo
nd Madrid MSS]):

It is evident that this absurdity follows only from our assump-
tion of an infinite force in a finite body, and that from which
an absurdity follows is itself absurd; for what we assumed from
the discourse is a possible falsehood, and no absurdity follows
from the possible falsehood, but only from the impossible false-
hood, as has been demonstrated in Prior Analytics. The dis-
course concerning the genus of this syllogism, to the effect
that there is no defect in it, has already been given.

see also IPrA I, cap. 15, 45 CD.
Cf. Simplicius on Physics vIII, 10, 266a, 24 (pp. 1323, 31-1325, 7).

30. See above, Question VII, n. 158.

31. The direct syllogisms are perfect syllogisms which require no
reduction (see C. von Prantl, Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande [repr.
Leipzig, 1927] I, p. 700 [cf. II, p. 200, notes]). The terms “direct”
and "indirect" are also applied to the method of proving syllogisms (I.
Bochenski, A History of Formal Logic [New York, 1970], pp. 76-78). How-
ever, in IPrA 1, cap. 11, 132 L Averroes states that everything that can
be demonstrated by the categorical syllogism which is called "direct”
can also be demonstrated, with the same propositions, per syllogismum
contrarii. And note that earlier (ibid., 132 H), he has stated,
speaking of syllogismi ad impossibile: planum etiam qui haec syllogismi
species componitur ex conditionali et praedicativo. Cf. KNH, Heqqés, p.
22b (quoted above, Question Vi1, n. 158).

32. IpC 11, iii, 7, fol. 211b, 12-22 (Latin: 312 HI):

For this reason, it does not harm our speculation if we consider
it to be generated, even though we see that it is impossible and
false that it should be generated. But we do not posit the
impossible qua impossible; we only posit it qua possible. Thus,
no absurdity results to us by using it with regard to this con-
ception and [its] verification. The philosophers frequently
used it in similar speculations. We have already spoken about

jts use in many places.
Ibid., 111, iii, 2, 1, fol. 217a, 7-22 (Latin: 315 E-G):

If so, the possible [proposition] in this syllogism is only
assumed qua possible, not qua impossible: i.e., "the heavy"
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here is only assumed to be susceptible of division
heavy, not because it is fire orpearth. When s:ge b:g:g?gllt ::
azg:me?nqggigo;ilglgtnno 1Tgos?1bility results from assuming it
7 ing syllogism, a possible propositi s
ass:@e? qua possible, namely, that the heavy an geav; ?2 sﬁif
ceptible of division, and a proposition of undoubted truth was
Jg1ned. to it, namely that the point is not susceptible of divi-
§}on! it followed that the point is not heavy, nor is it 1light
fromlth?ereie1ther heavy or 1light, an impossibility would follow
g s, i.e. that the point would be susceptible of division
and the impossibility does not occur because the possible was
pgs1ted qua possible. Thus, the only remaining alternative is
t gti _1n this discourse, it results from our assuming that the
Ro;nt ;? either heavy or light. Proofs similar to these are what
{15 otle frequently made use of in this science. Thus, it is
;0?:te;;?:2:t?ow Th?m1ssius erred: for he thought that at this
e emplo i
B i tes. ployed a possible premise and deduced a neces-

EP VI, pp. 2Ba, 27-28b, 2 (Arabic: p. 93, 1-6):

Since this is so, what the preceding discourse ass

p?531b1e, and then an impOSSibi]itygfo1lowed, is poszTE?e zgseﬁf
tially but impossible accidentally. It is only assumed in so
E;r as it is possible, not in so far as it is impossible, and in
. is way we assume it toggther with the dubious proposition in a
femongtratfo per impossibile, so that the impossible follows
i;gzsggsil?:; wgen whattii ??ss1b1e is assumed to exist, an

oes not fo i

b tmilis g B type..?w from it, and Aristotle uses many

Cf. DSO VI, pp. 127-128 (Latin: 12 AB; Hebrew:
Comm. 72, 163 1 (wh s ; Hebrew: p. 54, 44-49); LP IV,
of demonstration)F ere Plato is also credited with the use of this type

33. See [P VIII, Comm. 78, 424 K-M (the ref
nation s o erence there to an expla-
and 48, Egiﬂﬂf"" quaestionibus, most probably means QLog; see notes 47

34. MS. New York, JTSA 2311 breaks off followi
does not resume agai Y ollowing the word 1f, and
entire leaf is m1351gg.n until in the same way (paragraph 11). One

35. EP VIII, p. 147, 12-15 (Arabic):

This is clear in the following way:

f ) y: because every corporeal
gqrge is of necessity subject to division whenythe bgdy is
a1¥;g;g§ fzﬂg mean;nghof th:? 1sbthat the larger body always has
2 e, an e smaller body al
if both bodies are of one species. FTNRz et SiARRIINE TOrc
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IP VIII, vi, 2, fol. 137a, 19-23:

... for with respect to the bodies or the forces which are in
bodies, it is evident that they are subject to division through
the division of the bodies; and everything which has a greater
body has a greater motion, or the motive force in it is greater,
provided these things are of the same species. This is clear
with respect to both motive bodies and the motive forces which

are in bodies.

36. Narboni, ad loc., explains that this refers to the assumption
made in the first demonstration (paragraph 4, above).

37. See DSO VI, pp. 127-130 (Hebrew: pp. 54, 44-55, 70; Latin:
12 B-E).

38. According to Narboni, this refers to the second demonstration
(above, paragraph 5).

39. Note the parallel argument at LP VIII, Comm. 79, 426 H, where
the subject is not the motion of the sphere but its existence.

40. 1.e., that Aristotle had not demonstrated in a valid way that the
force which moves the heavens is not inherent in a body. It is worth
noting that at LP VIII, Comm. 78, 424 K-M, it is not only Avicenna and
his followers who are criticized for not understanding Aristotle’s dem-
onstrations, but Galen and Alfarabi, as well.

41. Narboni, ad loc.:

That there is no being which is not a body, subsisting (‘dméd)
in itself, separate from the [celestial] bodies, which is itself
a principle of those bodies: this means that every body acts on
something and is acted upon by something else. And they consid-
ered it possible for the eternal body to be compounded of matter
and form.... The sage R. Abraham b. Ezra said that many thought
that the sphere of the Zodiac [fixed stars] was God, because it
is not a body. He meant by this, because it is not in place
like the things enclosed by place (i.e., [enclosed by ]the final
sphere), because it encloses and is not enclosed in itself. How
much better was Averroes when he said this is the worst of doc-
trines, etc.... He means that it is [an opinion] in opposition
to all the fruits of philosophy, i.e. the belief in the Separate
Intelligence. And it was to this purpose that Aristotle roused
and exerted himself, and discovered and ate from the fruit of
the tree of life. Averroes devoted a special treatise to this

topic...

On the opinion of Avicenna and his followers, see TAT X, p. 254 (Ara-
bic: p. 421, 4-10; Latin: 104 M-105 A), On the "Oriental” or "illumi-
native" philosophy, see C. Nallino, "Filosofia ‘orientale’ od ‘illumina-
tiva’ d’Avicenna?" Rivista degli Studi Orientali X (1923-25), pp:
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433-67; S. Pines, "La ‘Philosophie orientale’ d’Avicenne et sa polémique
contre les Bagdadiens," AHDLMA XIX (1952), pp. 5-37; H. Brown, "Avicenna
and the Christian Philosophers in Bagdad," in Islamic Philosophy and the
Clqssfcal Tradition (Oxford, 1972; ed. S. Stern), pp. 35-47; and Gutas,
Avicenna, pp. 115-130. For a different approach, see H. Corbin, Avi-
cenna and the Visionary Recital (New York, 1960), pp. 35 ff.

42. On the basis of the passage from TAT cited in the preceding note,
one might think that the philosopher (he-hdkdm) refers to Avicenna.
Averroes, however, 1is quite consistent in reserving this epithet for
Aristotle. See, e.g., Question 1, paragraph 1; Index A, b to [N
(Bouyges), s.v. al-hakim.

43, Cf. the reference to the oral teaching of the ancient philoso-
phers above, Question III, paragraph 12. Perhaps this interpretation of
the work of the ancient philosophers 1is connected with the rise of
Bitiniyya movements (see Peters, Aristotle and the Arabs: The Aristote-
lian Tradition in Islam [New York, 1968] , p. 177). In any case, it is
interesting to find Averroes himself using terminology appropriate to
the interpretation of the Quran with respect to Aristotle: e.g., huwa
al-zahir min al-madhab 'Aristd (EM, p. 152, 12-13 [Arabic]; cf., e.g.,
ICat 11, iv, p. 88, 3 [Bouyges]; p. 131, 7-8 [Kassem]).

44, The text and the sense are both difficult. The reading of MS.
Munich 31 is unclear, but may be h.m.d.h. This may suggest that the
original wording of our text may have been "because of error and igno-
rance."

I cannot explain why Avicenna’s followers should have thought (or
should have been thought to think) it necessary for Aristotle to conceal
a belief that the mover of the celestial sphere inhered in that sphere,
a belief which Plato had already stated. One might think they meant to
imply that Aristotle, too, held that God was not the Prime Mover. Our
text, however, states that Avicenna denied the existence of any incorpo-
real being itself the principle (=cause) of corporeal existence, which
amounts to something more than the denial of an incorporeal motive
cause. Such a position is reminiscent of the Dahriyya. (Perhaps the
term ha-siklit [=ignorance] in our text is equivalent to the Arabic
al-jahiliyya, which also means ignorance, and has specific reference to
the barbarous period before Islam, the period to which the existence of
the Dahriyya is ascribed [see H. Wolfson, Repercussions of the Kalam in
Jewish Philosophy (Cambridge, Mass. and London, 1979), pp. 153-59].) If
Avicenna did hold such a position (not found in any of his extant
works), it must certainly have been expressed in an esoteric text (but
see the passage in TAT cited in n. 41, above).

45. Newfangled is an attempt to preserve the reading berd'im which is
found in both MSS. It is, however, not unlikely that this reading is a
corruption of bediyim = false.

46. Cf. IPrA 1, cap. xv, 44 [-M.
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47. Cf. Metaphysics VII1I, 4, 1047b, 14-30; QLog VII (Iibri priorum),
93 EF.

48. I.e., with respect to both the sublunary and the celestial
bodies. Cf. QLog VII (1ibri priorum), 95 F.

49. See paragraph 4, above,

50. De Caelo I, 9, 278b, 11-279a, 11; on assumptions made only in so
far as they are possible, see (OC 11, Comm. 104, 167 A; and n. 32,
above. Cf. LP VII, Comm. 2, 307 LM; and n. 56, below.

51. See paragraph 5, above.

52. I.e., time and motion are continuous quantities; see Physics

VI, 2.
EP VI, p. 26b, 12-14 (Arabic: p. 88, 1-3):

When we have assumed these two propositions, it follows from
them that the continuous qua continuous is divisible into what
is always divisible.

IP VII, i, fol. 102a, 7-8: "...inasmuch as it has already been demon-
strated that everything in motion is divisible into what is always divi-
sible."”

See also LP VI, Comm. 3, 248 E; ibid., Comm. 15, 255 E:...:eg est
quod, ex hoc, quod velocius et tardius pertranseunt in infinitum,
sequitur quod magnitudo dividetur in divisibile.

53. IP VI, i, 3, fol. 86b, 15-23:

A proof of this [that there is no indivisible time or magnitude]
is that we have already assumed that the faster is moved over
one and the same distance in a shorter time than that in which
the slower is moved, and that the faster is also moved in one
and the same time over a greater distance than that over which
the slower is moved. If this is so, and we assume that a cer-
tain thing in motion is moved over a certain distance in a cer-
tain time, it is possible for us to assume a thing in motion
which is faster and one that is slower, in so far as what is
moved [is moved] in time. The faster necessarily divides the
time, and the slower divides the magnitude, for the slower is
moved in this time over a part of this magnitude, and the faster
is moved over this magnitude in less than this time.

LP VI, Comm. 16, 256 H-M:

Cum posuit quod velocius pertransit magnitudinem, quam pertran-
sit tardius in minori tempore, et quod tardius pertransit in
illo tempore, in quo pertransit velocius magnitudinem minorem
magnitudinem, quam pertransit velocius, et quod velocitas, et
tarditas procedunt in infinitum, conclusit ex hoc quod divisi-
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bilitas in magnitudine, et tempore procedit per divisionem tem-
poris a velociori, et magnitudinis & tardiori in infinitum. et,
cum divisio est in eis semper: et hoc est, definitio continui:
necesse est ut magnitudo, et tempus sint continua....

54. 1.e., in an instant.
55. EP VI, p. 27b, 22-28 (Arabic: p. 91, 4-9):

We say that it must necessarily also be true with respect to
time that it is not composed of indivisibles, for if we assume
an indivisible time in which a certain thing in motion is moved
over a certain distance, we cannot assume a certain thing in
motion over the same distance which is faster than the first:
for if we did make that assumption, it would follow that the
faster would traverse that same distance in a shorter time than
the time we assumed to be indivisible.

Cf. LP VI, Comm. 11, 252 H-253 B.

VI?E. Physics VII, 1, 241b, 24-242a, 15; cf. above, Questions 1
EP VII, pp. 35b, 24-36a, 11 (Arabic: pp. 115, 17-116, 12):

The truth of the propositions which Aristotle employed with
respect to the proof of this problem had already been demon-
strated from this discourse, and he demonstrated that everything
in motion, in so far as it is in motion, has a mover. But a
certain difficulty has arisen with respect to this discourse,
namely, that that thing which is in motion can come to rest when
a part of it [comes to rest] only if it is assumed that rest is
possible for that thing. [If it is demonstrated that there is
something for which rest is impossible, as Aristotle thought
concerning the celestial bodies, then I do not know how what is
not possible can be assumed to be possible in this proof! If
this is true, and rest is impossible for some of the things in
motion, this demonstration is particular and it cannot be truly
concluded from it that everything in motion has a mover, so that
it ought to be considered an illusory proof rather than a demon-
stration. But we say that if there is some body in motion for
which rest is impossible, then this is impossible for it not
because it is in motion, but because it is something in motion
of a particular description: e.g., because its mover is eter-
nal, or because it has no contrary; but in so far as it is in
motion, it 1is possible for it to come to rest. Consequently,
the possible was assumed to be possible here only in so far as
it is possible, not in so far as it is impossible, [and hence]
the aforementioned demonstration follows from it. Many of the
demonstrations employed in mathematics are of a similar nature,
and no error occurs because of their use.

139

and
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LP VII, Comm. 2, 307 K-308 C:

For another objection to the argument of Physics VII, 1, which is ans-
wered in the same way, see Simplicius, 7n Physicorum, pp. 1039, 13-1041,
25.)

Declaratum est igitur ex hoc sermone quod ista demonstratio est
vera, et quod est de genere signorum certorum: licet not sit de
genere demonstrationum simplicium. Et potest quis dicere quod
propositiones, quae usitatae sunt in ea, non sunt utiles omne
moto ex se. cum in corpore coelesti impossibile est dicere quod,
cum quieverit pars, quiescit totum, cum imaginari hoc sit impos-
sibile. ista autem demonstratio fundata est super hoc, quod par-
tem quiescere 1in omni moto est possibile. quod est impossibile
in corpore coelesti....Ad hoc autem dicendum est, quod partem
quiescere corporum, et de quibus demonstratium est, quoniam
impossibile est ut corrumpantur, aut quiescant, quodammodo est
possibile, quodammodo impossibile. est enim possibile, secundum
quod est corpus, impossibile est autem, secundum quod est ali-
quid corpus, v.g. neque leve, neque grave. et, quia consyderatio
haec est de corpore, secundum quod est corpus, cum motum, secun-
dum quod est motum, est corpus. ideo illud quod positum est hic,
est possibile. Et sciendum est qui multa necessaria sequuntur
per se multa possibilia: et qudd propter hoc est possibile in
signis, ut propositiones eorum sint compositae ex possibilibus,
et necessariis: sed tamen necesse est ut maiores sint necessar-
jae: quoniam hoco modo contingit quod conclusio sit neces-
saria....

Abravanel, Sdmayim Hadasim 111, p. 29a, 11-21:

You cannot say that what I have assumed, to the effect that the
sphere is not in motion, is an impossible assumption, and for
that reason this impossibility follows from it. For it is pos-
sible to imagine the body qua body to be at rest, and it is pos-
sible to imagine it to be in motion, in spite of the fact that
in so far as it is a certain kind of body it is in motion per-
petually and does not rest. But an impossible falsehood does
not follow from a possible falsehood. Aristotle had already
employed a similar type of demonstration with respect to this
discipline in the sixth book of the Physics, when he assumed the
possibility of a motion faster than the diurnal motion and the
possibility of a body greater than the encompassing sphere. In
his commentary [to Physics VI], Averroes wrote that Aristotle
did not err, nor did he intend to cause others to err with
respect to this matter, and that what he deduced from this
assumption is a demonstrative conclusion. For the heavens, in
so far as they are bodies, could be moved with a faster motion;
and the sphere, in so far as it is a body, could be imagined to
be greater than it is. A1l this is possible with respect to the
heavens in so far as they are a body, in spite of the fact that
in so far as they are a certain kind of body this is not pos-
sible with respect to them. And [Averroes also wrote] that
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Aristotle assumed these things in so far as they are possible,
and Averroes’ argument on this is correct. 1 say, therefore,
that the sphere, in so far as it is a body, may be imagined to
be at rest and not in motion...

cf. LP VI, Comm. 15, 255 I-L; and EP VII, p. 116, 13-15 (Arabic):

It is amazing that Abu Bakr [Ibn Bajja] solved this difficulty
here in a manner similar to our solution, but he did not do this
in the sixth book when he said that there is not something
faster, or something slower, than anything in motion, so that he
deviated from Aristotle’s proof...

See also DSO VI, p. 131 (Latin: 12 HI; Hebrew: p. 56, 84-93).
It is instructive to compare this Question with Simplicius’ treatment
of Physics VIII, 10.

QUESTION IX

1. In his "Filosofia ‘orientale,’" p. 437, n.1, Nallino identifies
a treatise mentioned in Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a’s Tist under the title, "A
treatise refuting Ibn Sina’'s division of existing things into merely
possible; possible per se, necessary through something else; and neces-
sary per se," with a lost work of Averroes’. (See Renan, Averroés,
p. 456 [reading with the MSS, rather than with Renan; cf. ibid.,
p. 458].) That treatise, however, is to be identified with this Ques-
tion, which in the MSS of Jodrosi’s translation is introduced by the
words: "A Treatise of Ibn Rushd’s criticizing Ibn Sina’s division of
existing things into possible per se; possible per se, necessary
through something else; and necessary per se." (See also Steinschneider,
HU, pp. 181-182.) It should be noted that the Escurial 1ist (Renan,
op. cit., p. 464), which lacks the title mentioned above, does contain
the following title: "A treatise concerning the necessity of the eter-
nal [thédbita] body in its rotation."

Averroes’ other writings contain many parallels to the contents of
this Question. Todros Jodrosi, in the introduction (found only in MSS.
P. 1023 and BM Add 27559) to his translation, refers the reader to the
end of [P VIII (see Comm. 79, 426 L and 427 D). More extensive paral-
lels are to be found in DSO VII, TAT, and, above all, in IDC I, x, 2, 8.

To my knowledge, the edition of this work promised by Worms
(Lehre, p. 37) never appeared.

2. See Avicenna, al-Najit (Rome, 1593), Metaphysics II, pp. 62 ff.;
M. Horten, Die Metaphysik Avicennas (Halle, 1907-09), I Abh., ch. 6, pp.
62-77, and VIII Abh., ch. 4, pp. 498-506 (and for a translation of the
same passages, based on a later edition of the Arabic text, Avicenne: La
Métaphysique du Shifd‘, trans. G. Anawati [Paris, 1978/1985], vol. I,
pp. 113-116; vol II, pp. B85-89); T. Haarbriicker, Asch-Schahrastaniis
Religionspartheien und Philosophenschulen (Halle, 1850-51), System des
Ibn Sina II, pp. 236-37, and 250 ff.; P. Morewedge, The Metaphysica of
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Avicenna (New York, 1973), pp. 47-50. Note that "possibility" is cited
as one of the subjects treated in the Oriental Philosophy (see Pines,
"¢Philosophie orientale’," p. 26; cf. above, Question VIII).

Elsewhere Averroes claimed that Avicenna took this classification of
being, and the proof for the existence of the First Principle based on
this classification, from the Mutakallimin (see TAT IV, pp. 163-64, and
van den Bergh's n. 72. 1 [Arabic: pp. 276, 1-277, 11; Latin: 71 K-72
B]; cf. above, Question V, where certain related arguments are cited not
in the name of Avicenna, but in the name of the Mutakallimln. Cf. also
Wolfson, "Lost Treatise," pp. 697-99.) The validity of the metaphysi-
cal nature of Avicenna’s proof for the existence of the First Principle
is not considered in this Question, nor does Averroes raise the problem
of whether the necessary of existence differs from the Prime Mover.

3. But cf. [P VIII, Comm. 79, 426 LM:

Audiens autem Avi. verba haec Ari. qui iam audierat verba Alex.
opinatur est duplex esse necessarium, necessarium scilicet ex
altero contingens, et possibile ex seipso, et necessario ex se:
necessario quidem ex alio, ut Coelum, necessario ex se, ut
motores Coeli.

Cf. also below, paragraph 5.
On Alexander’s responsibility for Avicenna’s error,
n. 38.

see also below,

4. For the construction of the phrase necessary of existence, see
Wolfson, op. cit., p. 685, n. 8. Averroes defines Avicenna’s phrase
"entity of a necessary existence" as an "existence without cause" at TAT
IV, p. 164 (Arabic: p. 277, 3-4; Latin: 71 M).

H. Davidson has used the three-fold division of existence attributed
here to Avicenna as one piece of evidence showing that Averroes’ knowl-
edge of Avicenna’s writings was deficient (Proofs, ch. X, pp. 318-20;
334-35; Avicenna speaks of two types of being). While Professor David-
son’s conclusion may be perfectly correct, it seems to me that the
three-fold division found here is of limited evidentiary value, for
three reasons. First, the polemic context of the work; Averroes is not
noted for fairness to opponents. Second, the fact that, as Professor
Davidson himself notes, all interest here is focused on the impossibil-
ity of a category possible in itself, necessary through another. Third,
the fact that Averroes is very fond of three-part divisions in general,
sometimes turning an Aristotelian two-part division into a three-part
division (see Hugonnard-Roche, "Méthodes," pp. 247-51). Additionally,
the three-fold division found in this Question is not the rule in Aver-
roes’ writings; see e.g., the passages from TAT and LP cited above, nn.
3-4. Throughout TAT, for example, Averrroes never refers to the first
part of the tripartite division (the merely possible--the part of the
classification that most excites Professor Davidson’s wrath), at all.
It might be possible to argue that Averroes, over the course of time,
improved his acquaintance with Avicenna’s writings, but I would find it
difficult to believe that this Question is an early work, even granting
the difficulties of dating the various treatises.

a
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) GT?EH the context of this treatise, I would conjecture that Averroes
is simply attempting to set the case of generated and corrupted beings
aglde. Admittedly, he does this by using the term "possible" in quite
d1fferent way from the way Avicenna uses this term. But one may ques-
tion whether. this 1is due to ignorance or to Averroes’ insistance on
using terms like "possible" and "necessary" in what he perceives to be
Ar1§totle‘§ sense. It s, after all, one of Averroes’ complaints
against Avicenna that the latter has strayed from the true Peripatetic
tradition.

However, Avicenna himself recognized a difference between generated
and corruptgd beings and the eternal heavens with respect to possibility
and necessity (see F. Rahman, "The Eternity of the World and the Heav-
enly Bodies in Post-Avicennan Philosophy," Essays on Islamic Philosophy
gnd Science, ed. G. Hourani [Albany, 1975], pp. 222-23; A. Ivry,

Destiny Revisited: Avicenna’s Concept of Determinism," Islamic Theology
and Philosophy, pp.162-67).

5. Cf. Avicenna, al-Najit, Metaphysics I, p. 60: "... and the essen-
tially eternal is that which has no principle [=cause] for its essence
through which it exists...".

Aristotle identifies the eternal and the necessary at De Gen. et
Corr. 11, 11, 338a, 1. On this identification, see Wolfson, Crescas,
pp. 109 ff., and 680 ff.
6. See TAT VIII, p. 238 (Arabic: p. 395, 1-15; Latin: 99 D-F);
ibid., X, p. 252 (Arabic: pp. 417, 13-418, 15; Latin: 104 C-F). Aver-
roes is, however, prepared to accept this classification of being in
toto if it is stipulated that it does not actually exist in things, but
is a result of an operation of the intellect. In the Hebrew MS of DSO
VIT (P. 989, fol. 29a-b, where it immediately follows the text of this
qustfon and bears the title: "A treatise of Averroes’ exculpating Ibn
Sina about that for which he criticized him in the preceding treatise"),
Averroes compares this operation of the intellect to the task of the
geometer, and then (fol. 29b, 1-4; Latin: 14 FG) goes on to say:

The discourse of Avicenna is also true, namely, that the com-
pelled things are of two classes: those which are compelled by
themselves and necessary in virtue of their own essence, and
this class is called "necessary of existence in virtue of
itself"; and those which are compelled through something other
than themselves [but] possible of themselves, that is considered
in themselves--not that there is [actually] any possibility at
all in them. These are the things concerning which it is said
that their nature changes from the possible to the compelled--
but in reason, not in existence.

(The fact that 050 VII follows our treatise, of course, does not mean
that DS0O VII must have been composed later than our treatise.)

Cf. Shem Tob’s commentary to Moreh Nebukim 11, Introduction,
tion XIX (p. 9a-b):

Proposi-

Being, according to mental division, is to be divided into nec-
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essary and possible. The necessary is that whose existence is
from itself and which has no dependence on any other thing. The
possible is that which has existence from something other than
itself, and 1is caused.... Avicenna thought that this distinc-
tion was not a mental distinction, but rather that the possibil-
ity was something from the mover, and, similarly, this is the
opinion of Maimonides, as will be demonstrated in what is to
come. Thus, he thought that the thing is possible in virtue of
itself and necessary in virtue of its cause... Averroes thought
that possibility was not something that existed at all, but that
if we call what is caused "possible," it is in virtue of its
having a cause. Note this, for it is something profound.

Cf. also Vajda, Isaac Albalag, pp. 172-74, and see Metaphysics V, 5,
1015b, 9-15 (cf. (M V, Comm. 6, 109 K-110 C [Arabic: pp. 520, 11-

523, 8]).
7. Ibc 1, x, 2, 8, (4), fol. 177a, 10-13 (Latin: 293 BC):

If there is a nature capable of eternity, it is impossible that
it should be corrupted; similarly, if there is a nature capable
of generation and corruption, it is impossible that it should
continue eternally --unless it is possible that the nature of
the necessary can be converted to the nature of the possible.

See also EDC I, p. 36, 6-8; TAT II, p. 71 (Arabic: pp. 120, 14-121,
1; Latin: 38 KL); 7bid., III, p. 146 (Arabic: p. 246, 5-10; Latin: 65
GH); LDAn 11I, Comm. 5, p. 391, 140-43; Kasf, pp. 57-59 (Cairo; Muller:
p. 39; and Wolfson, "Lost Treatise," pp. 700-02,

Note that in TAT 111, al-Farabi, as well as Avicenna, is credited with
believing in the conversion of the possible to the necessary.

Note also that at DSO II, pp. 82-84 (Hebrew: p. 28, 54-65; Latin: 6
1K), Averroes himself expresses the very view disputed in this Question
(cf. LM II, Comm. 4, 30 CD [Arabic: pp. 14, 15-15, 16]).

For a discussion of Averroes’ views on possibility and necessity
(without reference to this Question), see G. Jalbert, "La nécessité et
la contingence chez Aristote et Averroés," Revue de 1’Université
d’Ottawa XXX (1960) pp. 30*-35*%,

8. I.e., potentiality for corruption, not for motion in place. See
below, paragraph 5.

9. The reference is to De Caelo 1, 12. For a discussion of the dis-
tinction between potentiality and possibility, see Wolfson, Crescas,
pp. 690-93.

LDC 11, Comm. 34, 117 K:

...possibile enim in rebus aeternis est necessarium, cum nullum
possibile sit in eis vere. Et causa huius est quod nulla poten-
tia est in aeterno ad recipiendum eius contrarium, quod habet...
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For other parallels to our text, see, e.g., LOC I, Comm. 109, 75 AB:
(hebran: o3, A4t Lapjeabtc: B 1200, §:12); 059 TIT, pp. 103-104
P , 38-44; latin: 9 CD); ibid., IV, p. .
49, 25-26; Latin: 10 GH). ’ 0. 230 {Hehrees p.

10.  See TAT V, p. 180 (Arabic: p. 304, 13-16; Latin: 78 A): ibid
VIII, p. 241 (Arabic: pp. 399, 13-400, 7; Latin: 100 EF); EM %f, 3?3.ﬁ
é:ra?;g:zsp. 75, 1-6; German: pp. 61-62). See also Wolfson, Spinoza I,

11.' On the fact that "eternal” does not mean "causeless,” see above,
Question V. See also below, the end of paragraph 5, on the corporeal
substance of the heavens.

12. Cf. above, Question VII, paragraph 48; and below, paragraph 7.
13. Cf. Question VII, paragraph 47.

14. See De Caelo I, 3, 270a, 12 ff.; cf. Physics VIII, 7, 260b
2§-30. See also LP I, Comm. 63, 38 F; LM XII,yCOmm‘ 41, 324 CD (Ara:
bic: p. 1629, 1-10); 7ibid., Comm. 29, 313 F (Arabic: p. 1557, 9-12);
EN III, 377 LM (Arabic: p. 95, 1-9; German: p. 79); TAT I, p. 34 (Ara-
bic: p. 59, 1-2; Latin: 26 C [with variant reading]); 0SO II, pp.
79-80 (Hebrew: pp. 26, 27-27, 35; Latin: 6 E); 7bid., IV, p. 116
égebygg:5?9.1§g, ES;@Q; L?;ia: 10 H); 7bid., VI, p. 133 (Hebrew: pp.

. -57, ; Latin: . Note, too, the interesti
LP VIII, Comm. 15, 352 B: ) BRI, PRSI R s

Cum autem perscrutatus est secundum cursum naturalem de istis
rebus, vidit hoc esse ens medium inter aeternum, et generabile,
et corruptibile: et quod quodam modo est aeternum, et alio modo
generabile, et novum: et est corpus, quod movetur circulariter,
quod est generabile, et corruptibile quantum ad ubi, et manens
quantum ad substantiam.

15. See, e.g., LMW XII, Comm. 10, 296 M-297 A (Arabic: p. 1447,
4-16); TAT 1V, pp. 160-61 (Arabic: pp. 270, 11-272, 16; Latin: 70
G-K). See also Wolfson, Crescas, pp. 594-98.

16.  See [N VIII, Comm. 12, 220 FG (Arabic: p. 1077, 4-18); EM II,
372 BC (Arabic: p. 71, 9-15; German: p. 58); DSO II, p. 82 (Hebrew:
p. 27, A47-51; Latin: 6 GH); ibid., III, pp. 110-11 (Hebrew: pp. 41,
100-42, 108; Latin: 10 BC). Cf. Metaphysics XII, 2, 1069b, 24-26.

The insistence on the term "subject" for the matter of the heavens is
also found in Simplicius; see, e.g., in De Caelo, p. 134, 5-10.

17. LP I, Comm. 79. 45 D:

Et hoc declarabitur in de substantia orbis quod corpora coeles-
tia non habent materiam omnino, quoniam tunc essent generabilia,
et corruptibilia propter mixtionem privationis cum natura [a.l.
materia] eorum. nihil aliud enim est causa generationis, et cor-
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ruptionis quam prima materia propter non esse, quod mixtum est
in substantia eius.

See also TAT I, p. 43 (Arabic: pp. 74, 14-75, 2; Latin: 29 F). Cf,
DSO 11, p. 74 (Hebrew: p. 25, 1-5; Latin: ©5M; LM XII, Comm. 7, 295 HI
(Arabic: p. 1438, 7-14).

18. De Caelo I, 3, 270a, 12 ff.; but see Simplicius, op. cit., p. 92,
7-32 (cf. p. 108, 2-21), where the proof is ascribed to Physics VIII.
IDC 1, vi, fol. 146a, 12-146b, 4 (Latin: 275 D-G):

After he [Aristotle] had completed this, he began to demonstrate
that this noble body is neither generated nor corrupted, and
that it is not capable of increase or diminution, or alteration,
or being acted upon, and that it is altogether unreceptive of
the qualities which are consequent to passive alteration.... He
demonstrates this first by means of two propositions: one, that
every generated and corrupted thing exists only from its con-
trary, and is corrupted into its contrary.... The second propo-
sition is that the circular body has no contrary.... The first
proposition is both self-evident and evident through induction.
[But] 1in order to prove that the body moved in a circle has no
contrary, he again uses two propositions The first is that the
contrary elements must necessarily have contrary motions: for
these bodies are only described as contrary because of their
forms which are the principles of the motions; thus, the motions
of contrary things must be contrary. The second proposition is
that the circular body has no contrary to its motion. Thus, it
follows that the circular body has no contrary.

Ibid., I, vi, fol., 147a, 4-9 (Latin: 275 KL):

After it had been demonstrated that this [celestial body] has no
contrary, [it became clear that] it has a subject which must,
therefore, be simple, not compounded of matter and form, and
this subject is 1like the actual matter belonging to abstract
forms. But it is more 1ike matter than form, even though it has
some resemblance to both: for it is like matter because it is
sensible and perceptible, and because it has a potentiality with
respect to place, and because it is a body; but it is 1ike form
because it is actual and its substance is not potential.

Ibid., 1, vi, fol. 149b, 9-12 (Latin: 277 F):

It is indeed evident that the circular body has no contrariety
in it: for the cause of contrariety is "up" and "down"; and the
cause of "up" and "down" is the circular body, so that the cir-
cular body is the cause of contrariety. Thus, it has no contra-
riety in it. I have given this proof even though Aristotle does
not mention it.

See also LDC I, Comm. 18, 13 I; Comm. 20, 15 B-D; Comm. 22, 18 D-F.
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19. De Caelo 1, 12

20. On paragraph 5, see Metaphysics IX, 8, 1050b, 16-28 Se
TAT 111, p. 142 (Arabic: p. 239, 1-10; Latin: 63 M-64 A); fb?d.?‘;?
é?? (A;abifé p. 243, 5-15; Latin: 64 M-65 A). Cf. S1mp%icius, op.

2l. See TAT X, pp. 254-55 (Arabic: . 422, 5-4 g -
105 CD). Cf. Wolfson, Crescas, p. §88. i ' % 5 Bt

22, Cf. LP VIII, Comm. 83, 432 CD.

23. See LP VIII, Comm. 78, 424 H-K; DSO 1, pp. 72-73 (Hebrew: p. 24,

éggéé?3; Latin: 5 I-K); TAT III, p. 141 (Arabic: p. 236, 6-14; Latin:

24. Cf. Metaphysics XII, 7, 1072b, 4-14.
25. Physics VIII, 1, 251a, 8-252a, 5

26. IP VIII, i, 5, fol. 115b, 19-20: "Thus, it has alread
been demongtrated from this discourse that motion, as a genﬂs{
does not fail." See also (P VIII, Comm. 9, 345 F (cf. 7ibid.,

Comm. 36, 375 L). But cf. EP VIII, p. i foe
133, 5-8): ) p. 40a, 24-28 (Arabic: p.

This is the suitable explanation of the discourse of Aristotle
at the beginning of this book, [and] not what certain men
thought: that Aristotle’s intention was only to demonstrate that
motion as a genus does not fail. For Aristotle’s speculation
[there] concerned only the totality of the world, while the
motion which does not fail is in a part of the world.

Cf. also above, Question VII, paragraphs 15-18.

27.  See TAT VIII, p. 237 (Arabic: p. 394, 3-4; Latin: 99 B). Note
also IDGC II, iv, 2 (68), p. 96, 61-64 (Latin: pp. 159, 20-160,)4).

28. LP VIII, Comm. 46, 387 H-K:

Si digitur dicatur.quod non apparet ex istis generabilibus quod
sunt agterna, nisi secundum praeteritum. et demonstratio non
complebitur, nisi ponantur aeternal in praeterito, et in futuro.
dicemus ad hoc, quoniam, cum declaratum sit quod impossibile est
ut deficiant in praeterito infinito, declarabitur quod est
impossibile in eis ut deficiant in futuro. quoniam, si deficer-
ent in futuro, deficerent in praeterito infinito. quoniam i1lud,
in quo est potentia infinita, non est determinatum magis ad unum
tempus, quam ad aliud. et, si deficerent in praeterito, non
essent nunc...
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On Aristotle’s use of the "principle of plenitude," see R. Sorabji,
Necessity, pp. 128-132.

29. The Hebrew phrase used here for the in the uppermost celestial
region is be-'dpeq ha-kél. Ha-kél1 (the A11) is the equivalent of the
Greek to pan, a term which usually means "the Universe," but which can
be used with reference to the heavens (see Physics IV, 5, 212b, 17-18;
De Caelo I, 9, 278b, 10-22). The term ’épeq normally means "horizon" in
Hebrew. Here, however, combined with ha-kol, it must refer to the out-
ermost, or upper, region of the universe (the eschaton ti tou pantos of
De Caelo 1, 7, 276a, 7). The same Hebrew terminology is found in IDC I,
vii, fol. 159a, 23-159b, 4 (Latin: 282 IK):

A third proof: namely, that the infinite body is not moved with
rectilinear motion, nor is it heavy or light. If it were light,
it would be in the upper region of the heavens (be-’épeq ha-
kél), and if it were heavy, it would be in the middle. But what
is infinite has no "upper" or "middle."

30. See De Caelo II, 1, 284a, 2-11; LP VIII, Comm. 1, 339 C and E. I
have followed Todrosi’s translation which consistently refers to one
encompassing motion. The other MSS use plurals here, and return to the
singular at the end of paragraph 6.

31. See DSO IV, pp. 116-17 (Hebrew: p. 49, 30-38; Latin: 10 HI; LP
VIII, Comm. 57, 398 G; TAT XIV, p. 293 (Arabic: p. 481, 6-8; Latin:
119 EF).

32. See above, Question VII, paragraph 45. Averroes does, however,
state explicitly that the motion of the heavens is possible in (M XII,
Comm. 41, 324 1-325 A (Arabic: pp. 1632, 1-1633, 10); TAT VIII, pp.
237-238 (Arabic: pp. 394, 11-395, 13; Latin: 99 C-F); cf. ibid., IX,
p. 244 (Arabic: p. 405, 3-10; Latin: 101 F), where this is implied.

33, See (DC I1I, Comm. 6, 98 F-H, referring to De Caelo II, 1, 284a,
26-32. Cf. DSO IV, pp. 112-15 (Hebrew: p. 48, 6-24; Latin: 10 D-G).

34, Cf. LM XII, Comm. 30, 315 A-C (Arabic: pp. 1567, 14-1568, 13).
35. Cf. TAT IX, p. 244 (Arabic: p. 405, 3-7; Latin: 101 EF).

36. But cf. (M XII, Comm. 41, 324 H-325 C (Arabic: pp. 1631, 8-
1634, 10).

37. According to ODSO VII, 14 E (Hebrew: P. 989, fol. 29a, 42-45),
Alexander did this in his work On the Governance of the Spheres (see F.
Rosenthal, "Arabic Manuscripts V," p. 17). Cf. IDC I, 293 GH (Hebrew:
1, x, 2, 8, fol. 177b, 12-22).

38. It is strange to find Alexander, the author of a work entitled
"That the World Cannot be Incorruptible by the Will of God if it is Cor-
ruptible in its Own Nature" (Quaestionum naturalium et moralium ad Aris-
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totelis philosophiam illustrandum [Monachii, 1842; ed. L. Spengel] I,
18), being accused of holding an opinion identical to that of Avicenna
on the inherent possibility of the world. Of course, this work was not
available to Averroes, and he could not have known that Alexander there
defined the possible as that which can or cannot be, depending on
whether or not its "becoming" is hindered. Alexander also holds there
that the corruptible must be corrupted: if it acquired incorruptibility
from some cause, a thing would be corruptible and incorruptible at one
and the same time.

But Averroes makes this charge against Alexander in more than one
place: e.g., DSO VII; IDC I, 293 GH; LP VIII, Comm. 79. Cf. DSO III,
where the Hebrew text (pp. 38, 47-39; 51) implies that Alexander did not
actually hold this opinion, but that Avicenna misinterpreted what Alex-
ander had written. This reference is lacking in the Latin edition of
1562 (9E), but according to Steinschneider (HU, p. 186, n. 580), it does
exist in the Latin edition of 1489, We have a similar reference to Avi-
cenna’s misinterpretation of Alexander, although on a different topic,
in LM XII, Comm. 5, 293 K (Arabic: p. 1426, 12-13).

Simplicius brings a charge of another kind against Alexander--again,
in more than one place. In his attempt to combat Alexander’s argument
against Plato’s view that that the world is corruptible in its own
nature, eternal through the will of God, Simplicius equates Plato’s
position with that of Aristotle in Physics VIII, and wonders why Alex-
ander did not realize the equivalence of these positions. (See, e.g.,
in De Caelo, pp. 301; 352, 24-353, 10; 358, 27-361; in Physicorum, pp.
1358 ff. Averroes, on the other hand, thinks that Alexander's interpre-
tation of Aristotle is equivalent to Plato’s position [LP VIII, Comm.
79, 426 H-L].) Simplicius does not, at least in this connection, cite
Alexander’s work On the Governance of the Spheres; presumably, he relies
on Alexander’s commentaries to Physics and De Caelo. (Perhaps the
treatise, like the "Refutation of Galen," is an excerpt from a commen-
tary; see above, Question I, n. 5.)

For Philoponus’ disagreement with Alexander, see Simplicius, in De
Caelo, 78, 12-79, 14 (tr. Wildberg, pp. 65-67).

Although both Averroes and Simplicius for the most part refer to Alex-
ander’s "error" in a "contra Philoponum" context, it seems much clearer
in Simplicius’ arguments that Alexander’s interpretation of Physics VIII
applied to the motion of the sphere, not its substance. (For a Neopla-
tonic statement which appears to me to include the substance, see Procli
Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum Commentaria [ed. E. Diehl; Leipzig: 1903],
vol. I, pp.260, 14-15; 267, 16-268, 6, et passim.) It is Alexander’s
attempt to solve the problem of how a finite body which must have
finite force can move eternally, by postulating an infinite receptivity
in that body, that enables Simplicius to deduce that the motion of the
sphere depends on something else, and then to proceed to exculpate
Plato.

That Averroes takes Alexander to refer only to the motion of the
sphere is not so clear to me. Indeed, Averroes himself at times held
that the sphere is necessary in its substance, possible in its motion
(see the end of paragraph 5, above, and the passages cited in n. 32,
above; cf. van den Bergh, n. 244.3 to TAT). One ought, again, to note
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have followed Todrosi’s translation which consistently refers to one
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state explicitly that the motion of the heavens is possible in LM XII,
Comm. 41, 324 1-325 A (Arabic: pp. 1632, 1-1633, 10); TAT VIII, pp.
237-238 (Arabic: pp. 394, 11-395, 13; Latin: 99 C-F); cf. 7ibid., IX,
p. 244 (Arabic: p. 405, 3-10; Latin: 101 F), where this is implied.

33. See LDC II, Comm. 6, 98 F-H, referring to De Caelo II, 1, 284a,
26-32. Cf. DSO 1V, pp. 112-15 (Hebrew: p. 48, 6-24; Latin: 10 D-G).

34. Cf. LM XII, Comm. 30, 315 A-C (Arabic: pp. 1567, 14-1568, 13).
35. Cf. TAT IX, p. 244 (Arabic: p. 405, 3-7; Latin: 101 EF).

36. But cf. (M XII, Comm. 41, 324 H-325 C (Arabic: pp. 1631, 8-
1634, 10).

37. According to DSO VII, 14 E (Hebrew: P. 989, fol. 29a, 42-45),
Alexander did this in his work On the Governance of the Spheres (see F.
Rosenthal, "Arabic Manuscripts V," p. 17). Cf. IDC I, 293 GH (Hebrew:
I, x, 2, 8, fol. 177b, 12-22).

38. It is strange to find Alexander, the author of a work entitled
"That the World Cannot be Incorruptible by the Will of God if it is Cor-
ruptible in its Own Nature" (Quaestionum naturalium et moralium ad Aris-
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totelis philosophiam illustrandum [Monachii, 1842; ed. L. Spengel] I,
18), being accused of holding an opinion identical to that of Avicenna
on the inherent possibility of the world. Of course, this work was not
available to Averroes, and he could not have known that Alexander there
defined the possible as that which can or cannot be, depending on
whether or not its "becoming” is hindered. Alexander also holds there
that the corruptible must be corrupted: if it acquired incorruptibility
from some cause, a thing would be corruptible and incorruptible at one
and the same time.

But Averroes makes this charge against Alexander in more than one
place: e.g., DSO VII; IDC I, 293 GH; LP VIII, Comm. 79. Cf., DSO III,
where the Hebrew text (pp. 38, 47-39; 51) implies that Alexander did not
actually hold this opinion, but that Avicenna misinterpreted what Alex-
ander had written. This reference is lacking in the Latin edition of
1562 (9E), but according to Steinschneider (HU, p. 186, n. 580), it does
exist in the Latin edition of 1489. We have a similar reference to Avi-
cenna’s misinterpretation of Alexander, although on a different topic,
in LM XII, Comm. 5, 293 K (Arabic: p. 1426, 12-13).

Simplicius brings a charge of another kind against Alexander--again,
in more than one place. In his attempt to combat Alexander’s argument
against Plato’s view that that the world is corruptible in its own
nature, eternal through the will of God, Simplicius equates Plato’s
position with that of Aristotle in Physics VIII, and wonders why Alex-
ander did not realize the equivalence of these positions. (See, e.g.,
in De Caelo, pp. 301; 352, 24-353, 10; 358, 27-361; in Physicorum, pp.
1358 ff. Averroes, on the other hand, thinks that Alexander’s interpre-
tation of Aristotle is equivalent to Plato’s position [LP VIII, Comm.
79, 426 H-L].) Simplicius does not, at least in this connection, cite
Alexander’s work On the Governance of the Spheres; presumably, he relies
on Alexander’s commentaries to Physics and De Caelo. (Perhaps the
treatise, like the "Refutation of Galen," is an excerpt from a commen-
tary; see above, Question I, n. 5.)

For Philoponus’ disagreement with Alexander, see Simplicius, in De
Caelo, 78, 12-79, 14 (tr. Wildberg, pp. 65-67).

Although both Averroes and Simplicius for the most part refer to Alex-
ander’s "error" in a "contra Philoponum" context, it seems much clearer
in Simplicius’ arguments that Alexander’s interpretation of Physics VIII
applied to the motion of the sphere, not its substance. (For a Neopla-
tonic statement which appears to me to include the substance, see Procli
Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum Commentaria [ed. E. Diehl; Leipzig: 1903],
vol. 1, pp.260, 14-15; 267, 16-268, 6, et passim.) It is Alexander’s
attempt to solve the problem of how a finite body which must have
finite force can move eternally, by postulating an infinite receptivity
in that body, that enables Simplicius to deduce that the motion of the
sphere depends on something else, and then to proceed to exculpate
Plato.

That Averroes takes Alexander to refer only to the motion of the
sphere is not so clear to me. Indeed, Averraes himself at times held
that the sphere is necessary in its substance, possible 1in its motion
(see the end of paragraph 5, above, and the passages cited in n. 32,
above; cf. van den Bergh, n. 244.3 to TAT). One ought, again, to note
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