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IN a list of works of Averroes reproduced by Renan from an
Arabic manusecript there is mention of a « Treatise on the
Prime Mover » (Kalam lahu ‘ala al-muharrik al-awwal).® This
work is not extant and nothing is known about it. But, as we
shall see, references to it are to be found in Averroes’ Long
Commentaries on Analytica Posteriora I, Com. 70,2 and Physica
VIII, Com. 3.2 A refutation of that treatise,, containing a
general deseription of it, as well as paraphrases of arguments
and at least one quotation, is also to be found in a work by
Moses ben Joseph al-Lawi, which was written in Arabic and
. translated into Hebrew. 4 On the basis of this general deseripfion
and the paraphrases and quotations,® with the help of parallel

1 Cf. -Renan, Adverrods et 1'Averrcisme2, p, 464, 1. 13; cf. also
Steinschneider, Hebr, Ubers., p. 181,

2 Quoted below in n. 25,

8 Quoted below in n, 28,

4 Coneerning him, see Steinschneider, op. cit,, p. 410,

6 In the quotations from al-Lawi’s treatise in this paper, I have
followed the manuseript of the Hebrew translation in the Library of
the Cathedral of Pamplona in Spain, without giving the variant readings
in the Oxford and Leningrad manuseripts, with which years ago I
collated the Pamplona manuseript. The Oxford and Leningrad manuseripts
are mentioned in Steinschneider (loc, e¢it)), The Pamplona manuscript was
first mentioned by Fritz Baer in Die Juden im ochristlichen. Spanien, I
(1929), p. XVII, n, The reference to this manuscript was brought to my
attention by Prof, Alexander Marx and a photostatic copy of it was
segured for me in 1931 by Prof, José M. Millds, The original Arabic
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passages In the extant writings of Averroes,® we shall try
to reconstruet the main outline and contents of that lost
treatise.

Al-Lawi’s general deseription of the treatise is contained in
‘the following passage : |

« Averroes has composed a treatise for the purpose of [1]
refuting this method, in which treatise he censures its inventor,
namely, Avicenna, and ridicules the method, and [2] argues
in favor of the view that the first mover is identical with the
Necessary Being,» 7

The point at issue between Avicenna and Averroes referred
to in this passage involves two problems, which, for the sake of
simplicity, may be stated in reverse order from that given here
by al-Lawi. Both Avicenna and Averroes, following Aristotle,
believe that the spheres are each moved by an incorporeal

substance which in their language is called Intelligence. The
Intelligence which moves the outermost or first sphere is called

of this treatise was recently identified by Prof, Georges Vajda in a
Vatican manuseript work by Joseph ben Abraham Ibn Wagdr, of which
& French translation entitled « Un Champion de 1’Avicennisme » was
published by him in Revus Thomiste, 1948, pp. 480-508, From that French
translation it would seem that the Arabic text used by Ibn Wagar
differed in a number of places from the Arabic text underlying the three
manuseripts of the Hebrew translation,

¢ The works of Averroes are cited in the notes of this paper by the
following abbreviations :

TMBAT = Tafsir ma ba‘d ai-tabi‘at, ed. M. Bouyges, Bevrouth,
1038-1948,

‘IMBAT = ¢Ilm ma ba‘d at-tapi‘at, ed, Carlos Quiros Rodrigues,
Averroes compendio de metafisica, with Spanish translation, 1919; German
translations by Max Horten, Die Metaphysik des Averroes, 1912, and
by 8, van den Bergh, Die Epitome der Metaphysik des Averroes, 1924,

TAT = Tahafot ai-tahafot, ed. M., Bouyges, Beyrouth, 1930,

Quotations from the Latin translations of Averroes are from Aristotelis
opera, 10 vols,, Venice, 1573-76.
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by both of them the « first mover.» But thz point at issue
between them is whether this first mover is (God or not. Avicenna
is of the opinion that this first mover is not God and that
God is a being beyond it, whom he calls « The Necessary Being »
(widjib al-wujad,) ® or «the First Principle» (al-mabda’
al-awwal). In opposition to him, Averroes maintains that the
first mover is God and hence identical with what Avicenna
calls the Necessary Being or the First Principle. Connected
with this difference between them, there is another difference.
Avicenna, who does not identify the first mover with God,
discards also Aristotle’s physical proof from motion for the
existence of a first mover as a proof for the existence of God.
In its stead he has a proof from possibility and necessity,
which he describes as a metaphysical proof. In opposition to
him, again, Averroes maintains that Aristotle’s proof from
motion as given in the Physics is a proof for the existence of
God. In the lost treatise, according to this passage of al-Lawi,
these two problems are discussed by Averroes. First, he refutes
Avicenna’s proof for the existence of God. Second, he tries
to show that the first mover is identical with God.®

In another passage, referring again to the two main
divisions of Averroes’ treatise, al-Lawi gives us some further
details of the first division. To quote : « In that treatise of
his, Averroes opens the discussion by (1) reproducing some of
Avicenna’s words on this problem. Then (2) he begins to refute
him by saying that, even if the propositions used by Avicenna
be granted, they would still not lead to the econclusion with

8 Literally « the Necessary of Existence », after the analogy of the
seriptural expression « the Ancient of Days» (Dan. 7:13). Similarly, in
the Latin translation of this phrase, namely, « necesse esse», the term
«esse » is to be taken as a descriptive genmitive and as the equivalent
of « existentiae », _

® Cf. amalysis of this problem, with reference to Moses al-Lawi’s
treatise, in ni;r paper « Notes on Proofs of the Existence of God in
Jewish Philosophy », Hebrew Union College Annual, 1 (1924), pp. 590 ff,
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regard to the thesis in question. And thereupon he undertakes
to substantiate, to his own satisfaction, this statement of hJs y 10

In still another place he says :

- « Furthermore, after having mentioned at the beginning
that, even if the propositions used by Avicenna in this method
be granted, they would not lead us to his conelusion with regard
to the thesis in question, namely, the establishment of the
Necessary Being, and aftér having finished what in his opinion
was a substantiation of that statement of his, Averroes began
to refute the propositions which were made wuse of in this
method. »1?

Besides these fragmentary outlines which furnish us with
general headings of various topies, al-Lawi’s treatise reproduces
individual arguments under each of these headings and also
supplies us with Averroes’ concluding statement of his treatise.
Bringing all these fragmentary outlines and individual argu-
ments and conclusion together, we have the following outline
of the structure of Averroes’ lost Treatise on the Prime Mover.

A. Refutation of Avicenna’s Proof for the Existence of God.

1. Restatement of Avicenna’s proof (Fragm. 1).
2. Censure of Avieenna and ridicule of his proof
(Fragm. 2). ' '
3. Formal fallacies of Avicenna'’s proof :
(a) On the basis of his premises, even granting that
they are true, he failed to show that his proof
is metaphysical and not physical (Fragm. 3).
{b) Again, on the basis of his premises, even grant-
ing that they are true, his proof is not a scien-
tific demonstration (Fragm. 4).
4, Material fallacy of Avicenna’s: proof : the defect
in his premises (Fragm. 5).

B. Refutation of Avicenna’s view that God is a being beyond

the first mover. '

10 Text quoted below in nn, 12 and 21,
11 Text quoted below in n, 46,
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“1. Criticism of the proposition that from ome simple
being only one simple being can proceed (Fragm. 6).

2. The assumption of a God beyond the first mover
introduces a superfluity in nature (Fragm. 7).

3. The wvariety of objeects of knowledge in the under-
standing of the first emanation is not sufficient
to explain the plurality of beings that proceed
from it (Fragm. 8).

C. Conelusion (Fragm. 9).

Fragment 1

« In that treatise of his Averroes opens the discussion by
reproducing some of Avicenna’s words on this problem ». 12

Averroes’ reproduction of «some of Avicenna’s words»
probably consisted of a brief summary of Avicenna’s proof for
the existence of God, such, for instance, as is given by Algazali
in his Tahdfut al-Falasifah. Averroes himself in his Tahafut
al-Tahdfut gives a nod of approval to this summary.® As
summarized by Agazali, the proof reads as follows : «It is
argued that every one of the individual causes [within the
world] 1s either possible with reference to its own essence or
necessary. Now, if each one of them were necessary, then
it would not be in need of any cause. And if each of them is
possible, then the universe as a whole is to be described as
possible. But inasmuch as everything that is possible is in need
of a cause superadded to its essence, it follows that the world
as a whole is in need of a cause extraneous to itself.» 14

' Fragment 2

« He censures the inventor of this method, namely, Avi-
cenna, and ridicules the method. » 18

12 nits A0p 13K Y2 NEP DD ERI 15 BRD MK NRe T5R 13N
ek mepnn Oy 1ard S21p 1Oore Ty amk RS npY T3 Nk SRen
ANYT B3 AT DERS npd 73 nk e ph Tan kY ney
13 Qf, TAT IV, 27, p. 276, 11. 10-11,
14 Tahdfut al-Faldsifah 1V, 11, p. 138, 1, 9-12,
15 Text quoted above in n, 7,
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This statement, we take it, refers not to the general charac-
ter of Averroes’ criticism but rather to a specific passage in
it. What that passage was, al-Lawi does not tell us. But from
the nature of Averroes’ references to Avicenna in his other
works, where he speaks of « Avicenna and others» as those
« who have perverted the view of men of divine science so
that it became something fantastie »,1® it may be inferred that
his censure and ridicule here was similarly some statement to
the effect that Avicenna misrepresented the views of Aristotle.

Fragment 3

-« Then he begins to refute him by saying, that even if the
propositions used by Avicenna be granted, they would still not
lead to the conclusion with regard to the thesis in question.
And thereupon he undertakes to substantiate, to his own
satisfaétion, this statement of his. He reproduces a certain dif-
ficulty raised by the Philosopher in Book Capital Alpha of his
Metaphysics, namely, whether the principle of generated and
perishable things is generated and perishable, or eternal.*’ For
if it is generated and perishable, it undoubtedly must itself
have a prineiple and the same must be said of that principle,
and so on continuously. And if it is eternal, then that which
comes into existence through it must likewise be eternal, and
not generated and perishable as has been assumed,'® for were

16 TAT TII, 72, p. 182, 1L 45 : o)l Cada 1y, ol o pdy buw o

TP LI
- 17 Cf, Metaph, 111 (B), 4, 1000b, 23-24, al-Lawi’s reference here to
‘« Book Capital Alpha» is probably an error. Or it may be explained
on the ground that in the Arabie text used by bim Book Capital Alpha
ineluded the first four chapters of Book Beta, for, in Arabie texts of the
Metaphysics, Book I was designated as « Small Alpha » (cf. Steinschnei-
der, Heb, Uber, p. 163) and « Capital Alpha» econsequently came
immediately before « Beta,» and thus it may have included the first
four chapters of « Beta.» '-
18 Cf. ibid., 1000b, 24-32, reproduced by Averroes in ¢IMBAT III, 28,
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it not assumed to be eternal, there would be the question as
to the reason why that which was generated from it was
generated at ome time rather than another. 19 He then says
that this difficulty can be solved only by the fact established
in physical science that it is the celestial body which is the cause
of generation and corruption and that this body, though eternal,
by reason of certain changes of position that occur in its parts,
possesses certain changeable dispositions which have a temporal
beginning, and it is in virtue of this that the celestial body,
though in itself eternal, is the cause of generation and ecor-
ruption. 2 This is the gist of his statement, even though we

19 This part of the argument is mot found in the passage of the
Metaphysics referred to in the preceding note, But it is found ¢IMBAT
III, 29, where it reads as follows 4 « But he who does not believe in

eternal motion will be unable to give a reason why the Creator, exalted
be He, who is eternal, created the world after He had been unereative. »
y J U o ool 1 O meKe W W i |

C e f O JU el 5

This question is also raised by him in his Kitab al-Kashf (see below,
n. 48), p. 30, 11, 10-12 : « Moreover, if the agent sometimes acts and at
other times does mot aet, then there must be a cause which brings about
its being in one of these conditions rather than in the other.»

In Aristotle, the same question is to be found in De Caelo 1, 12, 283 a,
11-12 (ef. 8. van den Bergh, Die Epitome der Metaphysik des Averroes,
p. 217, n. 3 to p. 80).

20 In <IMBAT III, 28, after reproducing the same difficulty that is

guoted here in the name of «the Fhilosopher,» Averroes similarly
says : « This difficulty can be golved by what has been said in physical

seience with regard to the eternal motion of tramslation.» &Ll I

.i#ﬂiﬁlﬁffﬂataﬁﬁuiﬁl‘.ﬁi;ﬁ: V)
By «the eternal motion of tfamslation» he means the eternal eircular
motion of the celestial spheres. Thenm, after stating that the spheres
are eternal and have no potentiality for destruction, he adds that, despite
their eternity, they can be the cause of the tramsiency of things «on
_aecount of the interchange of positions which oceurs to them,» . ie s

W~ A el by

- 44
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have not quoted it verbatim ... [But, adds Averroes,] these
beings, namely, the celestial bodies, which are assumed to
‘constitute the proximate cause of generation and corruption,
have themselves been shown to be eternal and the causes of
generation and corruption only by arguments from physical
science. Hence it necessarily follows that the metaphysieian
ecannot prove the existence of the Necessary Being but must
accept it from the physicist as granted or else he must com-
pose a proof for it out of the combination of the two sciences. » 21

What he means by «the wvariation of position» is explained in
De Gener, et Corr. 11, 10, 836b, 2-9, which passage is meant by hia
vague reference to « physical science », The argument contained in that
passage and referred to here in the Fragment, as restated by Averroes
himsgelf in his Expogitio Media in ILibros de Generatione el Corruptione
II, Com, 56, £. 385 1 K, reads as follows :

« The cause, therefore, of the « Causa ergo continuitatis pri-

eontinuity of primary generation
and corruption is primary motion,
The . cause, however, of generation
and corruption is the fact that
the stars and the planets are
in ‘motion along that [inelined]
circle, whereby they have diverse
dispositions with referemee to
existing things, inasmuch as some-
times they approach and sometimes
they retreat, om which account
their action is diverse. It there-
fore follows that, if by retreat-
ment their aetjon destroys, by
approachment it produces genera-
tion, for contrary effects demand
contraries as their causes. »

mae generationis et corruptionis
est primus motus. Causa autem
generationis et corruptionis est
quod moventur stellae et planetas
in orbe isto, eum habeant disposi-
tiones diversas entibus, quoniam
aliquando appropringuant, aliquan-
do removentur, quare est eorum
diversa operatio. Oportet ergo, quod
si per elongationem corrumpit,
quod per approprinquationem gene-
rationem faciat, quia econtrariorum
contrariae causas, »

2L Ay s MBTENR 19y 1307 521p 150w Tp atmE MR N0 npd 93 e
1931 PEE KIIM LIRYT 03 Nt herd npd 19 ank v 210D 1nwan ®5 o
B3I ASNRN DR RIMY LP3BR NRY A3 Y0bE NS1Tan A%en TBRsI HoYSon
Y92 nhnnn A% NN LNTRDI MO KIR oY JNYNYI e ATDE: min orioen pynn
RIDIW NB MR 2VNIA LNIEI BKY LTER 131 n5Rnnn Dk ndeen 21em ,pED
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The main point of this argument is to refute Avicenna’s
claim that his proof of the existence of God is a purely meta-
physical proof and is independent of Aristotle’s physical proof
from motion for the existence of & prime mover. In order to
refute this claim of Avicenna, he tries to show how Avicenna’s
proof of the existence of God must needs depend upon certain
physical considerations.

The contention that Avicenna’s proof is not purely meta-
physical but depends upon motion occurs in several works of
Averroes.

In his Long Commentary on the Physics, commenting on
Aristotle’s statement that, « as for the First Principle in respect
of form, whether it is one or many and what it is or what they
are, the accurate determination thereof is the task of the first
philosophy, » 22 he says : « It is to be noted that the existence
of that class of beings, namely, beings separated from matter,
ought to be demonstrated only in this physical science, and he
who says that the first philosophy is that which endeavors-to
demonstrate the existence of separate beings is in error, for
these separate beings are the subjects of the first philosophy,
but it has been shown in the Analytica Posteriora that it is
impossible for any science to demonstrate the existence of- its
own subject but that it concedes its existence either as something
which is self-evident or as something which has been demonstrat-
ed in another science. Therefore Avicenna erred exceedingly

WANRNE N0 MBD wINN NBY RS oK1 NN 1153 10D MR X5 12 D3 WI¥I MabD
BN 1B NYPIEN ABIN3 IMINNE N3 1Ok M k5 pEDR AN Yok .y 1h53 N
Gy ”I Y3 MNP 0D Sy mR DRAR AN IDEAM NYNIIAN N30 KN Vo
MTa 15 ,003¥Bn ASnRnk 1etnd g nn TER AN LDreminn DYetnnn vy
Q1IPY K9 DY 1IBRG 113 AT IME I8P MON oYY 00N NG NaD MR TN
nYMRS MNP NED NN R msspin noke [y povm] L.t ame
MZb DAY DIINYI DAW TMINY DIBR DV'DBEN DIBwAT oM T0enM
Y5 wwbr 'R DYORN nnonn Spaw Ame 2 AN AYpasR nosna beat nnnd
e 10 NiPaRN ABENA Span nhap M npvw N Sor  maksnn g B

AU MBI TN 17Nl

22 Phys, I, 9, 192a, 84-86, '
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when he said that the metaphysician demonstrates the existence
of the First Principle, in accordance with whieh, in his book
on metaphysics, he proceeded [to prove the existence of God]
by a method which he thought to be necessary and essential
in that science and thereby has fallen into a manifest error. »

The reference in the passage quoted is to that passage in
the Analytica Posteriora which in the Arabiec version reads,
« It is plainly evident that no master of any art can demonstrate
the proper principles of his own art.» ** Commenting upon
this, Averroes says : « That is, by an absolute demonstration
which shows cause and existence. For the master of particular
arts can demonstrate the causes of his own subjeet. through signs,
or a posteriors, just as Aristotle did in the Physics, where he
demonstrated the existence of prime matter and the prime mover,
but the only way by which he could demonstrate the existence of
the prime mover was through a sign in that seience, namely,
physical seience, and not as it was thought by Avicenna. Whence
we have composed a special treatise to show the falsity of the
" universal method whereby Avicenna thought the metaphysician
can prove the existence of a First Principle. » %

In another place, commenting on Aristotle’s Etatement in
the Physics which in the Arabic translation reads : « The

28 Commentaria Magna in Libros Physicorum, I, Com, 83, f. 47 FG;
« Bed motandum est, quod istud genus entium, esse, seilicet separatum a
materia, non debet declaratur nisi in hac scientia naturali. Et qui dieit
quod prima philosophia nititur declarare entia separabilin esse, pececat.
Haec nam entia sunt subiecta primae philosophiae et declaratus est in
in Posterioribus Analyticis quod impossibile eet aliquam scientiam decla-
rare suum subiectum esse, sed concedit impsum esse, aut quia manifestum
per se aut quia est demonstratum in alia scientia, Unde Avicenna peces-
vit maxime, cum dixit quod primus philosophus demonstrat primum prin-
cipium esse et processit in hoe in suo libro de scientia divine per viam
quam existimavit esse necessariam et essentialem in illa scientia- et
peccavit peecato manifesto, »

24 Cf. Anal. Post. I, 9, T6a, 16-17, and Commentaria Magna, Text.
70, £. 152 F,

25 Ibid.,, Commentaria Magna, Com. 70, f. 1564 DF :
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question as to what is the disposition of separable form and as
to what it is, belongs to the first philosophy, » 26 he says : « The
investigation concerning the dispositions of separable forms in
so far as they are separable and concerning their essence belongs
to the first philosophy and not to physical science. But it is
to be noted that the investigation into the existence of these

de Balmes

Id est commonstra-
tione simpliciter, id est
commonstratione quae
largiatur causam et
esse, Artifex namgque
partienlarium  artium
potest demonstratione
ostendere sni subieeti
causas per signa, prout
fecit  Aristoteles in
commonstrando primam
materiam et primuom
moventem in Physicis
Asculationibus, immo
non est modus ecommon-
gtrandi primum moven-
tem esse, nisi per sig-
num in hae, scilicet
physica scientia, nom
gicut opinatus est Avi-
cenna. Unde nos insti-
tuimus proprinm trac-
tatum in demonstrando
gorruptelam modi uni-
versalis, quo Avieenna
putavit gquod possit
theologus demonstrare
primum primum prin-
cipium esse.

26 Cf. Phys. 1I, 2,
g, 58 K),

Burana

Intelligit monstratione
sufficiente, hoe est
monstratione exhibente
causam et existentiam.
Et hoe quoniam artifi-
ces scientiarum particu-
larum possunt mons-
trare demonstrationem
causarum subiecti sui
per signa, quemadmo-
dum feeit Aristoteles
cum monstravit mate-
riam primam in Auditu
Naturali et motorem
primum. BSed mnon eat
via, qua monstraret
existentiam motoris pri-
mi, nisi per signum in
hae seientia, hoe est in
scientia mnaturali, non
quemadmodum existima-
vit Ben Senae. Iam
vero posuimus sermo-
nem ad monstrandam
corruptionem vise uni-
galis, quam opinatus est
Ben Sense quod potest
artifex scientine divinae
monstrare existentiam
primi prineipij.

Mantinus

Hoe est demonstra-
tione absoluta, quae sci-
licit praecstet causam et
esse, NAmM PpOSBEBSOT
artium particularum
bene potest demonstrare
causas sui subiecti per
signa, seu & posteriori,
ut fecit Aristoteles in
Libro Physicorum, ubi
demonstrat materiam
primam et primum mo-
vens, ' Bed mnom potest
probare quod primum
movens git, mnisi per
signum & posteriori in
hae¢ scientia, seilicet
naturali, non ut putat
Avicenna, Nos vero iam
edidimus tractatum, in
guo probamus falsita-
tem illius methodi uni-
versalis, qua Avicenna
putavit = metaphysicum
posse probare primum
prineipium esse,

194b, 14-15, and Commentaric Magna, Text, 26,
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forms belongs to physical science, and not to the first philo-
sophy, as is fancied by Avicenna, for it is in this science that
it becomes manifest that this class of forms do exist and it
is only after their existence has been demonstrated that the
first philosophy investigates into their essences and disposi-
tions, »%7

In still another place, commenting upon Aristotle’s state-
ment in the Physics to the effect that the question whether
there is a beginning of motion is important « not only for the
study of nature, but also for the investigation of the First
Principle, » #® he says : « For the metaphysician accepts the
first moving prineciples from the physicist, and he has mo
way to demonstrate the existence of a first mover unless he
accepts it as something well-known from the physicist. As for
the opinion of Avicenna who thought that the metaphysician
ought to demonstrate the existence of the First Principle, it is
false and his method of proof, which he imagined to have
invented himself, of which he has made use in his book. and in
which he was followed by Algazali, is a feeble method and is
in no way demonstrative. We, moreover, have composed a
special treatise concerning this, and he who would like to learn
the difficulties which oceur in this method, let him econsult
the work of Algazali, for many things which he inveighs against
others are true. » 2?

27 Cf, ibid., Commentaria Magna, Com. 26, £, 59 BO : « Consyderatio
autem de dispositionibus formarum abstractaram, secundum quod sunt
abstractae, et de quiditatibus earum, est proprie primae philosophiae,
non scientine maturalis, Et notandum quod econsyderatio in eese istarum
formarum est in scientia naturali, non in prima philosophia, sicut existimat
Avicenna, quoniam in hae seientia apparet istud genus formarum esse,
Deinde prima philosophia consyderat de quiditatibus et dispositionibus
earum. »

28 Cf. Phys. VIII, 1, 251a, 5-8,

20 Commentaria Magna in Libros Physicorum, VIII, Com. 3, £. 340 EF';
« Divinus nam acecipit prima principia moventia - a naturali, et mnullam
habet viam ad demonstrandum esse primum motorem, nisi aeccipiat ipsum
pro constanti a naturali. Et quod existimavit Avicenna quod divinug debet



[13] AVERROES LOST-TREATISE ON THE PRIME MOVER 95

A sgimilar statement occurs also in his Epitome of the
Metaphysics. « The demonstrations which Avicenna makes use
of in his metaphysics to establish the existence of the First
Principle are all contentious (jadaliyyah) assertions, not alto-
gether true, nor do they prove anything in an appropriate
manner (‘ala al-tahsis) ... The metaphysician, therefore, as we
have said, accepts the existence of the First Principle from
physical science and discusses only the manner in which it is
a mover, just as it is from mathematical astronomy that he
accepts the number of principles which exist as movers of the
spheres. » 3¢ _

A discussion of the same problem, with reference to Avi-
cenna, is to be found also in his Long Commentary on the
Metaphysics, where he tries to interpret a passage quoted from
Alexander of Aphrodisias. As in the passages quoted before
from his other commentaries, he brings into play Aristotle’s
statement in Analytica Posteriora that « no master of any art
can demonstrate the proper principles of his own art.» Again,
as in those other passages, he maintains that this refers only
to an attempt to demonstrate « according to the method of an
absolute demonstration {(al-burhdn al-mutlag), but according to
the method which proceeds from posterior propositions to prior
propositions or that whieh is called signs (al-dala’d, onusia)
it is possible to demonstrate them.»3! Then, after indicating

monstrare primum prineipium esse, est falsum, et via eius, quam finxit
ipsum invenisse eam, qua usus est in suo libro, et similiter Algazel
sequens ipsum, est via tenuis et non est demonstrativa aliquo modo. Nos
autem de hoc fecimus tractatum singularem super hoe, et qui voluerit
accipere quaestiones accidentes in ea videat hoe ex libro Algazelis, plures
enim quas induxit contra alios verae sunt. »
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that Aristotle’s proof for the existence of the First _Mﬁvér is
a proof from signs, he says : « And therefore it is impossible
to prove the existence of a separable substance except from
motion and the methods which have been thought to lead to
the existence of the First Mover short of the method of motion
are all persuasive [i.e., rhetorical] methods 2 ... But Avicenna...
says that the physicist assumes the existence of nature as a
hypothesis and that the metaphysician it is who demonstrates
it by proof. » 3 Later Averroes remarks that it was a misunder-
standing of that passage in Alexander that « has caused Avi-
cenna to err.» 3 Still later, however, Averroes quotes another
passage from Alexander in which a view like that later
advanced by Avieenna is expressly stated.2®

In his refutation of Avicenna’s contention, Averroes repro-
duces, from the Metaphysics, Aristotle’s question with regard
to the transiency of sublunar things. The question is reproduced
by him rather freely. He then refers to « physical science » as
the place where an answer to-this question is to be found. The
reference is to the De Generatione et Corruptione. The answer
to the question reprodueced by him in this Fragment, in its
phraseology, reflects his own commentary on that work of

IV i Ay Slesizdl JI Slabdl e wdl G b e Uy o
NO T o

32 Ibid, p. 1423, 1. 10-13 : Golia mge xS JI b Y S
I Sl sgmy P Lmie Gl Ly G N G A g5 e Y
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33 Ibid., p. 1423, 1. 18-p. 1424, 1. 2r sl O JB L. b ol Ll
A S AN cnle 31y 332 g0 Bl O h.., o il M

.'l.i.:_p-j
34 Ibid., p. 1426, 1. 12 : ke ool Lale (gl ga

35 Ibid., Com. 6, p. 1429, ll. 1-3. German translation of thm passage
in J, Fr&udenthnl Die durch Averroes erhallenen Fragmente Adlexanderg
wur Mctaphysik des Aristoteles, p. 74 1. 13-20,
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Aristotle as well as his diseussion of that question in his Epitome
of the Metaphysics. 3%

The general drift of Averroes’ refutation is clear. He wants
to show that Avicenna’s proof is not, as is claimed for it, purely
metaphysical. The argument by which he tries to show this
may be restated as follows. One of the essential elements in
the conception of God as the Necessary Being is that, while
God depends for His existence on nothing else, He 1s the cause
of the existence of everything else, and consequently this is also
one of the essential elements in his proof of the existence of
God from possibility and necessity. Now among the things
included in « everything else », of which God is conceived as
being the cause, are also the sublunar transient things which
come to be and pass away. Consequently, then, God, who is
eternal, is the cause of the existence of these transient things. .
But here is a diffieulty raised by Aristotle himself. How can
a being who is eternal be the cause of transient things? The
answer to this question, maintains Averroes, is to be found in
the Aristotelian theory that the motion of sublunar bodies,
though indirectly due to God, is directly due to the motion of
the celestial spheres. For, maintains Aristotle, while the motion
of these celestial spheres is eternal, within these celestial spheres
there are stars and planets, and these stars and planets in
the course of their motion sometimes approach sublunar things
and sometimes retreat from them, and it is these approachments
and retreatments which cause respectively the motions of genera-
tions and corruption in sublunar things. Now, continues Aver-
roes, the eternity of the celestial bodies as well as their being,
through their approachments and retreatments, the causes of
generation and corruption in sublunar things is demonstrated
in Aristotle by argumenis taken from physics. Hence, he con-
cludes, Avicenna’s proof for the existence of God, even if based-
not exclusively on physical science, draws some of its proposi-
tions from that science.

4bn Cf, qunt.ntinnu above in n, 20,
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Fragment 4

« In the course of that argument Averroes mentioned that
the method followed by Avicenna in the proof of the Necessary
Being is similar to the method of the Mutakallimiin, by which
he means that the propositions used therein are common and
inappropriate propositions, » 3

The charge that Avicenna’s proof has its origin in the
Kalim is found also in Averroes’ Tahdfut al-Tdahafui, where,
after referring to this method as being that of Alfarabi and
Avicenna, he says : « This is a path which was not trod by-
the ancients and these two men have only followed therein the
Mutakallimiin of our religion.» 3" Again : « This demonstra-
tion, which Algazali recites in the name of the philosophers,
was first aseribed to philosophy by Avicenna on the ground
that it was a better method than the methods of the ancients,
for he thought that this method proceeded from the essence
of being, whereas the methods of the others proceeded from'
accidents consequent to the First Principle. This method was
taken by Avicenna from the Mutakallimiin.» 3® Similarly in
his Long Commentary on the Physics he says that « the method

38 211IAB B1EI 9P 13K 1O R VIR AT KD IR TR 13k en
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Cf, quotations from Averroes on this subject in Shem-Tobh Falaquera,
Moreh ha-Moreh 1I, 1, pp. 76-77,
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in which Aviecenna proceeded in proving the existence of the
First Principle is the method of the Mutakallimiin. » %%

The additional statement here that the Avicennian proof
which is of Kalam origin, is based upon «common» and
« inappropriate » propositions, is an indirect way of saying that
it is not a true scientific demonstration, for a true scientific
demonstration, according to Aristotle, must be based upon
premises which are appropriate. (doyol olxelat) “ and not
something common (xowvév te).4! It reflects similar criticisms
of Avicenna’s proof found in several works of Averroes. Thus
in his Tahdfut al-Tahdfut, Averroes says with regard to Avi-
cenna’s proof that « his argument is persuasive (magna‘), [ie.,
rhetorical], 4 contentious (jadaliyy), and not demonstrative
(la burhaniyy).* » So also in a passage quoted above from his
Long Commentary on the Physics, he deseribes it as feeble
(tenuis) and not demonstrative (non demonstrativa).* Simi-
larly, in a passage also quoted above from the Epitome of the
Metaphysics, he describes Avicenna’s assertions as « contentious
(jadaliyyah), as not being « altogether true, » and as not prov-
ing anything in an « appropriate manner » (‘ala altahsis).» 10

Fragment 5

« Moreover, after having mentioned at the beginning that,
even if the propositions used by Avicenna in this method be

80 Commentaria Magna in Libros ;"hyﬂt’mmm, II, Com, 22, £, 57 B :
« Via autem, qua processit Avicenna in probando primum prinecipium, est
via loquentium »,

40 Cf, Anal, Post, I, 2, T1b, 23; I, 9, T5b, 38,

41 Cf, ibid. I, 9, T5b, 41,

42 The Arabic magna‘ is the Greek mibavov and hence it means also
« rhetorical », according to the definition of rhetoric in Ehet, I, 2, 1355b,
26-27, Of. Crescas’ Critique of Aristotle, p. 397,

@ TAT L, 03, p. 54 1. 12181 . o, Y Je s J5 56
44 Cf, above n, 20,
45 C{, above n, 30,
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admitted, they would still not lead to the conclusion with
regard to the thesis in question, namely, the establishment of the
Necessary Being, and after having finished what in his opinion
was a substantiation of that statement of his, Averroes began to
refute the propositions which were made use of in this method...
He tries to show that our statement that whatever is necessary
of existence by virtue of something else, that is, compulsory,
is possible of existence by virtue of itself is a fictitious and
false proposition. If the proposition is not fictitious and false,
he says, one may wonder how a thing could be necessary of
existence by virtue of something else, that is, eompulsory, and
at the same time also be possible of existence by virtue of
itself. For as soon as a thing has received from something else
compulsion with regard to its form, it can no longer be described
as being possible of existence by virtue of itself [with regard
to that form], inasmuch as for anything to be possible to exist
implies that it is also possible for it not to exist, but the latter
possibility cannot be harmonized with that which has been
assumed to have come to it by compulsion from something else.
This is the gist of his argument, even though we have not quoted
it verbatim, » 46

In this argument Averroes touches upon a fundamental
distinetion between him and Aviecenna in the use of the term
possible, Both of them agree that anything whose existence
is not dependent upon anything else is to be called necessary
of existence by its own essence. Such a being is God. But with
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reference to all other beings whose existence depends upon some
cause there is a difference of opinion between them. According to
Avicenna, such things are to be called necessary by virtue of their
cause but possible by virtue of their essence. Aceording to Aver-
roes, such things are to be called necessary (wdjib, Gavayraios)
in the sense of what Aristotle describes as compulsory (Plates,
daririyy).*" The term possible, according to him, is to be
applied only to that which, not being yet in existence, may
either come into existence or not come into existence, that 1s
to say, whose coming into existence is neither necessary nor
impossible. But once a thing has come into existence by some
cause, that thing, according to him, has lost its nature as some-
thing possible and is to be described only as « necessary » or
rather « compulsory. »

In his eriticism of Avicenna here, therefore, Averroes pits
his own view against that of Avicenna. Starting with his con-
ception of the possible as that which, not having yet come
into existence, may either come or not come into existence,
he argues that, when a thing has already come into existence
by some cause, it has thereby changed its nature and lost the
possibility which it had previously possessed.

This argument oceurs in several other works of Averroes.
First, in his Kitab al-Kashf ‘an Mandhij al-Adilleh fv* Aga’id
al-Millah, after repmﬁueing Avicenna’s view with regard to
things possible with respect to their own essence but necessary
by reason of their cause, he criticizes it as follows : « This is a
most erroneous assertion. That which is possible with respect
to its essence and substance becomes necessary by reason of
its cause only when its possible nature has been changed into

a necessary nature, » %8

47 Cf, Metaph, V, 5, 1015a, 28,
48 Cf, Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes, ed. M, J. Miiller, p. 39,
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SEE;D!'I[:L in his Long Commentary on the Melaphysics, he
Hilllllill‘]i}' areues : « That the same thing shovld with vespeet
to its s-iuhstnnee be possible of existence and yet should from
something else receive necessity of existence is possible only
when i;ts nature has been changed.»

.

Fragment 6

“ Iri his endeavor to vontradict this view and to prove that
the First ’rineiple is identical with the First Mover, Averroes
starts out by showing that the IFirst Principle is not the efficient
cause f.}f anything inferior to it but is its cause only by way
of fm*uil. Ie supports this econtention by the following argument
An efficient eause, he says, is that whose action depends upon
its hrilruging about the trausition of the objeet of its action
from non-existence into existence, so that when the objeet has
already passed into existence, the action of the efficient canse
no 1m+ger depends upon 1t, for its action depends upon the
object| only during the latter’s transition into existence. Now
the ]n*z{ww-:q of generation is a finite change, for it is impossible
for any generated objeet to be generated for an infinite time.
Accordingly, the action of the efficient cause of sueh a
generation must hkewise be finite in respect to time. *® But no
finite ! action can be aseribed to an eternmal being, seeing that
an eternal being must exist forever in the same state of its
final [perfection and ciMnot therefore be active at one time
and li'l{)t. active at another. .\As this argument Estal‘}lishma, in
Averroes’ opinion, that the First Prineiple cannot be an
efficiént cause, he sets out to refute the view of those who
beliove that the Fivst Prineiple is not the same as the First
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Mover Those who maintain this view, he says, find support
For it m iwo propositions, I'irst, that the Iirst Principle is
simple. Second, that from one eause there can follow only one
effect Now, with regard to the proposition which states that
the IFirst Principle 1s simple, Averroes concedes 1t to them.
But with regard to the proposition which states that from one
cause there can follow only one effeet, Averrces, while also
coneeding it, does so only in the case of an efficient cause,
that is to say, if an efficient cause is one and simple, that
whieh follows from it must be likewise one amd simple. In the
case of a eause by way of form, however, he almost does not
admit the proposition, namely, that, if such a canse is one and
simple, its effeet must also be one and simple. » 7!

In this passage Averroes tries to establish two points. First,
the First Principle is not an efficient cause but only a formal
canse. Second, sinee it 1 only a formal cause, it can be, despite
its simplicity, the cause of many things, for the prineiple that
From one simuple cause only one simple cffect can proceed
apphies only to an efficient eaunse,

The first pomt is discussedd Ffully by Averroes both in his
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Long Commentary on the Mefaphystes and in his Tahdalu!
h'."-Tr.*."n';iftn‘. In both these works he tries to show that the st
Principle or God is not the ereative nor the emanative eause
of the ;‘l.\'l::ll’ll'.l. but rather its formal and final cause. in the sense
that He is the cause of the unity and order in the world and
that Hl- moves the world as s object of understanding and
doestre

Tt s in this sense ol Ihis being the catse ol the unity
and order and motion of the world that He may also be ealled
the canse of the existence of the world, that s, its efficient
t-mlmu;i'lm-mmuh as the real existence of the world vonsists

its undty and order amd motion, ™

The second point is discussed by him directly in his Long
Commentary on the Metaphysies. Referrmmg to  those, hke
Alfarabi and ___.h'iumum, who from the premise that Pfrom one
simiplg cause one simple efteet must proceed inferrved that God
wils ati]c:\’t* the mover of the outermost spherve, he says o This
disvourse of theirs s sheer faney, for m the case under consid-
{'I'ili'lu:h there are no proeessions (sudir) amwd no conseention
(feziv) and no action (e d) to justify us in bringing into play
ugmn{;l it the proposition that from one agent (fard) only
ol m;ugla- action (al-fr 1) van Follow. » ** In the sequel he tries
to show that the agent in this case is an agent only in the sense
of its being a formal and Final cause.

Simularly, in the Epitome of the Mclaphysies, aftor stating
the view of those whom he deserihes as o the later philosophers
of Islam, as Alfarvabi and others, » he savs @ o Bat there is the
Fullmiin;.*: difficulty  When we say that from one there can
proceed only one, it is true of an elflfwewent eause () qun
tlff'it:i:l.-nt eause only but oot gre o formal cause (giraly or a
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final eause (ghdayah), seeing that formal and final causes are
also called efficient eauses by a certam kind of simile, » %

The phraseology in the passage just quoted from the
Epitome of the Metaphysies will explain the use of the term
« almost » by al-Lawi in the present Fragment. Probably in
the original text of Averroes’ lost treatise, just as in his
Epitome of the Mefaphysics, his statement read something to
the effeet that « the proposition was true of an efficient eause
que efficient cause only, but not of an efficient cause gqua
formal caunse, » without sayvihg outiight that it was net true
of a formal canse. In his paraphrase of this passage, therefore,
al-Lawi says that in the ease of a formal cause Averroes
« almost does not admit the proposition, » the term « almost »
having here the meaning of « virtually, » « practically,», or
« indireetly, »

Fragment 7

@« One of the most amazing things is Averroes’ contention
here to the effeet that if we assume that the First Principle
does not act ecssentially, that is to sav, if we assume that the
First Principle does not directly move any of the celestial
bodies but acts by the inteimediacy of that which is inferior
to it, then the First Form would be without the action which
is appropriate to it and the work of nature wonld thus be in
vain, "3

The eriticism in this passage, as fully stated by Averroes
in his Long Commentary on the Metaphysics, reads as follows :

L

SV CLMBAT 1V, 60 1 axly Y ae jaa Y el U o) &3y e as,
;‘;j.uﬂ.,_;lu- l_'l.tj. 23 g b s u,-ﬁ' Lo J;t:- D '__'h:u1 v aale e
.4:;.‘_1!1 A dele LG h;'s .,_}15.-_ La | & LI,

33 ITLNY VAN O OLINIHE MIN CTMITR OISH EHE wx%E i tan im
JUIN RS ANeRN NTNARNY 1IN Br 979 SuiD mmineys B0 R Anhesan

ANYT NRA NS DRRY AR DIDTIND USSR OIARY LDV IRAWE DYETAT [ 939
AREI= L3un YvE NS SRk Sy et nieRan

v



[ ]

=06 | HARRY \ WOLFSON [24]

« As for the statement of recent philosophers that there is a
prime [substance who is prior to the mover of the universe, it
is absurd, and for the following reason. Any one of these sub-
stances [i.e., Intelhyences] is a principle of a sensible sub-
stance: [i.e., a sphere] after the manner of a motive cause
(m-u.fm;.-wk} and of a final eause (ghdyah) and it is for this
1*easm]j that Avistotle savs that if there were any substances
(i.e., intnllige.’ncez—;} which did not eause motion, their action
would be in vain (bafil). » *® The last statement 1s not a direct
gquotation from .\ristotle, though Aristotle does say else-
where in a general way that « nature does nothing in vain, » 37
It is meant to be a paraphrase and interpretation ol Arvistotle’s
contention that the number of the Intelligences cannot execeed
the namber of the movements of the spheves, 3 A<cerroes’ para-
pkrase and explanation of this contention of Anstotle evidently
reflects the following paraphrase of the same passage by
Themistius : « It is impossible that any divine substance ov
naturf-: should be in wvain (Hebrew : bafel) and without any
action, for any substance of that kind, by reason of its having
attained to the perfection of everlasting life, is in the highest
degree good and is incessant in that activity which is appropriate
to it ;and which eomes within the scope of its definition. » 59

:m: TMBAT, Lam (X1I), Com, 44, p. 1648, 4-8 - o,y 2Ll 46 L Ly
.,F’._,‘ sy b Jg g0 2 e 0 psl e Jsl Loy Lala o1 -
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31 De Caclo I, 4, 271a, 33, This is the reading of the text as was
known to Averroes, Cf. my paper « Hallevi and Maimonules on Design,
Chanée, and Neeessity », Procecdings of the .lmerican Aeademy for Jewish
Reseﬁ:eh, 11 (1941), pp. 138 £,

o8 Cf, Metaph, X1L, 8, 1074a, 17-24,
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Fravinent »

o [Furthermore, Averroes raises herve the following objection
against those who say that the First Prineiple is not identical
with the firsl mover Ile says @ “Would that 1 knew whether
that which the mover of the universe nuderstands of the IMirst
Prineiple is a perfection to its essenee or is not a perfection
to it. 1F it is a perfection to it. how then eould any aetion be
voneeived 1o proveed Irom i, without regawd {o the existenes
of that whieh is a perfection {0 it? Jor the rclation of that
perlfection to il is like that of form to matter and the relation
of its essence to the perfection is like that of matter to [form],
and, conscquently, just as there can be no actiom on the part
of matter excvept by viriue of its form so there ean be no action
on the part of that fivst mover exeept by virtue of that whieh
it understands of the Pirst Prineiple.” This is a verbatim
quotation of his statement, » ™

By this argument, .\verroes tries to show that if we assume
the principle that from one simple being only one simple being
can proceed is true, then the emanationists’ explanation of the
rise of plurality from umty is not a good explanation. For
what is their explanation? They say that within the understand-
ing of the first emanation there are two councepts, one in so
far as it understands the First Principle and the other in
so far as it understands its own essence and that from each
of these two eoncepts there proceeds a different being, so that
from the first emanation, who is one, there arise more than
one emanation. BBnt, argues Averroes, these two concepts are
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I'ﬂluh?i:'-!é to each other as matter and form, and, masmuch as
matter{by itself without form is incapable of producing any-
thing, one of the concepts, namely, that whieh is analogous tu
nmttcrl cannot produce any bemng  In other words, the two
EﬂllEEpi:.‘.’-i in the understanding of the first emanation con.
stitute | a unity and hence no plurality could emanate from o
Somewhat different is the areument against the duality of
coneepts within the understanding of the first emanation given
by Averroes in his Tahdfut al-Tuhifut, Whereas here he con-
tends that the essence of the firsi emanation and its know-
ledge of the First Principle are related to each other as matter
to form there he contends that its essence and 1ts know-
ledge uf*:' the First Principle arve wdentical. The passage m question
reads ii‘lE follows : « This. however, is an error according to
the fundamental teachings of the philosophers, for according
to their teachings the infelleet in its act of understanding
(al-*d@ql) and the object of the intelleet’s understanding (al-
Hm‘qﬁ?} are one and the same thing in the ease of the human
intellect and how much more so must it be in the case of the
separate Intelligences, » 61

An allusion to this eriticism may also be found in the
Epithome of the Mefaphysies in the sequel of the passage quotedl
above! In which a diffieulty (halal) is raised.®® The sequel
of tlmt passage, according to the Madrid Avabic manuseript.
reads aa follows : « The thing that is especially to be determined
here 1s whether in (f7) one simple thing more than one simple
Ihing: may be conceived (yatfagowwarn) awd by that simple
i’hin;:i more than one thing attain its perfection If this is
'nupns:sihle, then the diffieulty (al-mus’alal} i~ veal; if 1t is
possible, the difficulty 15 not real We have already discussed

fLTAT I15, 62, p. 180, 1L 13 @ J audly bV 0N o4 e e las lany

.i.#_;'u!-.n 1_,;1! ' JL—J“I” hi.”‘ s -1:-1_; l‘j.—r 4
Tlna passage 15 quoted by Nmboni on Moreh Nebukim II, 22, p, 35,
11, 23- IEE,
62 Cf, above n, 34,
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this m another place. » "' Nssuming that the reading of the
Arabic manuseript is covveet, then the diffienlty referved to
is like that discussed by him in the lost Treatise on the Prime
Mover and m the Tahdfut al-Tahdful, namely, the contention
that the knowledge of its caunse amd the knowledge of its own
essence do not constitute in the first emanation a duality ol
distinet elements. In the Hebrew translatibn from the Arabie,
as well as in the Latin translation from the Hebrew, the reading
of the first sentenee in the preceding quotation is as follows -
« The thing that is especially for ws to determine heve s
whether from (mon, ex) one simple thing more than one simple
thing may proceed (yesudur, ovdmetur), » "' which ¢uite evid-
ently implies a different underlying Arabie text, where the

reading was ¢ for & and 42 for os22, If this reading

15 assumed to be corvect, then the passage 1s merely a restate-
ment of the dilfienlty with regard to the distinction between
an efficient eanse and a formal or a fimal cause mentioned
by him previonsly ad gquoted by us above ¥

Fragment !

o Averroes Tmally savs that these matters are {o be under-
stond aecordime to the manner which he himself has set forth
and not according to the manner in which the common run of
philosophers are in the habit of interpreting them»,

0E CIMBAT IV, 60 . jua v Ko W JG o' e ,_'_..:ln!h.l';m!l 'y

. - = - 571 ! ] 2|1
""I“-.‘}ji-..iﬂ'q.:. dJ..Il-hlq.{:_I‘:Ja-rjian_lJ.rl ..1:.,.1]"_!_1-.1}!1;‘5_13
o —
k. MS Parns, Bibhiothégue Natwnale, Cod, Icvbh, 915, £, 1401 0 Q328
TSI NI ETEEN AR OISO SR IO WK DR ORIY N amoamn eEiIen

TR Cf. Latin, 1. 303D« Sed quaesttum proprium  huiws rey est, ut
dicamus utrum sit possihile, quod ex wuno simpliei ordimetur plusquam
unim. »
&5 Cf, nhove n, 54, 5
AR YD wwEw 13 RO DT T P 13310 PULEY oatn bR nky Rm
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S0 :al:-m in his other works Averroes refers in a sinmlar vein
to the exponents of the view represented by Avicenna as « the
later ones » (al-mut’ ahlirim) 87 and as « the later ones of the
philnsﬂﬁhers of Tslamw» (al-muda’ obhlirah wmin  faldsifal  al-
igldm). ':‘3 :

In ‘i;fliﬁ paper we have collected the fragments ol Averroes’
lost Treatise on the Prime Mover, supplemguiing them with
pﬂralleﬂ texts from his other writings and also with brief
explanatory comments. But the problems touched upon in these
Fragmants and parallel texts have, both histopically and philo-
sophically, much deeper roots and mueh willer ramilications,
sone ﬂ{f these deeper and wider aspeets of the problems are
dealt with in an unpublished study, by the bresent writer, on
mediaeval philosophy, in which this paper, as originally written,
formed one of several appendices

|
67 \TMBAT, Lam (XII), Com. 44, p. 1648, 1 4,

68 74T 111, 56, p. 173, 1. 7,
|
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