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Preface

Any translator, but particularly a translator of philosophical texts, faces the Scylla and
Charybdis of translating a text in either an excessively literal or excessively literary way.
If the text is translated too literally, there is the danger that the translation and its
philosophical content will be inaccessible to those reading it in the target language. If
the text is translated in a style that is too literary, there is the danger that the translation
will reflect more the translator’s own, perhaps idiosyncratic, understanding of the text
rather than the original author’s intent. As a general rule, where the arguments and
thought of a given thinker are ambiguous or crabbed in the original Arabic, we have
tried to retain that ambiguity rather than overinterpret the text in our translation,
whereas when the intent of the text is relatively clear, we have felt free to render it in
more accessible and idiomatic English.

The same also holds for certain individual words. For instance, the Arabic verb “agala,
ya‘qilu, ‘aql (and the Latin counterpart intellego, intellegere, intellexi, intelle[tum), at least in
philosophical parlance, refers to the identifying activity of the intellect. Since the precise
meaning of this verb is of considerable importance to philosophical psychology and
this activity might be understood differently by different thinkers, we have followed
the translation found in much of the secondary literature and chosen the cumbersome,
but literal, verb “to intellect.” In this same vein, we have sometimes also preferred the
literal translation of a term rather than some technical expression, even though the
technical term may have become standard in the secondary literature or other transla-
tions. For example the Arabic fada, yafidu, fayadan is commonly translated in the technical
vocabulary of the Neoplatonists as “to emanate” or “emanation,” whereas we have
translated it in the more literal sense of “to flow” or “to pour forth.” Conversely, in
other cases we have preferred to translate a word or phrase in a technical sense even
though the literal translation may be more common in the secondary literature or in
other translations. For example rihani, which literally means “spiritual,” is frequently
contrasted with maddi (“material” or “corporeal”) in such a way that the two terms are
clearly meant to be exclusive of one another. Thus, to bring out the contrary nature
of these two terms, we have in certain cases translated rihani as “immaterial” or
“incorporeal.”

The term mand brings with it a whole set of issues and problems, as any one who
has read medieval philosophy written in Arabic can testify. Literally it means “sense,”
“meaning,” “account,” or “intention”; however, its semantic range in philosophical
writings came to cover a whole gamut of notions that are not strictly conceptual.
Included within its semantic range are such meanings as “(an existentially thin) thing,”
and so even “nonexistence” might be thought of as a ma‘nd, as in the sentence
“nonexistence is a difficult thing to understand.” Ma‘nd also can have a much more

xi



xii Preface

(existentially) robust sense and may be translated as “explanatory account” or even
“form”; in this respect ma‘nd does not merely signify some concept in the mind, but
the very object in the world that the concept reflects. The difficulty is that virtually
every author included in this anthology goes back and forth between using ma‘nd in a
nontechnical sense and in a technical sense, and it is not always obvious when one sense
is being used as opposed to another. The problem is compounded by the fact that
ma‘nd is such a common expression in Arabic philosophical prose that it virtually
precludes our noting every single occurrence. Consequently, we have only indicated
those cases where ma‘nd is in the underlying Arabic, and we have not translated it by
one of its literal translations, namely, “sense,” “meaning,” or “account.”

As for the structure of this collection of texts, we have tried to provide a broad sam-
pling from each of the philosophers represented here and to cover most of the major
areas of philosophical study. These areas include logic or propacdeutica, natural philoso-
phy or physics, philosophical psychology, that is, theories of the soul, metaphysics, and
cosmology, as well as value theory, that is, ethics and politics (although admittedly our
anthology has disproportionally fewer texts in this last area, primarily because a very
good source of such works is already available in Lerner and Mahdi’s Medieval Political
Pl)ilosopby).l It has not always been possible to fulfill this ambition completely. Still, we
believe that what we have included will provide readers with a sense of the vast extent
of topics treated by philosophers writing in the medieval Islamic world. In certain
instances several philosophical fields are covered in a single treatise, in which case we
have simply translated the treatise as a whole and made no attempt to break it up into
the relevant fields. Such is the case for al-Farabi’s The Principles of Beings (also known as
the Governance of Cities), which provides a systematic presentation of most of the relevant
fields of philosophy. Similarly, Ibn Bajja’s Conjunction of the Intellect with Man discusses
issues in psychology, metaphysics, and the ethical issue of the ultimate goal of human
perfection.

When there are preexisting and readily available translations of a work and author,
we only provide new translations of important passages of that work rather than
retranslate the entire text de novo and instead refer the reader to the earlier translation.
For example, there are two English translations of Ibn Tufayl’s Hayy ibn Yagzan, and
thus we have contented ourselves with merely providing new translations of certain
central passages. Similarly, if an author wrote multiple treatises on the same subject,
and one of those treatises is in translation and readily available whereas the other is
not, we have preferred to translate the lesser-known work. Thus, for example, the extant
portion of al-Kindt’s On First Philosophy is available in English translation; however, many
of the topics treated in On First Philosophy were obviously dear to al-Kindt’s heart, and
he frequently returned to them in shorter treatises, where he would either repeat the

I R. Lerner and M. Mahdi, eds., Medieval Political Philosophy (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1972).
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arguments of On First Philosophy or develop them further. Here we have chosen to include
some of these smaller, less readily available, or even until now untranslated, treatises
rather than retranslate On First Philosophy. Our general aim was to paint as broad a picture
of the philosophical and scientific work being undertaken in the medieval Islamic world
as is reasonably possible in a single anthology without significantly repeating the work
of those who preceded us.

We should also note that in the bibliography, we have included primarily philosophi—
cal texts by the phﬂosophers that are available in translation, the editions used for our
translations, and a limited selection of secondary references. We have not, however,
tried to compile a list of the “most important” secondary literature, which seemed
prudent given the frequently significant differences of opinion among scholars in the
field of Arabic and Islamic philosophy. Instead, in the footnotes to the individual
translations, we have referenced those secondary sources that might be of help in under-
standing that particular text. Those who are interested in a more general bibliography
of relevant secondary literature, for either a particular figure or subject, can consult the
following sources: (1) Hans Daiber, Bibliography of Islamic Philosophy; (2) Thérése-Anne
Druart’s online bibliography for literature available after 1999; and for those interested
speciﬁcaﬂy in Ibn Sina, (3) Jules L. Janssens, An Annotated Bibliogmpby on Ibn Sina <Z970—
1989) and An Annotated Bibliography on Ibn Sina: First Supplement (1990-1 994).2

There are two final remarks about the structure of this anthology. First, we have
reserved the numbered footnotes primarily for quick clarifications, cross-references, and
historical references, especially when the historical sources are available in English
translation. The lettered textual notes provide the bibliographical information for the
Arabic editions that we have used and any textual emendations that we may have made
to them. They have been gathered at the end of this anthology and are intended pri-
marily for those who know Arabic and are interested in various textual and philological
points. In those notes we have observed the scholarly conventions of textual criticism.
The manuscript references, unless otherwise stated, are indicated by the sigla used for
them in the edition noted. Second, instead of having a standard index we have preferred
to provide a relatively exhaustive glossary of technical terms, both from English to
Arabic and Arabic to English. Consequently we have not tried to index every use of a
given term; however, in the case of certain key philosophical concepts, we have provided
the page numbers when the term is the subject of an extended discussion.

A brief explanation seems warranted for our use of the phrase “Arabic philosophy”
in the title of this reader. Much ink has been spilled in the field of medieval Middle-
Eastern studies over whether falsafa should be translated, or better interpreted, as
“Islamic philosophy” or “Arabic philosophy” or even the apropos, but awkward,

2 Hans Daiber, ed., Bibliography of Islamic Philosophy, 2 vols.; Jules L. Janssens, An Annotated Bibliography on Ibn
Sina (1970—1989); and Jules L. Janssens, An Annotated Bibliography on Ibn Sina: First Supplement (1990-1994).
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“Islamicate philosophy.” Those who prefer “Islamic philosophy” often argue that with
very few exceptions the practitioners of falsafa were not ethnically Arabs but came from
virtually all the different ethnic groups and countries that were under the control of
Islam in the medieval period. Thus, calling this enterprise “Islamic philosophy” seems
most fitting. In response, those who prefer “Arabic philosophy” note that a considerable
amount of falsafa was not produced by Muslims but by Arabic-speaking Jews and
Christians as well, and so the adjectives “Muslim” or “Islamic” to modify "phﬂosophy”
is not appropriate.

A deeper issue, even if not always explicitly stated as such, seems to involve the very
nature of this enterprise: Does falsafa have an inherently religious, and particularly
Islamic, element to it, or is it just philosophy, plain and simple, albeit done in
Islamic lands? Those who think that there is an inherent religious element might point
to the apparent religious natures of many of the central issues treated in falsafa, such
as proofs for the existence of God and such divine attributes as simplicity (tawhid),
the eternity or temporal origination of the world, the immortality of the soul and the
possibility of bodily resurrection, as well as an explanation of prophecy and revelation.
In response it is observed that every one of these issues was part and parcel of the
Greek philosophical and scientific tradition bequeathed to the Near East and was
treated in its Greek setting by pagan and monotheistic thinkers alike, regardless of
religious affiliation. Thus, to call these topics “religious,” let alone inherently “Islamic,”
is to succumb to anachronism; namely, one treats these issues, which we today consider
to be topics of religion or philosophy of religion, as having been likewise categorized
in the past.

Whatever the deeper issue may be for preferring one label to another, we do not
intend to adjudicate it here but merely to explain it. Our use of “Arabic philosophy”
is for no other reason than that during the time period covered by this anthology—that
is, the beginning of the ninth century to the end of the twelfth century—the Arabic
language was the primary vehicle through which philosophy was being practiced in the
Near East, and it is the sole language in which all the works translated here were origi-
nally written. In this respect, the use of “Arabic philosophy” to describe this intellectual
phenomenon is no different than the use of such labels as “Greek philosophy” or “Latin
philosophy” to describe those intellectual phenomena. For this reason, then, Suhrawardr,
the last figure included in this collection, marks a fitting closure to the classical period
of Arabic philosophy, since he is the first to write a substantial number of philosophical
treatises in Persian.3 Moreover, it is with Suhrawardi, the founder of the Illuminationist

3 See Hossein Ziai, “Shihab al-Din Suhrawardi: Founder of the Illuminationist School,” S. H. Nasr and
O. Leaman, ch. 28, especially p. 436. In fact, Ibn Sini also wrote some philosophical allegories in Persian
as well as a Persian philosophical encyclopedia, the Danishnama-yi “ala’i; still, the preponderance of his vast

outpouring of philosophical works—and it is voluminous—is in Arabic.
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school, that we see the first sustained criticism of neo-Aristotelianism coupled with an
alternative philosophical system intended to replace it.

Finally, it remains for us to acknowledge our considerable debt to a number of our
friends and colleagues for their invaluable help with this anthology. We gratefully thank
Peter Adamson and Peter Pormann for providing us with advance copies of their
translations of al-Kindi’s The Proximate Efficient Cause for Generation and Corruption and On
Dispelling Sorrow. Peter Adamson and Richard Taylor also went through the whole
manuscript and made numerous helpful suggestions. We benefited from both of their
comments. Alexander Jones assisted us with many of the finer points of Ptolemaic
astronomy that appear in al-Kindt's The Proximate Efficient Cause. We also appreciate Joel
L. Kraemer’s willingness to share his manuscripts of as-Sijistani's On the Proper Perfection
of the Human Species. Qasim Zaman clarified much of the legal terminology assumed by
al-Ghazalt in his Concerning That on Which True Demonstration Is Based. The selections from
Ibn Rushd’s Long Commentary on De anima were suggested by Richard C. Taylor, and
Shane Duarte graciously and meticulously went over our entire translation of those
sections, improving the end result tremendously. Many thanks are extended to Nora
Hendren and Josh Eaves for their practical help in putting together a work of this sort.
Rick Todhunter and Carrie Wagner of Hackett Publishing should also be mentioned
for their constant encouragement and support. We would both like to acknowledge
the Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton, where we each successively enjoyed a
year’s membership. Also, Jon McGinnis would like to acknowledge and thank the
National Endowment for the Humanities, which supported much of his work on this
anthology. Finally, we are both grateful to Dimitri Gutas and Everett Rowson for

kindling our passion for Arabic philosophy.
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Introduction

I. FALSAFA AND THE ARABIC TRANSLATION MOVEMENT

Falsafa, which is derived from the Greek philosophia, was the standard term used by intel-
lectuals in the medieval Near East to describe the enterprise we today call “philosophy,”
although they sometimes used the Arabic translation of philosophia, hikma or “wisdom,”
to refer to this activity as well. The use of the Greek loan word falsafa as the primary
description of this intellectual movement suggests this activity’s initial origins and
primary impetus, namely, the Greek philosophical and scientific traditions to which
thinkers in the Islamic world were heirs. We might, then, tentatively define falszg‘a as a
continuation and refinement, undertaken at least initiaﬂy in the Arabic Ianguage, of the
Greek philosophic;ﬂ and scientific tradition. This tradition, in turn, extended back at
least as far as the thought of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, if not to the pre-Socratics
themselves, and then proceeded through the Neoplatonizing Aristotelianism of later
Greek commentators, particularly as that system of thought was articulated at the
Academy in Alexandria.l This is not to say that there were not other influences also
shaping falsafa that were indigenous to its Islamic milieu. Indeed, within two centuries
of the founding of Islam in 622 C.E. there were interesting theological debates going
on within Islam itself as well as between Muslims and Greek, or more precisely, Syrian
Christians. It thus would be foolish, and historically inaccurate, to think that the falasifa
(i.e., the practitioners of falsafa) were not aware of these theological debates, for the
philosophers did react to such discussions. Still, it is with the translation of Greek
philosophical and scientific works that falsafa arises within the medieval Arabic-speaking
world as an independent intellectual enterprise.

The translation of Greek philosophical and scientific works into Arabic, the so-called
“Graeco-Arabic translation movement,” must be reckoned as one of the great human
intellectual achievements of all times.? It certainly would be difficult to overstate its
importance for the history of Western philosophy. With this movement virtually the
entire ancient Greek philosophical and scientific corpora were translated into Arabic.

I For a discussion of the Neoplatonized Aristotelianism and course curriculum to which medieval Arabic
speakers were heir, see Cristina D’Ancona, “Greek into Arabic: Neoplatonism in Translation” in Cambridge
Companion to Arabic Philosophy, Peter Adamson and Richard Taylor, eds., 10-31.

2 For studies of the Arabic translation movement see F. E. Peters, Aristotle and the Arabs, and Dimitri Gutas,
Greek Thought, Arabic Culture: The Graeco-Arabic Translation Movement in Baghdad and Early <Abbasid Society (2”4—4'/’/
§'—10" Centuries).

xvii



xviii Introduction

With the possible exception of the translation of Arabic and Greek philosophical and
scientific works into Latin, there seems to be no other translation movement that
approaches the Graeco-Arabic translation movement in scale and magnitude.

The early seeds of the Arabic translation movement were sown in the middle of the
fourth century C.E. when the Roman emperor, Jovianus, ceded a large tract of land
(which included modern-day Syria) to the Sassanian, or Persian, Empire. Later, when
Christian authorities in the Roman Empire began to persecute various heterodox
Christian sects, such as the Monophysites and Nestorians, these groups were able to
escape to these ceded lands, bringing with them books of Greek learning, which were
in turn translated into Syriac. These translations, together with Syrian Christian transla-
tors, gave rise to the Arabic translation movement and so ultimately made falsafa itself
possible. The movement may roughly be said to have begun with the accession of the
‘Abbasid dynasty in 762 C.E. Among the first works translated were pieces on Aristo-
telian logic, followed shortly thereafter by works in the natural sciences, medicine, and
metaphysics. The initial impetus for the movement appears to have been to provide
Muslims with the intellectual tools to engage Christian theologians in religious debate;
however, a general desire for knowledge seems to have been what perpetuated it
thereafter.

The movement itself might be divided loosely into three stages. The first and earliest
stage was characterized by a very literal style, and included such figures as Ibn al-
Mugqaffa®, Ustath, and members of the Kindi circle.3 The second stage might be
thought to begin with the caliphate of al-Ma’min (r. 813-833). Here we reach the
high point of the movement, which was carried out primarily under the directorship
of the Syrian Christian Hunayn ibn Ishag (809-877) with the help of his son Ishag
ibn Hunayn (d. 910 or 911), his nephew Hubaish, and his disciple “Isa ibn Yahy3,
although one must also mention the Harranian, Thabit ibn Qurra, as a leading translator
at this stage of the movement. For the most part it would be the polished translations
of the Hunayn circle and their revisions of earlier translations that would provide the
sources and foundation for falsafa. The third and final stage of the Arabic translation
movement most frequently consisted of revisions and school editions of older versions
by the Baghdad Peripatetics, such as Aba Bishr Matta (d. 940) and Yahy4 ibn ‘Adt
(d. 974).

Ina relatively short period of time, this handful of translators rendered practicaﬂy
the entire corpus of classical Greek scientific learning into Arabic. A brief list of some
of the more important authors translated will give a sense of the magnitude of this
undertaking. Virtually all the works of Aristotle were translated into Arabic. Plato’s
Republic and the Laws along with paraphrastic summaries of the philosophical content

3 See Peter Adamson, The Arabic Plotinus: A Philosopbical Study of the "Theology of Aristotle” for a discussion
of the role of the Kindi circle in the early translation movement.
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of many of his dialogues found their way into the Islamic world. The translators made
available many of the works of later Greek Peripatetics, such as the paraphrases of
Themistius as well as commentaries and treatises by Alexander of Aphrodisias. The
writings of later Greek Neoplatonists also were translated, which would include many
of their commentaries on the works of Aristotle as well as some of their commentaries
on Plato. (Interestingly, the commentaries of the great Neoplatonic expositor, Simpli-
cius, do not seem to have made it into Arabic translation.) A redaction of Proclus’
FElements of Tbeology, which was known to medieval Arabic speakers under the title The
Pure Good (Fi I-Khayr al-mahd) (the Liber de Causis of the Latins), was erroneously attrib-
uted to Aristotle, as was a redaction of books IV=VT of Plotinus’ Enneads under the
title The Theology of Aristotle. Almost the entire Greek mathematical corpus was translated
into Arabic, which would include the works of such luminaries as Euclid and Archi-
medes. Much of the voluminous medical corpus of Galen as well as the astronomical
and scientific works of Ptolemy were translated as well. The Stoics and Skeptics seem
to be the only Greek thinkers not translated into Arabic; if they were translated, virtu-
ally nothing of these translations is still extant, although Arabic-speaking philosophers
certainly knew elements of their thought. A complete list of Greek works translated
into early medieval Arabic can be found in an-Nadim’s Fibrist.*

II. THE INTELLECTUAL WORLD OF THE ANCIENT
AND MEDIEVAL MEDITERRANEAN

Since all the figures included in this anthology assumed at least some and often quite
a bit of familiarity with the thought of Aristotle and later developments in Greek
philosophy and science, some attempt should be made to provide an historical and
intellectual context for the falsafa movement. It would be impossible in a few pages, or
even a book, to summarize the philosophical and scientific content of the Greek learning
that the Islamic world inherited. Still, at least some general sketch of it is needed if one
is to appreciate the advances made by philosophers writing in Arabic. Greek thinkers
and the Near Eastern thinkers who followed them, used an Aristotelian framework to
build their systems of logic and natural philosophy; they then supplemented Aristotle’s
thought with that of Galen in medicine, Ptolemy in Astronomy, and Neoplatonism
in metaphysics and cosmology. The classical and medieval school curriculum began
with logic and a good dose of mathematics, which were followed by natural philosophy,
that is, the study of nature and the physical universe, which included the sciences of
physics, psychology, biology, and astronomy. The high point of study was metaphysics

or theology. The course curriculum ended with ethics and statescraft.

4 An English translation is available: Bayard Dodge, The Fibrist: A 10th Century AD Survey of Islamic Culture.
Great Books of the Islamic World.
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Logic itself was considered a tool for practicing science and philosophy, which
directed the intellect towards truth and preserved it from formal fallacies of reasoning.
The objects of logical reasoning were the predicables, which in their most general divi-
sions are genera, species, differences, properties, and accidents. Using these predicables
the ancient and medieval logician and scientist would construct definitions as well as
the philosophical and scientific propositions used in the given sciences. Thus, by giving
something’s genus and difference, the definition of a species resulted. For example, the
species “human” might be defined as an animal (a genus) that is capable of rational
thought (a difference). Properties and accidents could also be predicated of subjects to
provide further scientific statements, such as “All humans are capable of laughter (a
property)” or “Some humans are black (an accident).”

In addition to the general predicables—genus, species, difference, properties, and
accidents—ancient philosophers also spoke of the predicables that corresponded with
one of the ten ways of existing identified in Aristotle’s Categories, that is, existing as a
substance (ousia),> quantity, quality, relation, at a place, during a time, in a position,
having a possession, and existing as an action or passion. For example, one might say
of Socrates that he is a substance, but one might also say that Socrates is pale or short.
The category of substance was considered the most basic or primary category, for the
existence of all the other categories, the so-called “accidents,” is dependent upon the
existence of substances. That is because everything other than the primary substances
can either be said of or is in a substance, as in “Socrates (a substance) is snub-nosed
(an accident),” but substances are not said of and do not exist in anything else—one
does not say, “x is a Socrates”—at least not in the primary signification of
substance.¢

Aristotle’s Categories, however, not only was intended to provide a logical framework
for composing premises, but also was intended to provide an ontology depicting the
way the world itself is. This ontology is frequently referred to as Aristotle’s “Substance
Ontology.” For Aristotle, and those following him, to exist as a substance is the primary
way of existing, whereas any of the other categories merely indicate a qualified existence
of a substance, for example, existing as snub-nosed. Intuitively, the reasons for making
substances primary are obvious: while one can happily admit that Socrates, or any other
substance for that matter, need not exist as snub-nosed (or any other accidental feature),
one is less inclined to think that snub-nosed-ness exists independently of any
substance.

S The notion of ousia or substance is that of a self-subsistent being that does not inhere in a subject but
is ultimately the subject of the other modes of existence, that is, the so-called accidents.

6 Aristotle accepts that genus and species, such as animal and human, respectively, are substances in a sec-
ondary sense, whereas particulars, such as Socrates, are substances in the primary sense. Thus, animal and
human can be said of Socrates; however, substances in the primary sense are neither said of nor exist in a

substance.
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Given these categories of predication and existence, one can couple them together to
form propositions or premises. Aristotle treats the various ways one might form well-
constructed logical statements in On Interpretation. Next, given these well-formed prem-
ises, one can manipulate pairs of premises to form valid inferences; in the Prior Analytics,
Aristotle indicated the various logically valid inference patterns. According to
Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, scientific knowledge (Grk. epistzme, Arb. ilm) involves the
possession of premises that are true, primitive, and immediate (that 1s, they are not
themselves inferred from some more basic premises), as well as a body of valid
inferences based on such premises in which one has a demonstration (Grk. apodeixis,
Arb. burhan). In addition, these first principles of a science must be better known than,
prior to, and explanatory of the conclusion of the inference.

If the premises, and the inferences based upon them, are to fulfill these criteria, then
they should concern causal interrelations among things. In his Physics, Aristotle identifies
four types of causes that are investigated in the sciences. These are the material cause,
the formal cause, the efficient cause, and the final cause. Loosely, the material cause is
whatever underlies and is necessary if a given structure is to exist, such as the gold of
a ring, while the formal cause is the structure imposed upon that underlying thing, such
as the circular, hollow shape of the ring. The efficient cause is that which imposes the
form upon the matter, in our example, the jeweler, and the final cause is the purpose
or reason for imposing the form on the matter, for instance, adornment. Later com-
mentators would further classify the material and formal causes as “internal causes”
and the efficient and final causes as “external causes.”

The primary subject matter of physics, according to Aristotle, is motion or change.
Change, Aristotle argued, involves three factors: an underlying thing, privation, and
form. The underlying thing is that which undergoes the change and is often identified
with matter. In the physical systems of the ancient and medieval Mediterranean world,
the basic physical stuff underlying change was some mixture of the four primary ele-
ments: earth, water, air, and fire, and perhaps underlying these was some even more
basic stuff, which is wholly undifferentiated and as such frequently referred to as prime
matter. Privation is also a necessary element of change, since if the underlying thing
already possessed a given feature, there would be no sense in which the object changes,
at least not with respect to that feature. Finally, the form is that aspect or quality that
the underlying thing takes on at the end of the change. Thus, change involves a certain
privation associated with an underlying thing that in its turn is replaced by a form
at the end of the change. For example, consider a skillet's becoming hot. The skillet
is the underlying thing; the initial coolness or lack of heat is the privation; and the heat
that the skillet acquires when heated is the form.

Aristotle also took it as an obvious fact that if something is undergoing motion or
change, then there must be some cause of this motion or change. One of the pressing
issues in Aristotle’s Pbysifs concerns the nature of the ultimate cause of change, which
Aristotle argued must be an Unmoved Mover. He reasoned thus: Since the cosmos
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obviously is undergoing motion it must be either (1) self-moved or (2) moved by
another, where that other might be either (2a) itself moved by another or (2b)
unmoved. The cosmos cannot be (1) wholly self-moved, continued Aristotle, because
whenever something is moved, there is what is moved and what does the moving.7
“Being moved,” however, is an effect, whereas “what does the moving" is a cause. Thus,
if the cosmos were wholly self-moved it simultaneously would be the effect and the
cause of that very effect, which is absurd. If the cosmos is moved by another, call that
other x, then one can pose the initial question of x: is x (1) self-moved, (2a) moved
by another, or (2b) unmoved? For the reasons just stated, x cannot be wholly self-
moved, but if it is moved by another, call that third thing v, then one is on the way to
an infinite regress, since one can ask the initial question of y. In the case of an infinite
regress, however, there would need to be an infinite number of actually existing causes
to explain the motion of the cosmos, a position that most Aristotelians took to be
absurd. Consequently, concluded Aristotle, the motion of the cosmos must be due to
(2b) an Unmoved Mover.

As a historical note, whereas Aristotle had framed the question in terms of the motion
of the cosmos and placed the discussion within the science of physics, later philoso-
phers, particularly the Neoplatonists, generalized the question to the very being or
existence of the cosmos itself. Thus, these later thinkers moved the discussion to the
science of metaphysics, whose primary subject matter some thought was being qua being,
that is, existence in whatever way 1t might be found, and others thought to be immate-
rial beings, such as “God.”

Another pressing issue, which, like the previous topic, was discussed in both physics
and metaphysics, is whether the motion of the cosmos, and indeed the cosmos itself, is
eternal or was moved or came to exist at some first moment in time. Two of the most
common arguments for the eternality of the cosmos were drawn from Aristotle: the first
is taken from the relation between change and the cause of change, and the second is
taken from time’s relation to change. Let us consider the relation between change and
the cause of change in the case of a first moment of change. If there were a first moment
of change with respect to the cosmos, then the cause of this change, that is, the Unmoved
Mover, would have changed from not causing the motion of the cosmos to causing it;
however, in that case there is a change in the Unmoved Mover, which entails not only
that the Unmoved Mover changes and so is moved, which is absurd, but also that there
is a change before the first change, which is likewise absurd. The absurdities arise because
it was assumed that the change in the cosmos was the first change, but this change
requires the prior change in the cause of the change. If one shifts grounds and now
claims that the change in the cause of motion is the first change, then Aristotle could
simply ask about the cause of this change, and one is on the road to infinite regress.

7 This analysis holds even in the case where, for example, I move myself to pick up an apple, for there is
my body that is moved, and my desire for an apple that moves me to pick up the apple.
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Similarly, one who maintains the temporal origin of the universe seems committed
to a claim that is something like the following: “There was nothing after which there is
something.” The claim relies on both tense and a temporal particle, both of which
presuppose the existence of time. According to Aristotle and those following him,
however, time requires the existence of some changing thing of which time is its
measure. In that case, however, if there were a time when there was nothing, there would
also need to be some changing thing that time is measuring. Consequendy, there
would be something when purportedly there was nothing, which is absurd.

The majority of Greek- and Arabic-speaking philosophers who followed Aristotle
maintained that the cosmos is eternal; nonetheless, there were those in both traditions,
such as John Philoponus (ca. 490-570 CE.) in the Greek tradition and al-Kindf in the
Arabic tradition, who argued for the temporal origin of the world. Although they used
several variations of argument against the thesis that the world is eternal, at their root
all these arguments held that the eternality of the world would entail some absurdity
involving the infinite. Thus, Philoponus argued that since the human soul is immortal,
if there had been an infinite number of days, which an eternal cosmos seems to imply,
and if only one person died per day but the soul continued to exist, then there currently
would exist an actually infinite number of immortal souls; however, it is absurd that
an actual infinite exists. Thus, concluded Phﬂoponus, the cosmos must temporaﬂy be
finite and so is not eternal.

Al-Kindi claimed that the eternality of the world lands one in a different sort of
absurdity involving the infinite. He began by asserting that the infinite cannot be tra-
versed, a premise that Aristotle and virtually all of those following him likewise main-
tained. Now if the cosmos were eternal, then an infinite number of days must have
passed. Thus in order for the cosmos to have reached the present day, which it obvi-
ously has, then it would have traversed an infinite number of days. Again, reasserted
al-Kindf, traversing an infinite is impossible. Thus, only a finite number of days could
have been traversed, and as such the cosmos must have a temporal origin.

Despite differences of opinion concerning the duration of the cosmos, there was
fairly widespread agreement about the topography of the cosmos. The Earth was fixed
at the center of the universe and did not move. The element earth, which was thought
to be the heaviest element, tended toward the center of the universe; then surrounding
carth was the element water, followed by air, which surrounded both earth and water.
Finally, the lightest element, fire, extended just to the sphere of the Moon. Beyond
the sublunar realm were the seven known “planets”: the Moon, Mercury, Venus, the
Sun, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn, which loosely might be thought to occupy concentric
spheres around the Earth. The final sphere was that of the fixed stars. Approximately
once every twenty-four hours the sphere of the fixed stars would complete a westward
rotation around the Earth, sweeping with it all the planets below it and thus producing
day and night. In addition to this diurnal westward motion, each of the planets
also had a much slower eastward motion, which would account for changes in their
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placement as viewed against the fixed stars. In order to bring astronomical theory in
line with empirical observation, Ptolemy (ca. 150 C.E.) had further worked out a system
of deferents and epicycles, where a “deferent” is a larger sphere upon whose circum-
ference there is a smaller sphere or epicycle. By manipulating the size, speed, and
directions of the deferent and epicycle, ancient and medieval astronomers were able
to provide close approximations of the heavens’ apparent movements as seen from
the Earth.

The motion of the heavens in turn produced motions in the elements of the sublunar
realm. In general, the elements were in a sense constituted by four fundamental quali-
ties: hot-cold, and wet-dry. Earth was a cold-dry mixture, water a cold-wet mixture,
air a hot-wet mixture, and fire a hot-dry mixture. Thus, as the planets moved and
brought about a motion in the elements, there came to be more complex mixtures of
these four fundamental qualities, which in turn underlay the more complex substances.
Among the more important mixtures, at least for ancient and medieval medicine fol-
lowing Hippocrates (460—-377 B.C.E.) and Galen (131-201 C.E.), there were the four
so-called humors: black bile, yellow bile, phlegm, and blood, which in human and higher
animals mirrored the four elements. Black bile was a cold-dry mixture, yellow bile a
hot—dry mixture, phlegm a cold-wet mixture, and blood a hot-wet mixture. The health
as well as the temperament and disposition of a person were very much associated with
which one of these humors predominated or whether there was a proper balance of
these various humors.

Also within the domain of natural philosophy was a series of psychological questions
concerning the soul: whether the soul exists, and if so, what are its nature and functions,
and whether part of the soul can survive the death of the body. The locus classicus for
these issues was again Aristotle, particularly his De anima. Aristotle defined the soul as
“the first actuality of an organic body having life in it potentially.”8 Simply put, the
soul is whatever it is that explains why living things are alive. Since living things are
different from nonliving things, and there must be something that explains this differ-
ence, it was a short step for Aristotle and his followers to prove the existence of the
soul. It should be noted, however, that since plants and other animals are also alive,
having a soul is not unique to humans; rather, it is something common to all living
things regardless of how primitive that life might be.

As for the nature of the soul, Aristotle identified it with the substantial form that
belongs to a living thing; for if the soul were identified with the matter, then all material
things, such as rocks, water, and the like, would also be living, and it is fairly clear
that these latter sorts of things are not alive. Living things are in turn identified by the
various functions proper to them as living things, such as self-nourishment, growth,
and reproduction at the most basic level, as well as movement, perception, and even

8 See Aristotle, De anima 11 1, 412a27-28.
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intelligence in the higher forms of animals. Since the soul is what explains being alive,
it must explain these various operations and functions as well. Certainly for later Greek-
and Arabic-speaking philosophers, the uniquely human function of thinking was the
most pressing issue needing explanation.

Human cognition was explained on the model of perception. Perception involved
something that was in potency to perceiving. For example, when a well-functioning
visual system 1s put in the proper causal relation, such as being in the presence of an
illuminated object, then that object causes that which potentiaﬂy perceives actuaﬂy to
perceive. Similarly, in human cognition there must be what potentially thinks, the
so-called “potential intellect,” or what Alexander of Aphrodisias (fl. late second and
early third century C.E.) and much of the later tradition called the “material intellect,”
as well as what causes that potential intellect actually to think, the so-called “Active
Intellect” or “Agent Intellect.” When these two intellects are in the correct causal rela-
tion, the human thinks.

What marks thinking apart from mere perception in Aristotelian psychology is that
the manner in which the perceptible form is received in perception is quite different
from the manner in which the intelligible form is received in thinking. In perception
the perceiver receives a particular perceptible form from some external material thing,
that is, the form inasmuch as it exists in a particular place at a particular time along
with all the particular features of the perceived thing. This is not to say that the elemen-
tal matter of the perceived object is received into the perceiver, but only that the par-
ticularity of the perceived object as a material thing is received. In contrast, in the case
of thinking, the human comes to have a wholly immaterial intelligible form, and so one
that is not particularized. In other words, the intelligible form is something universal
and not particular to a certain set of conditions. As such the universal intelligible form
of, for example, a human is of what-it-is-to-be human rather than of this or that human.
Since in thinking the human intellect receives something immaterial, namely, the intel-
ligible form, then some aspect of the intellect likewise must be immaterial; for it was
a general maxim that a thing is received only according to the manner of the receiver.
Inasmuch as some aspect of the soul is immaterial, it would be unaffected by the death
of the material body.

At least two debates ensued in both the classical and the medieval Islamic period
concerning this immortal aspect of the soul. First, Aristotle’s De anima 111 S strongly
suggests that he thought that the Active Intellect is immortal. The question that arose
among Aristotle’s later commentators was whether the Active Intellect was common to
or shared by all humans and as such was an independent substance distinct from any
particular human intellect. If the Active Intellect was a separate substance, and so in
some way existed apart from particular humans, then the death of any given individual
human body would entail the death of the soul that is particular to that individual.
This was the position of Alexander of Aphrodisias. Philoponus, in contrast, maintained
that a unique Active Intellect belongs to each individual human, and so each individual
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human has an immortal part that survives the death of the body. Of course, between
these two extreme positions there was room for many variations.

A second and related issue was whether the Active Intellect is the only immortal part,
as Aristotle seemed to suggest, or might both the potential intellect and the Active
Intellect be immortal. If both the potential and active intellects were immortal, then
one might follow Alexander’s position that the Active Intellect is a separate sub-
stance—which among the figures represented in this anthology was clearly the received
view—and yet still maintain the subjective immortality of a part of the soul, namely,
the potential intellect. Indeed, by the end of the classical period of Arabic philosophy,
one of the most pressing issues in psychology focused on the nature of the potential
or material intellect understood as something receptive.

As in natural philosophy, the foundation for metaphysical enquiry in the ancient and
medieval world was Aristotle’s thought, as embodied in his Metaphysics. In Metaphysics,
the Unmoved Mover of Physics is transformed into “Thought Thinking Itself,”® a being
that wholly transcends the physical world and would be identified as “God” by later
thinkers. Despite the fact that Aristotle’s God has no direct contact with our world,
nor even thinks about our world, it causes the motion of the cosmos inasmuch as it is
an object of desire that the cosmos desires to imitate. Obviously a moving or changing
cosmos cannot imitate an Unmoved Mover in being unmoved, but it can do the next
best thing, which is to rotate eternaﬂy in a stable way around the Earth; and as we have
seen, this rotation is the proximate cause of the various changes and different mixtures
that make up our world.

The metaphysical thought of Aristotle was further supplemented in significant
ways by the thought of various later Neoplatonic thinkers, most notably Plotinus
(204-270 C.E.) and Proclus (411-485 C.E.), but also Aristotle’s later Neoplatonic
commentators as well, such as Philopinus. We have already mentioned one such
addition; namely that, for Aristotle, the Unmoved Mover was simply a cause of the
motion or change in the world, not of the forms and matter that constitute the world
and so of the world’s very existence, whereas for later Neoplatonists the “One” was
the source of being itself.

One can approach the subject of the One from the Neoplatonic principle of prior
simplicity. This principle claims that in every composite thing there must be a principle
of unity that makes the diverse components or constituents of the composite to be a
unified thing and so to be; for a thing only is or has being insofar as it is one or has
unity. Wholly nonunified components are no more an existing thing than scattered
chalk dust is a piece of chalk. Given this principle, Neoplatonists argued that there

must be an ultimate principle of unity—the One—that explains the unity and so being

9 See Aristotle, Metaphysics A (XII, 6-9).
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in all things. Since the One is in a sense the cause of being, it must itself be beyond
being, while everything else that is, ultimately depends upon the One for its being.
Since the One is wholly one and unified, nothing can be said or predicated of it,
since such predication would suggest a composition in it. In short, the One is beyond
understanding and words, and all the philosopher can hope to do is talk around
the One.

The “causal mechanism” used by Neoplatonists to explain how the One is a source
of all being is an emanationist schema. According to this schema, there emanates or
flows from whatever is perfect a certain secondary activity. For example, light emanates
from the Sun and heat emanates from fire; light and heat are not identical with the Sun
and fire, but given the Sun or fire, light and heat necessarily follow. Similarly, being
flows from the One. Thus, from the One, Intellect flows, and by Intellect’s contemplat-
ing the One it is made determinate and so has being. Intellect itself also has a certain
perfection, and thus it too has its own secondary activity that flows from it, namely,
the Soul, and when Soul contemplates Intellect it is made determinate and so has being.
Soul in its turn pours forth the World Soul, which is followed by the souls or intellects
associated with all the planets of ancient and medieval astronomy. With each successive
emanation the subsequent being is less perfect than the being from which it emanated,
and with each successive stage of impetfection the subsequent being becomes less actual
and more potential until the process of emanation terminates at the potentiality that
is the matter of the sublunar realm. Here one reaches the physical world, where the
physical system of Aristotle once again applies.

In general, medieval Arabic—speaking philosophers were less attracted by the ethical
and political theories of the Greeks than they were by their logical, physical, and cos-
mological theories and rather preferred their own indigenous ethical and political
systems of thought. In fact, at best only one or perhaps two books of Aristotle’s Politics
were translated into Arabic,!0 and although it seems that the whole of Aristotle’s Nico-
machean Ethics was translated, it did not receive the same close attention and popularity
as his other writings.'T Interestingly, it was Plato’s Republic to which Arabic-speaking
philosophers turned in those cases where they appropriated classical thought in their
theories of statecraft. More speciﬁcaﬂy, it was the description of Plato’s "philosopher—
king” that inspired them, which, with relative ease, could be appropriated to the Islamic
notion of an ideal caliph. Thus it is Plato’s philosopher-king that is the climax of

10 For a full discussion of the fortunes of Aristotle’s Politics in the Arab world, see Shlomo Pines,
“Aristotle’s Politics in Arabic Philosophy,” 150—60; reprinted in The Collected Works of Shlomo Pines, 146-56.
11 Having said that, it should be noted that al-Farabi did write a commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics,
which is no longer extant, and the final part of Ibn Sina’s “Pointers and Reminders” (Al—Lskﬁﬂit wa-t-lanbibﬁt)]
is clearly inspired by the meta-ethics of the Nicomachean Ethics.
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al-Farabi’s magisterial The Principles of the Opinions of the People of the Excellent City, and it is
the Republic that fills the spot of political theory in Ibn Rushd’s monumental commen-
tary project. Again, however, as a general rule the philosophical interests of most falasifa,
at least with respect to what they appropriated from classical Greek learning, were logic,
natural philosophy, and metaphysics rather than subjects in value theory.

III. THE PHYSICAL THEORY AND COSMOLOGY OF ISLAMIC
SPECULATIVE THEOLOGY (KALAM)

Alongside the classical Greek tradition there were also indigenous Islamic traditions,
most notably the tradition surrounding the Qur’an as well as kalam or Islamic specula-
tive theology, both of which made claims that Arabic-speaking philosophers felt obliged
to address. The Qur’an was of particular importance for Muslims working in the falsafa
tradition, who would occasionally cite verses from it as proof texts for their own philo-
sophical positions. Still, the Qur’an is not, nor was it intended to be, a philosophical
textbook that systematically lays out arguments and rigorously defines philosophical
concepts; rather, the Qur’an is a religious text intended for all, whether philosophers
or nonphilosophers. Be that as it may, the Qur’an nonetheless does assert a number of
what might be thought of as philosophical theses. Examples would include the affirma-
tion that God exists as well as his having certain attributes, such as being perfect,
unchanging, omnipotent, and omniscient; the claim that God is a creator and at least
the strong suggestion that God created the world out of nonbeing at some first moment
in time; and likewise the position that the human soul is immortal and the strong sug-
gestion that there will be a bodily resurrection. Given the number of “philosophical”
claims made in the Qur’an and its ubiquitous influence on Islamic culture, it would
have been virtually impossible for those philosophers working within the falsafa tradi-
tion, who were ostensibly Muslim, at least not to address some of the more apparent
discrepancies between certain of their philosophical positions and claims of the Qur’an.
Consequently, certain philosophers at times felt obliged to reconcile their philosophical
theses with the Qur’an. Although this might be done in a number of ways, it was most
frequently done by arguing that Qur’anic claims that seemed contrary to demonstrative
philosophical and scientific theses were in fact metaphorical restatements of those same
philosophical and scientific positions, albeit presented in a way accessible to the masses
who lacked proper intellectual training.

Although most of the Muslim falasifa took a conciliatory approach towards the claims
of the Qur’an, they were considerably less willing to do so towards the claims of Islamic
speculative theologians and frequently were outright hostile towards them. Unfortu-
nately, assessing the exact extent of the intellectual exchange between falsafa and kalam
is difficult, primarily because of the paucity of extant early kalim sources. In light of
the work that still needs to be done on early kalim, the following survey should be
viewed as an extremely rough sketch of the physical system and cosmology of kalam,
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intended merely to help provide a context for understanding some of the philosophers’
arguments and criticisms.[?

In general, the world of the Islamic speculative theologian could be divided up into
God and then atoms (literally, indivisible bodies) and accidents. In addition, some
theologians suggested that void space must also be included in this ontology as the
space in which God creates. One of the standard kalam arguments for the existence of
God begins with a proof that we have already encountered in al-Kindi. It observes that
an infinite is impossible; however, if the world were eternal, then necessarily there would
have been an infinite amount of time or an infinite number of days, which, by the initial
assumption, is impossible. Thus, the world must have been created. If there is a creation,
however, then there must be a Creator; for creation and Creator are correlative terms.
Thus, a Creator, or God, must exist.

That there can be only one God is argued in the following way. Assume for the sake
of argument that there were two gods, then it would be at least possible that these two
gods could desire contrary things, such as an individual’s dying or living right now.
Under this scenario one is left with three options: (1) both of their desires are accom-
plished; (2) neither of their desires is accomplished; or (3) the desire of only one of
them is accomplished. As for (I), since the desires are assumed to involve contrary
outcomes, they both cannot be accomplished simultaneously; how could one be simul-
taneously both alive and dead? If (2) neither of their desires are accomplished, then
both are wanting in power, whereas God is omnipotent, and so neither is in fact God.
Finally, in the case of (3) where only one of their desires is accomplished, the one
whose desire is accomplished is God, since the other is wanting in power and so is not
God. This argument was in turn generalized to show that God must be wholly one or
unified, a doctrine known as tawhid.

As for the physical world, most, though not all, of the Islamic speculative theologians
took it to be a composition of atoms and accidents. Atoms are the minimal units of a
wholly simple quantity. As such, atoms have no internal features into which they
even could be divided. Although atoms function as the components of the various
magnitudes composed of them, such as lines, planes, and solids, they technically cannot
be said to have length, width, and depth, for length, width, and depth define bodies
whereas atoms are the components out of which bodies are constituted. Since atoms
are simple and have no internal features, whatever determinations they do have are
accidents. Accidents are in turn defined as any and every attribute or determination
that belongs to atoms and appear in the world, such as colors, tastes, being alive or

12 The following are additional resources for those interested in learning more about kalam: Harry A.
Wolfson, The P}Jilosop})y of Kalam; Richard M. Frank, Beings and Their Attributes: The Tm[hing of the Basrian School
of the Mu‘tazila in the Classical Period; and Alnoor Dhanani, The Physical Theory of Kalam: Atoms, Space, and Void in
Basrian Mu‘tazili Cosmology.
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being ignorant, and the like. Atoms never exist separate from accidents; for inasmuch
as atoms have no determinate features or attributes of their own, and to be wholly
indeterminate is simply not to exist, there would be no meaningful sense in which it
might be said that atoms exist without accidents. Moreover, every atom has every acci-
dent or its contrary. So, for example, an atom must have either the accident of being
colored or the accident of being not-colored and similarly for taste/no-taste, living/
not-living, knowing/ ignorant as well as all the rest of the possible accidents and their
contraries.

Considered in themselves, both atoms and accidents are incapable of sustaining their
own existence; that is to say, if left alone they would cease to exist in a moment, where
a “moment” is frequently understood as some atomic temporal unit or minimal amount
of time. Since atoms and accidents do not endure, God must constantly re-create the
atoms along with their accidents at every moment.

This constant re-creation of the atoms and their accidents, also called “occasional-
ism,” entails that atoms and accidents are incapable of causal interaction. This conclu-
sion follows since no atom, accident, or purported causal influence survives the constant
annihilation that every atom and accident suffers such that it could cause the events of
some later moment. Instead, it is God, and only God, who causes those events. In this
vein, as well as one that the eighteenth-century Scottish philosopher Hume would
develop several hundred years later, Islamic theologians were keen to note that when,
for example, one observes fire’s being brought into contact with cotton and then
observes the cotton’s burning, one does not in fact observe the fire’s causing the cotton
to burn. All one experiences is a constant conjunction of these two events, not a causal
relation. In short, for the Islamic speculative theologian there is no empirical basis for
assuming causal relations, and based upon their physical system, there are theoretical
reasons for denying natural causal relations.

Given this occasionalist worldview, most Islamic theologians analyzed motion not as
a smooth progression over a continuous space but as a series of discrete events during
which an atom or set of atoms is re-created in different locations at different moments
along an anticipated trajectory. Slower motions were explained by an atom or set of
atoms being re-created for a number of moments at a given spot (or “resting”) before
being re-created in a different spot, and faster motions by the atoms’ having fewer
intervals of rest.

The notable exception to this atomic picture of motion was the Islamic theologian
an-Nazzam (d. ca. 840) and his theory of the “leap” (tafra), which in salient ways is a
hybrid of kalam atomic theories of motion and Aristotelian continuous theories of
magnitude. On his theory an object moves from one spatial position to another by
means of a series of discrete leaps without being in the intervening places, and so
an-Nazzam’s theory is akin to an atomic account of motion; however, the space over
which the object leaps Is continuous space, and so the theory is akin to a continuous
theory of magnitude. The advantage of this otherwise odd theory is that it allowed
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an-Nazzam to avoid the unsavory consequences of certain Zeno-like paradoxes!3 that
plagued more traditional Islamic atomic theories.

Even given the paucity of sources on early kalam, the above does not come close to
describing the content of kalam’s physical theory and many of the issues debated by
early Muslim theologians. Still, it is hoped that the preceding sketch does provide an
adequate historical context to understand and evaluate some of the arguments presented

by the philosophers treated in this anthology.

I3 The most common Zeno-like paradox in the medieval Islamic world was the ant-sandal paradox. It
observed that if magnitudes were continuous, then should an ant attempt to cross a sandal, it would first
need to reach the halfway point on the sandal, but before it could reach the halfway point, it would need
to reach its halfway point and so on inﬁnitely. Since an infinite cannot be traversed, the ant could never
cross the sandal, but of course a body such as a sandal can be crossed, and thus bodies cannot be continu-
ous, but must be composed of a finite number of atomic parts. As an-Nazzam noted that if the ant makes
discontinuous “Ieaps" between points, it need not traverse an infinite number of such halfway points, and

SO thﬁ PHerOX dOCS not arise.
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AL-KINDI

Aba Yasuf Ya‘qib Ibn Ishaq as-Sabbah al-Kind, also known as “the philosopher of
the Arabs,” was born around 801 and died in Baghdad around 866. He was associated
with the ‘Abbasid courts of the Caliphs al-Ma’mtn (r. 813-833), al-Mu‘tasim
(r. 833-842), and al-Wathiq (r. 842-847), but lost influence at the end of his life
during the Caliphate of al-Mutawakkil (r. 847-861), who opposed the philosophical
and theological positions of his predecessors—positions, it might be added, with which
al-Kindi had sympathized. Al-Kindi flourished during the period of the Arabic trans-
lation movement of Greek philosophical and scientific texts, in which he played a
limited translating role—most likely simply advising on philosophical and scientific
content rather than undertaking any translating himself. He also was engaged to some
extent in the controversy between the “rationalist” Mu‘tazilite theologians and the
“traditionalist” Sunni theologians, in which al-Kindi appeared to have affinities with
Mu‘tazilism.

A significant contribution of al-Kind is his assimilation and appropriation of Greek
science and philosophy. He wrote nearly two hundred and fifty treatises on philosophy
and science, of which less than forty are extant. Examples of this assimilation and
appropriation are his adaptation of a general Aristotelian scientific outlook on the
cosmos, with such concepts as the act/ potency, form/matter, and substance/accident
distinctions, and the four causes. One also finds strains of Neoplatonism in his discus-
sion of the “One” and the “rnany" in On First Pbilosopby, his most important phﬂosophi—
cal work, and his subsequent positing of the “One True Being.” Still, al-Kindt did not
blindly follow the Greeks. He notably rejected the eternity of the world, a doctrine
held by most Greek philosophers and most other Islamic falﬁsl'fa (e.g., al-Farabi, Ibn
Sina, and Ibn Rushd). Among al-Kindi’s scientific achievements are works on mathe-
matics, optics, medicine, and music. Again, although Greek scientists such as Hip-
pocrates, Euclid, and Ptolemy influenced him, his work shows originality, especially in
optics and medicine.

I. THE EXPLANATION OF THE PROXIMATE EFFICIENT CAUSE FOR
GENERATION AND CORRUPTION?

1. [214] May God grant you long life in the happiest of states and the purest
of deeds, O son of noble lords and pious leaders, the beacon of faith, the precious
gem, the best of both worlds! May God suffice you in all needs and inspire you to
perform all virtuous deeds!

2. Within those things that are clear to the senses (may God disclose the hidden
things) lies the clearest evidence of an order by a First Ruler. I mean a Ruler of every

1
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ruler, an Agent of every agent, a Creator of every creator, a First of every first, and a
Cause of every cause. [This evidence is obvious] for anyone whose sensory apparatus
is joined with the lights of his intellect, whose intentions are to find the truth and to
associate himself with it specifically, whose aim is to trace causes back to the truth, to
discover and evaluate it, and in any case where there is a dispute between himself and
his soul, the intellect attests to the truth in his opinion. Whoever is like this will have
the dark veils of ignorance ripped away from his soul’s eyes, and his soul [thereafter]
will abstain from drinking the dregs of vanity and will scorn the shallow-minded strife
of pride. He will feel repelled at entering into the evils of sophisms and cease to rely
on what is not examined critically. He will be ashamed of wanting to acquire what is
not serious or to neglect what is serious. Thus, [the soul] will not oppose itself nor
cling fanatically to those things that oppose it.

3. If you are like this (may God be your aid, O you of laudable form and
precious substance!), then it will be clear to you that God—exalted is His praise as
the True Being Who never was not and never will not bel—has always existed and
ever will exist; that He is the single living being that in no way has a share in multi-
plicity; and that He is the First Cause that has no cause, the Agent that has no agent,
the Perfector that has no perfector, the One Who gives the universe being from non-
being, and the One Who makes some things reasons and causes for others. [This will
be clear to you], just as will that which was explained to you in our remarks in On
First Philosophy.

4. The greatest sign of a most perfect order and a wisest wisdom, together with
their corollaries, namely, One Who rules and is wise (since all of these are correlatives),
is to be found in the universe’s order and regulation, in the action, subjugation, and
subordination of some of its parts in relation to others, and in the perfection of its
design, which follows the best possible manner with respect to the generation and
corruption of all that is subject to generation and corruption, the permanence of all
that is permanent, and the impermanence of all that is impermanent.

5. Were it not for [the benefit that] will transpire from granting your request
(may God grant you all good things!) for an exposition concerning God’s unity
(exalted is His praise, awesome is His power, perfect is the ordering He brings about,
boundless is His wisdom, superabundant [216] is His generosity) on behalf of many
of the heirs to truth who have not reached the point of ascending the lofty summits
of first philosophy and diving into the profoundest depths of its tumultuous swelling
seas whose outer limits not even skilled mariners seek without the most thorough
preparation and the most accomplished help, then the effort to complete our treat-
ment of the deeply profound topics,! which you wanted to be completed for those
who speak Arabic, would have been a most decisively strong and most pressing
obstacle [to granting your request]. The merchants of any trade, however, are per-
suaded to take less of their profits when it is for the sake of the common good. We

I This is a reference to al-Kindf’s a]ready completed work, On First sz'losopby‘
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beseech the One Who bestows all power to make easy the paths that we take to our
goal of illuminating the truth, to strengthen us through the power of His wisdom,
and to be a guide to His good order.

6. It has already been explained through demonstrative propositions that every
motion is either (1) locomotion, (2) augmentation or diminution, (3) alteration, or
(4) generation or corruption. Locomotion is <the exchange of place of the body’s
parts and its center, or every part of a body only [but not its center in the case of
rotation]>.> Augmentation is the motion that takes the terminations of the body to
[an extremity] farther from the extremity at which it initially terminated by increasing
[the body’s] quantity. Diminution is the contrary of augmentation in essence and
definition. I mean that it is that which makes the terminations of the body fall short
of the extremity at which it initially terminated by decreasing the quantity. [217]
Alteration is the motion that takes place through the change of some of a thing’s
states, while the thing itself is the same thing, as [when] the very same man is white,
and then becomes pale owing to the white light of dawn® or an illness or the like.
Generation and corruption is the motion that transforms something from its kind to
another kind, like the nourishment whose kind was drink, or some other nourishment,
and is then transformed into blood. So this motion ushers forth a generation of the
blood and a corruption of the drink, I mean a motion corrupting the drink and
generating the blood.

7. We say that every motion is either essential or accidental. I mean by “essen-
tial” that which is part of the essence of the thing, whereas by “accidental” I mean
that which is not part of the essence of the thing. I mean by “being part of the essence
of the thing” whatever does not depart from the thing in which it is except through
the corruption of its substance, like the life of the living thing, which does not depart
from the living thing except through the corruption of its substance and its trans-
formation into a nonliving thing. I mean by “what is not part of the essence of the
thing” whatever departs from the thing without its substance being corrupted, like
life in body; for life might depart from the living body, but the corporeality [of the
body] continues in its state and is not corrupted.

8. Let us now investigate the cause of generation and corruption. We have
already made clear elsewhere in our accounts concerning natural philosophy that
natural causes are either material, formal, efficient, or final. I mean by “material” the
matter of a thing from which the thing is, like the gold that is the matter of the coin
(lit. dinar) from which the coin comes into being. By the “form,” I mean the form
of the coin, which, by virtue of its becoming one with the gold, there is the coin.
[218] I mean by the “efficient [cause]” the craftsman of the coin, who makes the form
of the coin become one with the gold. By “final [cause]” I mean that for the sake
of which the craftsman makes the form of the coin one with the gold, that is, to
gain something of benefit by the coin and to obtain what is sought by it. Since the
natural causes do not exceed these four causes, these four that we have mentioned are
causes of the generation and corruption of everything subject to generation and
corruption.
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9. Every thing subject to generation, then, is in some matter or other, and so
one cause of the generation and corruption of everything subject to generation and
corruption is a material [cause], which is [the thing’s] matter from which it was gener-
ated or corrupted. [The reason is] because if it were to have no matter, then it would
be neither generated nor corrupted, because generation and corruption require a
subject in which the generation and corruption successively occur. As for the formal
cause, the generable thing comes to be by virtue of the fact that its form is made one
with its matter, and it is by virtue of the fact that [the form] is separated from its
matter that it corrupts.

10.  As for the efficient cause, this is the very object of our investigation, and it
is only by identifying it that we shall find the final cause. [This is] because the final
cause is either above the efficient cause (I mean as what compels one to act) or it is
itself the efficient cause (I mean that nothing forced [the efficient cause] to act, but
that it acted only because of itself, not on account of something else). Now, if the
efficient cause is not something that exists, but is [itself] the final [cause], then the
final cause does not exist. Whatever is above the <non>existentd also does not exist,
because whatever does not exist is indeterminate, and with anything that is indeter-
minate, whatever is above it and is indeterminate [219] also does not exist. So if the
efficient cause does not exist, then the final cause does not exist.

11. The efficient cause is either proximate or remote. The remote efficient cause
is like someone who shoots an arrow at an animal and kills it. The one who shoots
the arrow is the remote cause of killing the animal, whereas the arrow is the proximate
cause of its being killed; for the one who shoots with the intention of killing the
animal produces the piercing action of the arrow, but the arrow produces the killing
of the living thing by wounding it and by [causing] the living thing to receive an effect
from the arrow when it strikes. As for the remote efficient cause of everything that is
subject to generation and corruption as well as every perceptible and intelligible thing,
we have already explained in our book, On First Philosophy,? that the First Cause—I
mean God (exalted is His praise!)—is the One Who creates and completes? the uni-
verse, the Cause of causes and the One Who creates every agent. So let us now inves-
tigate the proximate efficient cause of everything that is subject to generation and
corruption so that it will become clear to us how the universal order is through prior
divine wisdom.

12.  The following have been explained in the propositions related to natural
philosophy:

12.1.  Generation and corruption apply only to things that possess contrary

qualities.

2 The reference is to On First Philosophy, ch.3.

3 The term here is mutammim, which comes from the same root used for “final cause.” Thus, the suggestion

is that God is both the remote efficient and final cause of the universe.
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12.2.  Hot, cold, wet, and dry are the primary contrary qualities.

12.3. The outermost body of the universe—I mean what is between the
perigee of the Moon up to the last extremity of the body of the celestial sphere—is
neither hot, cold, wet, nor dry, and [220] is not subject to generation and
corruption for the period of time that God (exalted is His praise!) has appointed
to it. Generation and corruption affect only whatever is below the sphere of the
Moon.

12.4. Below the sphere of the Moon are the four dominant elements, namely,
fire, air, water, earth, and whatever is composed of them. These four elements are
neither generated nor corrupt 7z toto, but parts of each one of them do generate
and corrupt into one another. /n roto, however, their individuals remain for the
period of time that God (exalted is His praise!) appointed to them. As for those
things composed from [the elements] (I mean plants, animals, minerals, and the
like) they are subject to generation and corruption completely in their individuals,
but what remains of them, as in the case of the elements, is their forms, such as
humanness, horseness, woodness, and mineralness.

12.5. Time, place, and locomotion are associated with each of these elements
and what is composed from them; for <within>¢ the celestial sphere the totality
of these four elements and what is composed from them have a place, while time
is the number of the motion of the celestial sphere.

12.6.  Fire and air are moved naturally away from the middle [of the universe,
that is, the center of the earth] to their proper places. The proper place of fire is
between <the lunar sphere’s lowest point>f down to air’s highest point, and the
proper place of air is between fire’s lowest point down to the outside surface of
earth and water. Next, the proper place of earth and water is between air’s lowest
point down to the center of the universe, and their natural locomotion is towards
the center of the universe. Earth as a whole is situated® at the center of the universe,
and its parts move toward the center of the universe.

12.7. The surface of fire [221] and of air (I mean what is within its highest and
lowest points) are both spherical. Also, the surface of earth and air together, while
being composites, are spherical to the senses.

13.  Now, the proximate cause of the generation and corruption that occurs in
the parts of the four elements must be ecither from them [alone] or from something
else, and either one of the two is the cause of that, or several of them and something
else together. If it is only from [the elements], then either (1) one of them is the cause,
or (2) several of them (that is, more than one) are the cause, or (3) each one of them
is a cause of [the generation and corruption] in the others.

14. If, (1 and 2), one or several of them (that is, more than one) is the cause of
that [namely, generation and corruption], then the one that is the cause (whether one
or more) [must be] incorruptible entirely. Now it would not be one of [the elements]
without its parts sometimes being corrupted and becoming many [from 12.4]. So it
would be subject to generation and corruption in its parts, while not being subject to
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generation and corruption in its parts, which is an impossible contradiction. There-
fore, neither one nor many of [the four elements alone] can be the cause of generation
and corruption.

15. If (3) each one of them is the cause of the generation and corruption
of the rest, then each one of them is the cause of all of them and the effect of all of
them. Now all of them come into contact with one another at spherical surfaces [from
12.6 and 12.7]. So the generation of air from fire and fire from air is either (3a) at
their common boundaries or (3b) it is not. [222] If (3b) it is not at their [common]
boundaries, then fire is affected so as to be air in a part of it where the air does
not touch. What necessarily follows, then, is that there would be an alteration of
every part of the fire whose distance from the surface of air is the [same] distance
as that part, and so the affected fire would be a sphere whose distance and height
from the surface of the sphere of air would be identical throughout. Otherwise some
of the air would have the power to transform the fire and some of it would not. In
that case, the air that is at the extremity of air’s sphere, [which by supposition is not
affecting the fire], would either not be of the same nature [as the air that is affecting
the fire] or the cause for the difference of its [powers] is something else. But air is of
the same nature. So if the agent [causing the difference in the air’s powers] is not
something else, [air] would invariably transform [any] identical sphere of fire whose
distance from its surface is the same, and so turn it into air. Fire would act on the air
in the same way. So there would be many spheres, some surrounding others, with air
between all of them. It necessarily results from this that each one of the neighboring
spheres would transform any sphere at one and the same distance and height from it
until each one of the spheres of fire and air would actually become entirely air and
entirely fire. But in that case, each one them would be simultaneously and actually
what it is and not what it is, but this is the most repugnant absurdity. The same
follows for the remaining elements. Therefore, there is another agent acting on it, but
we assumed that there was no other agent acting on it, which is an impossible con-
tradiction. So, even if [the elements] are causes of generation and corruption, [223]
their generation and corruption cannot but be at their common boundaries [that is,
not (3b)].4

16. If, (3a), [generation and corruption] occur at their common boundaries,
then either it is along the whole of the boundary or along some part of it and not
others. Now if it is along some part of it and not others, then—assuming that they
do not have a cause other than themselves—they must differ by nature, but we have
already stated that [the elements] do not differ by nature. Therefore, it remains that
the fire that is adjacent to their common boundary would be a sphere of air of uniform
height, and the air [that is adjacent to their common boundary] would be a sphere of
fire of uniform height. Then, as we have stated, there would be many spheres, some
of which surround other contiguous ones—fire surrounding air, for instance—and

4 Literally, “it is impossible that their generation and corruption is at their common boundary.”
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necessarily each one of them would be exerting that [very same] influence on what is
adjacent to it until each one of them simultaneously and actually becomes entirely
fire, but each one of them would simultaneously and actually be what it is and not
what it is, but this is the most repugnant absurdity. The same follows for the rest of
the elements. Therefore, the agent acting on it is something else, but it was assumed
that there was no other efficient cause of its generation and corruption, which is an
impossible contradiction. So it is not the case that each one of them is the proximate
cause of the generation and corruption of the others. The only remaining option,
then, is that the cause of [generation and corruption] in them is from something else
or from them and something else together.

17.  In that case the other cause of [generation and corruption] must necessarily
be cither together with them or separate [from them]. Now it had been stated in the
natural sciences by means of commonly accepted propositions that motion produces
heat in the elements and anything composed from the elements. In that case, the ele-
ments are acted upon by ecither motion or contact. What is in contact with the last
of them [that is, the outermost celestial sphere, which is in contact with the sphere
of fire] neither [acts] by heating nor by cooling nor by moistening nor by drying [from
12.3], and so [the elements] receive only the influence of motion from its contact.
Now what is in contact [with the sphere of fire] is made up of individuals varying in
motion and position, because some of them are larger, others smaller, some of them
are slower, [224] others faster, and some are farther away, some closer, but all of them
have limits with respect to fastness and slowness, and additionally with respect to
highness and lowness and how far or close [they are].

18. Now we find that the things that heat others by motion do so more intensely
the greater, closer, faster, or lower they are in relation to the position [of the heated
object]. Therefore, the cause of the heat that comes to be in the elements as a result
of the first element’s being moved above them is in virtue of motion, time, place, and
quantity. So the influences on the elements vary by virtue of the placement of their
parts in relation to the bodies of the first element, and the amount of the time of the
rotation over them, whether fast or slow, as well as how many or how few are the
things moved above them. When the bodies in motion above a part [of the elements]
are greater in number, faster, closer, lower, and bigger, then the heat of that part
intensifies, whereas when some part is deprived of that, then it returns to its natural
state. So when [those moved bodies] are distant from a part of earth [and water] and
anything composed from them, then earth and water remain in their natural state,
which is to be cold. (As for the air that surrounds us, it is not pure air; rather, it is
mixed with water and earth, and so it descends because in this state the watery and
earthy [natures] predominate.)

19. In the propositions related to the natural sciences, it has already been stated
that the primary active qualities [see 12.2 above] are hot and cold, whereas wetness
and dryness are passive. So whenever celestial bodies are far from the earth’s zenith,
cold predominates, and whenever they are near, heat predominates. Then the wetness
and dryness associated with hotness and coldness come to be, and from these four
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qualities, the rest of the qualities come to be, and in proportion to the deficiency and
excess of each one of these, a given thing comes to be.

20. It was found that the actions of the soul follow upon the elemental mixtures
of the [composite] bodies, and the elemental mixtures differ [225] by virtue of the
variations of the higher individuals, [that is, the heavenly bodies], with respect to
place, motion, time, and quantity, as we said previously. Thus, we can see that the
inhabitants of the lands under the equator are turned black, like something cooked
by fire, owing to the intense heat [caused] by the return of the Sun there twice during
the year as well as to the fact that [the Sun] is directly above the equator, revolving
in the greatest sphere.> [This also turns] their hair curly and frizzy, as when hair is
close to fire and then quickly is [dropped] into it. It makes their lower parts (I mean
their limbs) thin, their noses wide, their eyes large and bulging, their lips protuberant.
It makes them tall because the moisture of their lower parts is attracted to their higher
parts. They are more irritable and infuriated as a result of the excess of heat and dryness
in them. Also their judgments change erratically because they are overcome by anger
and passion.

21. We also see that those who live near the arctic region are the opposite of
that, owing to the intense cold of the land. For example, their eyes, lips, and noses
are small; their color is white; their hair straight; their lower parts are thick as a result
of the predominance of cold and wet in them. The heat is concentrated in their
internal organs, and so they are sedate, hard-hearted, self-restrained, and frigid with
respect to passion. Thus, they are most abstinent and of a middling sort.

22. [226] Now the inhabitants of moderate climes, because of their moder-
ate humoral mixtures, have a strong capacity for discursive reasoning. Scientific re-
search and speculation is common among them. Moreover, their temperaments
are moderate.

23.  We likewise observe that the body of every animal comes to have a tempera-
ment commensurate with its elemental mixture. Thus, temperaments follow upon
the proximity and distance from us of the [celestial] individuals and how high or
low or fast or slow they are, as well as whether they are in conjunction or opposition.
Moreover, [our temperament] is proportionate to the elemental mixtures of our
bodies at the time that the semen is produced as well as when it settles in the wombs.
If that is the case, what would prevent something even finer than that existing
through the motion of these celestial bodies at the will of the Creator (exalted is
His praise!), since the most obviously discernible thing is their immediate proxi-
mate effect and they are its proximate cause? Why would it not beh that the rest
of the things are only the consequences that follow upon this wondrous generation—I

5 That is, (I) the Sun is direcdy above at the two equinoxes, and (2) throughout the whole year (summer
and winter) the days are all nearly twelve hours.
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mean the generation of nature and soul!t Our thought will have gone far, then, if we
establish this.

24. The most significant evidence that these celestial bodies are the cause of our
generation is what we observe of the motion of the Sun and planets, since these
motions are very obvious to visual perception [even] setting aside mathematical com-
putation; for these planets are singled out among all the heavenly bodies. [Further
evidence] is their relative ordering; the change of their distances from the natural
things subject to [227] generation and alteration; the numbers of their motion (some
of which are westward and others eastward); as well as their proximity and remoteness
to the center. [The motions of these celestial bodies] provide better evidence than the
other celestial individuals [namely, the fixed stars] that they are the cause of the gen-
eration of things subject to generation, corruption, and alteration, and [the cause of]
the continuation of their forms for the time that their Creator (exalted is His praise!)
has allotted to them.

25. 'This is particularly obvious in the case of the Sun, because it is the largest
of the [celestial] bodies, as has been explained according to mathematical theorems.
When compared to its magnitude, [the Sun] is the most proximate [celestial] body to
us, because the [radius of] the Moon at its greatest distance from the Earth is equiva-
lenti to the radiusk of the Sun at its greatest distance, but the proportional measure
of the body of [the Moon] to the body of [the Sun] is less than part' of a part. [There-
fore], the body of [the Sun] in relation to its magnitude is considerably more proxi-
mate than the Moon in relation to its magnitude.

26.  Also, it moves over us faster than the Moon, because if the two are together
at some point on the horizon, then the sphere with the Sun will revolve around us,
returning [the Sun] to the point on the horizon in 360™ degrees,® 59 minutes, and
8 seconds (or a little more or less to account for variation), whereas the sphere returns
the Moon by its motion to its location (I mean the point on the horizon) in 373
degrees (or a little more or less to account for variation). Even if Saturn returns to the
point on the horizon [228] only by an addition of 2 minutes to the 360, [the Sun]
is still more proximate and larger than [Saturn] while the speed of motion is
comparable.

27. Moreover, of all the lofty bodies [the Sun] has the most obvious effect on
what is subject to generation and corruption; for (1) calculating its position in relation
to the Earth with reference to height and lowness, remoteness, and proximity from
us, [and] (2) with reference to the inclined sphere;” and (3) its being tied to the motion
of the greater sphere (I mean the one going from east to west); and (4) the difference

6 The Arabic juz here very likely refers to the Greek astronomical term kronos, given al-Kindt’s use of it
in the present argument, in which case it corresponds with 1/ 360™ of a sidereal day.

7 That is, the apparent motion of the Sun is not parallel to the Earth’s equator or any lines of latitude;
rather, it has an inclination, and as such it crosses all of the Earth’s parallels during the sidereal year.
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of its centers” from the center of the Earth—all will provide the most obvious evidence
for that.

28. That is [so because] we find the places far from the northern tropic [that is,
the tropic of Cancer] towards the North Pole are so excessively cold that there are
almost no plants or animals there, and the human population is sparser the closer one
is to these places. We also see that the places that are under the [celestial] equator are
so excessively hot that human population is extremely sparse, and there are very few
plants and animals as well. As one passes [the equator] towards the south pole until
one comes to the position [whose latitude] corresponds with Sagittarius 5 degrees, 30
minutes [that is, 21 degrees, 35 minutes south of the terrestrial equator], where the
Sun at perigee is at its highest and so is at its closest proximity to the Earth, its heat
is so strong that the area is absolutely uninhabitable because of the Sun’s extreme
proximity to the center of the Earth. The farther one goes from these places, the more
balanced and well-ordered the elemental mixtures become until one arrives at the
places equidistant from the places of extreme cold and [extreme hot].

29. Moreover, because of the shortening of the winter day, when the Sun is far
from the zenith, we find that the moisture and cold increases, owing to the fact that
the Sun is far from us and that it appears [only] briefly above us and that its ability
to attract moisture away from us [229] and to warm the area and atmosphere around
us weakens. During the opposite [season], however, we see the contrary of that.

30. Now if the Sun’s distance from the Earth were not so well-positioned but
were higher, then it would heat (in one position) the atmosphere here to such a lesser
degree that it would not exert the obvious influence on us that it does. In that case,
everything on the Earth would be frozen, just as it is in the regions that are close to
the poles, and so there would be no plants or animals or any other generated thing.
If it were much closer, then everything on the Earth would be scorched, and again
there would be no plants or animals or anything else, just as one finds in places where
the Sun is much closer.

31. Also, if [the Sun’s] distance from the Earth were as well-positioned as it now
is, but it were not <inclined>° (I mean its particular sphere in which it travels from
west to east), and its motion were along the sphere of the equator or one of the other
spheres parallel to the sphere of the equator, there would be neither winter, summer,
autumn, nor spring, but a single season for every place on Earth, either always summer
or always winter or one of the other seasons, but never varying. Now if this were the
case, then generation and corruption would not continue, and things would be one
without any generation and corruption occurring among them. Moreover, [as a result
of this] the forms of generation would wholly cease, just as we see at different seasons;
for when the dryness of the summer lasts too long, plants and animals perish and
there are plagues, and similarly, if it is too brief, there is little heat. The same holds
for every season; if it varies from the elemental mixture that it has, then plagues and
corruption occur.

32. If [the Sun’s] motion were in an inclined sphere and at [the present] dis-
tance, but it were not to set due to [230] the westward diurnal revolution of the
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greatest sphere and [instead] it were suspended facing any region on the Earth for half
a year (since its revolution is a complete year), then animals would have no rest and
also [the Sun] would consume all the moisture in the region so oppressed by it for
half of the year. [This is so] because animals rest only when there is day and night.
The same holds for the nourishment of plants; for some wither during the day but
grow strong and take nourishment during the night, while for others it is just
the opposite.

33. If [the Sun] were not eccentric from the Earth, there would not be four
seasons but rather two, since [the Sun’s] remoteness and proximity during each of its
two intervals of declination in the north would be the same from the center of the
Earth, and the same would hold [during its declination] in the south.P So [the Sun’s]
action during the northern declination would be one season, and [its action] during
the southern declination would be one season.® The year would be two seasons only,
resembling two of the four elements, and so these two elements would remain and
the other two would be transformed into them, since they would have nothing to aid
them against the transformation into the other two, unless it is by means of [the other
two],4 but these are strongly opposed to them. Now if there is hot, there is cold neces-
sarily, and if there is dry, there is wet necessarily, and from the composition of the
four qualities there are four elements necessarily. If there are two seasons, the elements
will not be four; but then in that case it is required that what is necessary is necessarily
not, which is an impossible contradiction.

34. How perfect is what the Creator (exalted is His praise!) has designed. For
example, the Sun is nearly over our head while it is drawing near to us. It then rises
high in the sky and moves away from the face of the earth until [231] it reaches <one
inclination>,' and then it move towards us until it arrives at the other inclination. It
then retreats [from us] until the equinox and descends in a different [direction, passing
through] the distance in degrees whose inclination in one direction is the same incli-
nation [as in the other direction].? [All of this] is in order that there will be two
seasons during each inclination, in which case there will be four seasons corresponding
to the qualities of the four elements. Moreover, between any two seasons during a
single inclination there will be a quality common to both seasons in order that the
natures are not wholly incompatible as a result of all of their qualities’ being contrary
to one another. If [the natures of the elements were wholly incompatible], then there
would be no animals or anything else subject to generation; for the causes that prevent

8 ALKindf’s idea apparently is that since the Sun’s ecliptic is both slightly inclined and slightly off center
from the Earth, one can explain the four seasons by the four different relative locations of the Sun to the
Earth. Thus, different seasons are correlated with the Sun’s being (1) north and near the Earth, (2) north
and far from the Earth, (3) south and near the Earth, and (4) south and far from the Earth. If, however,
the Sun were only inclined but not eccentric, there would only be the Sun’s northern and southern declina-
tions, and so only two seasons.

9 What al-Kindi is describing in this passage is the Sun’s apparent motion between the times of the vernal
equinox and the summer solstice, and then the autumnal equinox and the winter solstice.
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generation in the places from which the Sun is far or to which it is near, and the places
over which the Sun’s rising and setting takes great time, or the places in which the
seasons are not propetly balanced, would be [the same causes] that prevent [genera-
tion] if the Sun had been farther or nearer [to the Earth], or its appearance or absence
had been longer, or it had not produced a proper balance of seasons in any place.

35. It has become clear that the normal state of things subject to generation and
corruption, and the permanence of their forms to the end of the time that the Creator
of generation (exalted is His praise!) intended for generation, and the conservation of
their organization are [all] solely due to the following facts: (1) the Sun is well-
positioned with respect to its distance from the Earth; (2) it travels in the inclined
sphere; (3) it is tied to the motion of the greatest sphere, which imparts to it a west-
ward motion; and (4) its sphere is eccentric in relation to the Earth (I mean with
regard to its alternately being near to or far from the center of the Earth). [All of this]
is so that there is a limit to the time in which events subject to generation occur.

36. The Moon may also be a good example of this, because if its distance were
not as well-positioned from the Earth as it is now, but rather it were closer, then it
would prevent the generation of clouds and rain. [This is so] because it would disperse,
dissipate, and rarify the vapors without bringing them together and condensing them.
This is just like what we observe during the phases of the new [232] and full Moons;
for rainfall is greatest during new Moons and at the first of the month when [the Sun
and Moon] are close to conjunction, whereas during full Moons the rainfall is usually
less because the Moon’s light is stronger and it heats the atmosphere more intensely
when compared with the time of conjunction. [In the latter case], the vapors are dis-
sipated and rarefied by the Moon’s heating the atmosphere, and so there is usually no
rainfall during the full Moon, whereas there usually is rainfall during conjunction,
because the conjunction brings [the vapors] together and condenses them, and the
atmosphere cools in the absence of the Moon’s light.

37. If [the Moon] had the distance it has, but it were in one of the spheres paral-
lel to the equator or the equator [itself], then we would not see the beneficial effects
of its being in the inclined sphere, namely that when the Moon is full in the winter
it is in the Sun’s summer course, whereas when it is full during <summer>10 nights
it is in the Sun’s winter course. In that case, when it is full during the [summer] night,
its heating effect is decreased, and consequently the air is moderate. As a result of that,
the land and its bounty grow at the time when it needs warmth, and the atmosphere
is cooled at just the time that it needs it.

38. If the Moon had all these [characteristics] but it were not eccentric and did
not have an epicycle, then it would not be proximate and remote from the Earth
during its four different phases; for it is because [it is eccentric and has an epicycle]
that the full Moon is high during conjunction and is low during the quadratures; it
descends and waxes during one of the four [phases], whereas it ascends and wanes

10 The text has “winter night,” but the context seems to demand that it be “summer night.”
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during another. Moreover, in addition to what we mentioned, it speeds up during
one and slows down during another. Now with each of these circumstances, we
observe a generation and corruption in some particular thing. With [the Moon’s]
descent, that is, with its increasing proximity to the Earth, we observe an increase in
moisture on the Earth, and with its increasing remoteness from the Earth we observe
a decrease in moisture. [233] Thus, it is obvious that because the Moon has the char-
acteristics that it has, it greatly assists the Sun in generation and change in this
world.

39. The other planets also clearly have a use in [the generation and preservation
of things in the sublunar realm], because each of them has the following: inclined
motion like the Sun’s motion with respect to the inclined sphere; motion with respect
to the eccentric sphere like the Sun and Moon; motion with respect to the epicycle
like the Moon’s motion; as well as the motion that the Moon has that deviates from
the ecliptic!! (I mean from the revolution that the sphere traces around the pole). [All
of this] produces many configurations for them, like what happens to the Moon, for
example, sinking below or rising above the Earth’s central [region] and being in align-
ment with one region after another; or moving faster or slower; or deviating from the
ecliptic; or being aligned with [the Sun] during its conjunction and opposition. [The
planets] also produce influences that the Moon produces through its proximity and
remoteness, its fastness and slowness, and its rising and sinking. Also, as a result of
the change of [the planets’] apogees, there is a change of the relative periods of time
for each one of them, like a planet’s apogee in relation to certain motions when it is
at the apex of its epicycle. When at that point it is at the highest point on [its] eccentric
sphere and its lowest point is directly opposite that point, then as a result of the motion
of the apogee the periods of time of [the motions] begin to be irregular along every
part of the sphere during a given time.!2

40. Everything we noted has a significant use in the generation and corruption
of those things subject to generation. The empirical evidence for that is what we find
concerning the difference in the seasons; for the spring in one year differs from the
spring in another year, and likewise midsummer, autumn, and winter, even if the
Moon’s positions during them match up. If the action [that affects the things
subject to generation and corruption] were due solely to the Sun and Moon without

11 Literally, “the bearing (samt) of the Sun’s sphere.” Al-KindT is describing the motion of the moon and
planets along the zodiac relative to the ecliptic. During the revolutions of all of these bodies they rise above
and sink below the ecliptic in a periodic fashion.

12 Since before Ptolemy, astronomers had recognized that the Sun, Moon, and planets did not move at a
uniform speed during their regular course, but rather sometimes apparently sped up and at other times
apparently slowed down. Ptolemy, and ancient and medieval astronomers following him, explained this
irregular motion by appealing to an epicycle/deferent system, and al-Kind is giving here the general model
for explaining such irregularities. For a more detailed discussion of this irregular motion and the Ptolemaic
solution to it, see Thomas Kuhn, “Ptolemaic Astronomy," in The Copernican Revolution: Plﬂnelavy Astronomy in

the Development of Western Thought, 64—72.
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the planets, then [any] day during which the Moon coincides with the Sun in the
same part [of the heavens] would be exactly like any other day like it (I mean [any]
day during which the two coincided in that part [of the heavens]), while we often
find a clear difference in that. Also, we find that when a planet is close to [the
Sun and the Moon] in part [of the heavens], then [the day] is hot, if the opposition
is in the northern inclination, whereas if it is in the southern [234] inclination,
it is much colder on that day, where the severity of the heat and cold during the
periods of heat and cold will be proportionate to the closeness of the Sun and
Moon.

41. We also observe that things that exert a heating influence on us by their
coming into contact with our bodies exert different influences on us commensurate
with both the difference in the strength or weakness of the heat in relation to us and
the difference of our bodies in relation to [their] dryness and wetness or the equilib-
rium [between them]. Thus, if we are equally balanced in terms of wetness and
dryness, and the thing that comes into contact with us has a heat comparable to ours,
it produces digestion. If its heat is greater than ours, it produces decomposition. If it
is still greater, it produces attraction. If it is even greater than that, it produces desic-
cation. If it is even still greater than that, it produces burning. If our bodies are inclined
towards wetness but are balanced between heat and cold, then the first degree of heat
having an influence on us produces putrefaction, the second digestion, the third
decomposition, the fourth attraction, the fifth desiccation, and the sixth burning. If
our bodies are inclined toward dryness but are equally balanced between hot and cold,
the first degree produces stagnation, the second more thickening and less decomposi-
tion, the third more desiccation and less attraction, the fourth more burning and
less dissolution, the fifth more dissolution and less rarefaction, and the sixth
intense rarefaction.

42. In the same way, we should understand that the influence that the higher
[celestial] individuals exert on us by heating our bodies and the air surrounding us
corresponds with the influence of each one of them in proportion to its speed, prox-
imity, [235] lowness, magnitude, and their contraries, as well as how many or few of
them there are, whether they are in conjunction or opposition, and the variation of
their states. Moreover, we often sensibly experience that [influence], as when we find
that the North Wind blows heavily when Saturn descends into Cancer, and that the
South Wind blows heavily when Mars descends into Capricorn. Also it is unseasonably
damp in relation to prior damp periods when Venus is in conjunction with the Sun
and so too when Venus descends into Aquarius and Pisces. Also, the varying and heavy
wind together with the dampness are all unseasonable when Mercury descends into
Aquarius. Thus, the usefulness of the other planets in the generation and corruption
of things subject to generation and corruption is well known.

43.  Again the use that the fixed stars play in [generation and corruption] is well
known from the fact that they too produce consequences similar to those that follow
from the planets’ being large or small, or in conjunction with the Sun, Moon, and
other planets, since <every>s single equatorial circle produces an effect on the longitude
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and latitude that it is directly above (like what we observe as a result of the conjunc-
tion of Sirius and the Sun in longitude, namely, most of the grass dries out and most
of the fruits ripen, and, moreover, the state of most of the cultivated and wild parts
of the locations change, as well as [the commensurate changes] in <temperaments>*
and habits of their inhabitants.) [The reason is that] everything that is in one of the
circles paralleling the equatorial circle passes over one circle of the Earth that parallels
the Earth’s great circle through which the equator passes, [236] and so during its
rotation over that circle it produces a quantity of heat, cold, wet, and dry in the lands
under it during the whole time owing to the susceptibility of the various kinds of
temperaments, habits. and desires of the soul in proportion to their more general ele-
mental mixture resulting from [the rotation] and the more specific elemental mixture
of each of the generable and corruptible things under [the rotation]. So, as a result of
that, new ambitions and desires occur that are different from the earlier ones, and so
the former outward appearance and customs also change. Consequently, dynasties and
their like change because the periodic change of all things subject to generation is in
accordance with the change brought about by the inclined sphere. Hence, the distance
of every [star] from the equator varies at the times during which there appears longi-
tudinalt motion in [the star], whereas their distance from the circle of the Zodiac is
always the same in order that their actions in conjunction with the Sun are always
the same.

44. 'This [influence of the heavenly bodies on terrestrial regions] is evident by
comparing the [terrestrial] locale along the parallel circles; for every type of them has
a unique condition that is common to them, unless the substance of the region”
happens to be altered by a sea, mountain, steppe, salt marsh, valley, or plateau, whether
lying to the east, west, north, or south of them.

45.  So it has become clear that the proximate efficient cause of the generation
and corruption of what is subject to generation and corruption is that the heavenly
bodies are over the locale that they are over, which is the earth, water, and air, where
the latter are arranged in layers and are equitably distributed. I mean [by “proximate
efficient cause”] the cause that, at the will of its Creator, produces this ordering that
is itself the cause of generation and corruption. [It has also become clear] that this is
the result of an order of a wise, omniscient, powerful, good, intelligent Being who
brings to perfection what He has made. Moreover, [it has become clear] that this order
is most perfect, since He imposes the most fitting command [237], as has become
clear, and we have now proven concerning whatever follows as a result of the eternal
perpetuation of the One Who possesses complete power, the True One, the One Who
creates, holds, and perfects the universe. [This is] because there is not a trace of crafts-
manship in a door, bed, or chair in what is visible of them that is [comparable] with
the preordained harmony of the most perfect command. For those possessing the pure
eyes of the intellect, the most obvious case of that is this universe, with its arrangement
and its preordination according to the most beneficial and perfect command in its
generation, and that some of it became a cause for the generation of others, and that
some of it is a cause for the rectification of others as well as the appearance of the
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perfection of power (I mean the emergence into act of whatever is not necessarily
impossible).

46. All that we have mentioned is obvious for whomever’s level of knowledge
[includes] astronomy and natural science.!3 As for the one who lacks that, he will be
unable to understand what we have said, because of his lack of knowledge of astron-
omy and natural science. Thus, beseech the One Who possesses complete power to
be successful in completing the necessary steps that will indicate His unity, wisdom,
power, and existence.

47. The first part of al-Kindi’s book on elucidating the cause [of the genera-
tion and corruption in the world] is complete, many praises to God, the Lord of

both worlds.

II. ON THE INTELLECT?

1. [353] May God cause you to understand all of the benefits [He bestows] and
grant you happiness in the world of the living and the world of the dead. I understood
your request for a brief explanatory discourse on the description of the doctrine con-
cerning the intellect according to the opinion of the praiseworthy ancient Greeks. The
most praiseworthy of them is Aristotle and his teacher Plato the wise. Since what is
available of Plato’s doctrine on that is the doctrine of his student Aristotle, we will
discuss that according to the explanatory method.

2. Aristotle’s opinion is that there are four types of intellect. The first of them
is the intellect that is always actual. The second intellect is the one that is potential
and belongs to the soul. The third intellect is the one in the soul when it is brought
from potentiality to actuality. The fourth [354] intellect is the one that he calls the
secondb when he likens the intellect to sensation,'4 because of the close [association]
of sensation to the living being and its encompassment of it more generally; for he
says that there are two forms. One of them is the material form that falls under the
senses. The other is not possessed of matter and is perceptible to the intellect, being
the specificity of things as well as what is above that.!1> So the form that is in matter
is the one that is actually an object of the senses, because if it were not actually per-
ceptible by the senses, it would not fall under the senses.

3. When the soul has the use of [the form], it is in the soul, but the soul has
use of it only because it is in the soul in potentiality. Then, when the soul makes a
connection to it, it actually comes to be in the soul; however, it does not come to be
in the soul like something that is in a container nor like a pattern in the body; for the
soul [355] is neither corporeal nor divisible. So [the form] is in the soul, but the soul
is one thing not another thing, nor an otherness like the otherness¢ of predicates.

Here and below, literally, “of the universe’s design and things natural.”
14 See De anima 111, 4.
That is, the genera of things.
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Similarly, the faculty of sense is not something other than the soul, nor is it in the
soul the way that an organ is in a body; instead, it is the soul, and it is what senses.
Equally, the form perceptible to the senses is not in the soul as some other thingd or
an otherness. Thus, what is sensed in the soul is what senses.16 As for the matter, what
is sensed of it is other than the soul that senses. Therefore, with respect to the matter,
what is sensed is not what senses.

4. In this way he [Aristotle] gives an analogy of intellect; for when the soul
makes a connection with the intellect—I mean the forms [356] that are neither mate-
rial nor imagined—/[the intellect as these forms] becomes the same thing as the soul—I
mean that it exists in actuality in the soul, whereas before, it did not exist in actuality
in the soul actually, but rather potentially. This form that is neither material nor
imagined is the intellect acquired for the soul from the first intellect, which is the
specificity of things that is always actual. [The first intellect] is what bestows and the
soul is what receives precisely because the soul in potentiality is something that [can]
intellect, whereas the first intellect is [such] actually.

5. [With respect] to anything that bestows something on its own, whatever
receives [that thing from it] has that thing in potentiality; it does not have it in actual-
ity. Whatever has something in potentiality cannot bring itself into actuality, because
if it were [to do so] on its own, then it would be in actuality always, because it would
always have what belongs to itself. Thus, anything that is in potentiality is brought
into actuality only through something else that is that thing in actuality. Therefore,
the soul is something that intellects® in potentiality and comes [into actuality] through
the first intellect when [the soul] makes a connection with it to the point that it intel-
lects actually.

6. When the form of the intellect becomes the same thing as [the soul], it and
the form of the intellect are not different from one another, because [the two] are not
divided and thus distinct from one another. When the form of the intellect becomes
one with it, then it and the intellect are one thing. So it intellects and is intellected.
Thus, the intellect and what is intellected are a single thing with respect to the soul.

7. As for the intellect that is actual always and brings the soul to the point that
it becomes an actual intellect after it was a potential intellect, [357] it and [the soul
as] intellectf are not a single thing. Thus, from the perspective of the first intellect,
what is intellected in the soul and the first intellect are not a single thing, whereas
from the perspective of the soul, the intellect and what is intellected are a single thing,
where [what is intellected] in the intellect is, in terms of being simple, more similar
to the soul and much stronger than it is in the object of sensory perception.

8. Thus, the intellect is either a cause and a first principle of all intelligibles and
secondary intellects, or it is a second [intellect] and potentially belongs to the soul as
long as the soul is not intellecting actually. The third is that which belongs to the soul

16 In other words, there comes to be an identity between the sensory power and the object of sense; see
Aristotle, De anima I1 5, 418a3—6.
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actually [358] once [the soul] has obtained it; it belongs to the soul [in that] whenever
[the soul] wants, it uses it. [The soul] makes it apparent so that it will exist for others
as something that comes from it. [This is] like writing in the writer; it belongs to [the
writer] as a possible disposition that he has obtained and that is established in his soul,
after which he brings it into action and uses it whenever he wants. The fourth is the
intellect that appears from the soul whenever it brings it into action, at which point
it is something that exists for others as something coming from it actually.

9. The distinction between the third and the fourth is that the third is a pos-
session belonging to the soul—the time from which it first possesses it having passed—
which [the soul] can bring into action whenever it wants, whereas [in the case of] the
fourth, whether it is the time that it possesses it first or the time that it appears next,
it is® whenever the soul uses it. Thus, the third is what belongs to the soul as a pos-
session that previously has been obtained and whenever [the soul] wants, it is in it,
and the fourth is what appears in the soul whenever it actually appears.

10.  As much praise belongs to God as He merits. These are the opinions of the
first philosophers on the intellect, and this—may God be your guide!—is the amount
[we will] say about it, since it is sufficient for the epistolary and explanatory statement
that you requested. Be happy with it.

III. ON DIVINE UNITY AND THE FINITUDE OF THE WORLD’S BODY?

1. [137] O praiseworthy brother, may God’s benefit encompass you; may His
guidance direct you.!” May His constant protection preserve you from all error;
may His favor allow you always to accomplish the most virtuous deed. May
knowing Him lead you to gain His eternal satisfaction and to deserve His good
estimation.

2. I understood your request that I set down what you heard me explain
orally—namely God’s unity (exalted is His mention!), the finitude of the world’s body,
the impossibility of something’s actually being infinite, and that the infinite exists only
potentially, not actually—in a book that will preserve the form of the account for you
to think about until comprehension takes root, and that I make the account of that
concise, lest it preclude comprehension or impede memorization. I implore the
Bestower of goods and the Receiver of merits to make this match what you seek, and
thereby graciously lead you to the path of the rightly guided, far from the horrors of
the hereafter. I swear, [one cannot] discuss this topic without prolixity and verbosity
except with someone who has reached your rank in scientific investigation and is held
in such high esteem, who is backed with the likes of your ability to understand, and
is safe from sliding into fanciful notions by the likes of your determination. Therefore,
I have outlined [what you requested] to the extent that I was able to adhere to your

17 The addressee seems to have been the poet “Alf ibn al-Jahm (d. 863).
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stipulations, but I also spared no effort to make it clear to you. So be happy with it
and find it favorable. May God grant you happiness in this life and the next and adorn
you with all that you produce. The following is the beginning of what we have to say
as a result of your request. [139]

3. The premises that are first, evident, true, and immediately intelligible are the
following.

3.1 All bodies, none of which is greater than the other, are equal.

3.2 Equal things are those whose dimensions between their limits are the same,
both actually and potentially.

3.3 The finite is not infinite.

3.4 When any one of equal bodies is increased by the addition of another body,
it becomes the greatest of them and greater than what it was before that body was

added to it.

3.5 When any two bodies of finite size are joined, then the body that comes
from them is of finite size, and this must be the case for any size and anything
possessing a size.

3.6 Of any two homogeneous things, the smaller measures the greater or a part
of it.

4. If there is an infinite body, and a body of finite size is separated from it, what
remains is either a finite or infinite size. If what remains is a finite size, then when the
finite size that was separated from it is added to it, the body that comes to be from
them is a finite size [from (3.5)], but the body that came to be from them before
something was separated from it was an infinite size. Thus, it would be finite and
infinite [contra (3.3)], and this is a contradiction.

5. If what remains is an infinite size, and then what was taken from it is added
[back] to it, it becomes either greater than it was before the addition or equal to it.
If it is greater than it was, then an infinite has become greater than an infinite. Now,
the smaller of two homogeneous things measures the greater of the two or a part of
it [from (3.6)], so the smaller of two infinite bodies must measure the greater of the
two or a part of it. If it measures it, undoubtedly it measures a part of it, and so the
smaller of the two is equal to a part of the greater of the two bodies. Next, two equal
things are two things that have the same dimensions between their limits [from (3.2)].
Therefore, the two must possess limits, and so they are finite (because equal bodies
that are not similar are those that a single body measures as one and the same measure,
but whose limits differ in quantity [141], quality, or both).18 Thus, the smaller infinite

I8 This aside appears to be nothing more than the proverbial adage that one cannot compare apples and
oranges, even if they are of equal size. A more sophisticated example involves a small piece of green fruit
that is both increasing in size (a quantitative change) and ripening, i.e., going from green to red (a qualita-
tive change). The time it takes the fruit to grow to its full size and ripeness will be the same, and so the
two processes are equal, but nonetheless one cannot compare ripening with increasing in size.
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is finite [contra (3.3)]. This is a contradiction, and so neither of the two is greater
than the other.

6. If it is not greater than it was before the readdition, then a body has been
added to a body without any increase [contra (3.4)], and the whole of that has now
become equal to [what it was] on its own—but on its own it is a part of [the whole]—
as well as equal to the two parts that were combined. So the part becomes like the
whole. This is a contradiction, and so it has been made clear that a body cannot be
infinite.

7. Moreover, the things predicated of the finite are also necessarily finite. Every-
thing predicated of the body—whether it be quantity, place, motion, time (which is
what divides motion), as well as the sum of everything predicated of the body—is
then also finite, since the body is finite. Thus, the body of the universe, as well as
everything predicated of it, is finite.

8. Since the body of the universe can be increased without end in the imagina-
tion, in that one can imagine it as greater than it is, and then again greater than that
without end, it can be increased infinitely in terms of possibility. So it is potentially
infinite, since potentiality is nothing but the possibility of the existence of the thing
said to be in potentiality. Everything [predicated] of something that is potentially
infinite is also potentially infinite, including motion and time. Therefore, anything
infinite is so only potentially, whereas nothing can be infinite actually, because of what
we said above.

9. Now, since that is necessary, it has been made clear that time cannot be infi-
nite actually. Time is the time of the body of the universe, I mean its duration. So,
if time is finite, then the existence unique to the body [of the universe] is finite, since
time is not itself something that exists. Nor is there a body without a time, because
time is nothing but the measure of motion—I mean that [time] is a duration that
motion measures. Thus, if there is motion, there is time, and if there is no motion,
there is no time. Next, motion is nothing but the motion of body, and so if there is
a body, there is motion, and if there is no body, there is no motion. Motion is the
change of states. The change of place of all the parts of the body and its center, or all
the parts of bodies alone, is locomotion. The change of place of [a body’s] limits,
whether towards its center or away from it [143], is augmentation and diminution.
The change of just its predicated qualities is alteration. The change of its substance is
generation and corruption. Every change is something that measures the duration of
what is changed, that is, the body, and so each change belongs to something that has
a time.

10. Change includes being composed and composition, because it is the order-
ing and collecting together of things. Now, the body is a substance possessing three
dimensions—I mean length, breadth, and depth. Thus, [the body] is a composite of
the substance (which is its genus) and the dimensions (which are its differences), and
a composite of matter and form. The act of composition is the change of the state,
[in] that there is no composition, and so the act of composition is a motion; if there
is no motion, there is no composition. The body, as we have made clear, is a
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composite. If there is no motion, there is no body, and so neither body nor motion
precedes the other.

11. Time is by means of motion, because motion is a certain change, and change
is what measures the duration of what changes. So motion measures the duration of
what changes, and time is the duration that motion measures. Every body has a dura-
tion, which is the state during which [the body] is, I mean the state during which it
is what it is; and, as we made clear, the body does not precede motion, nor does the
body precede a duration that motion measures. Hence, body, motion, and time do
not precede one another in existence, but are together in existence.

12.  Every change occurs by means of something that partitions some duration,
and the partitioned duration is the time. Before every partition of time [for example, a
day] there is a partition [such as an earlier day] until one arrives at a partition before
which there is no partition, that is to say, a partitioned duration before which there is
no partitioned duration. No other option is possible, since otherwise every partition of
time would be preceded by another partition infinitely, and then it would never be
possible to reach any posited time, because the duration from an infinite past up to the
posited time would be equal to a duration ascending backward in times from the posited
time [145] to the infinite. However, if the time going from an infinite up to a determi-
nate time is something that can be marked off,!° then [so too] from that marked-off
time back through the infinite time is something that can be marked off, and then the
infinite will be something finite, which is an absolutely impossible contradiction. More-
over, if one cannot reach some determinate time unless a time before it is reached and
so on infinitely, and neither the distance of what is infinite can be traversed nor its end
can be reached, then one cannot traverse the temporal infinite to reach any determinate
time whatsoever. But a determinate time zs reached. So time is not some infinite con-
tinuum but instead is finite necessarily.20 So the duration of the body is not infinite,
and there is no body without a duration. So, the body’s existence is not infinite but
rather is finite, in which case it is impossible for any body to have existed always.

13.  [Since this is the case], the body must be something temporally created.
Something created in time is the creation of a Creator, since Creator and created are
correlated. Thus, the universe necessarily has a Creator who creates from nothing.
Next, the Creator must be either one or many. If they are many, then they are com-
posites, because they all share one state in common, that is, they are all agents. Any-
thing that has one thing in common is multiple only by virtue of some being separated
from others by means of a given state. So if they are many, then there are multiple
differences in them, and so they are composites made up of what is common to them
and what is specific to them—I mean [specific to] each one 0 the exclusion of the
other.¢ Composites, however, have a composer, because composite and composer fall

19 Thac is, marked off by limits, because of the commensurability noted in the preceding sentence.

20 LiteraHy, “time 1is not something approachimg from no limit, but instead from some limit

o
necessarily.
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under the heading of correlatives. The agent, then, must have an agent. If that is one,
then it is the First Agent. If it is many, and if the agent of the many is many always
and this goes on infinitely [147], then there is something [that is, the sequence of
agents] that is actually infinite—but the falsity of this has been explained—so it has
no agent. Therefore, there are not many agents, but One without any multplicity
whatsoever (glorious and exalted is He above the descriptions of the heretics!). He is
unlike His creation, because there is multiplicity in all creation, but none whatsoever
in Him, and because He is the Creator and they are creatures, and because He is
eternal and they are not, since the states of whatever is in motion change, and whatever
changes is not eternal.

14.  Examine these conclusions through the penetrating eye of your intellect, O
praiseworthy brother, instill them in your chaste soul, and be patient with your soul
as it pursues their hidden tracks, since these are what will lead you to the vast home-
lands of knowledge, the gentle repose of your resting place, and the merciful shade of
the Creator of mercy—Him I beseech to illuminate your understanding, expand your
knowledge, and make your final outcome a happy one. The treatise is complete. Praise
God, Lord of the worlds. Blessings on His messenger, Muhammad, and all his
family.

IV. THE ONE TRUE AND COMPLETE AGENT AND THE INCOMPLETE
METAPHORICAL “AGENT”?

1. [169] We should explain what action is and how many ways action is said.
The first true action is bringing beings into existence from nonbeing. Clearly this
action is proper to God, who is the final end of every cause; for bringing beings into
existence from nonbeing belongs to Him alone. The term “creation” properly applies
to this action.

2. The second true action that follows this action is the effect of the agent on what
is affected. The true agent is what causes the effect without itself being affected by any
kind of effect. Thus, the true agent acts upon what is affected without itself being acted
upon in any way. The one acted upon is the one affected by the effect of the agent,
I mean what is acted upon by the agent. Thus, the true agent, who is not acted upon
in any way, is the Creator, the Agent of the universe (exalted be His praise!).

3. As for whatever is below Him—I mean everything that He creates—they are
called “agents” metaphorically, not in the true sense—I mean that all of them in fact
are acted upon. The first of them proceeds from its Creator, and each one then pro-
ceeds [171] from another. The first of them is acted upon, and as a result of its being
acted upon another is acted upon, and as a result of that one’s being acted upon
another is acted upon, and so on until one reaches the final one that is acted upon.
So the first that is acted upon is metaphorically called an “agent” of the one acted
upon that proceeds from it, since it is the proximate cause of the [second one’s] being
acted upon, and so too for the second, since it is the proximate cause of [the third
one’s] being acted upon, until one reaches the last of the things acted upon.
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4. As for the Creator, He is truly the First Cause of everything acted upon, both
mediately and immediately, because He is an agent, not acted upon in any way.
Nevertheless, He is a proximate cause of the first thing acted upon, and a cause,
through mediation, of the effects after the first thing acted upon.

5. This latter species of action—I mean the metaphorical, not real, action of the
things that are acted upon—is sometimes divided into two divisions, since there is no
genuine agent among the things acted upon, but there is genuinely something acted
upon whose being acted upon is a cause of another thing’s being acted upon. This
general term—I mean “action”—applies to one of the two divisions whenever the
effect passes away with the passing away of its agent’s being acted upon. An example
is the walking of someone who is walking; for when he stops walking, the walking
passes away by virtue of the passing away of the walker’s being acted upon, without
leaving any perceptible effect.

6. The second division is [that] the effect on the one being acted upon persists
after the one causing the effect by being acted upon ceases to be acted upon,?! for
example, the piece of sculpture, the building, and all such manufactured products; for
the piece of sculpture, the building, and all manufactured products are [the crafts-
man’s] effect, I mean that one who is acted upon who was a cause of their being
affected. The term “production” properly applies to this species of action. This is
sufficient to answer your question. The treatise is complete. Praise God, Lord of the
worlds. Blessings be on His messenger, Muhammad, and all his family.

V. ON THE MEANS OF DISPELLING SORROWS?

1. [31] O, praiseworthy brother, may God preserve you from every depravity,
protect you against every harm, and make you successful in the paths that will end at
His satisfaction and ample reward. I understood your request for a description of
arguments that will combat sorrows; put one in mind of any weaknesses; and provide
protection against any pains you have.> The likes of your superior soul and balanced
temperament has scorned the acquisition of vices and sought to protect [itself] against
their harms and the persecution of their rule. I have described for you what I hope
will be sufficient for you; may God protect you from all anxieties!

2. The cure will not be found for any pain whose causes are not known.
Thus we should make clear what sorrow and its causes are so that its cures will be
clear and easily administered. So we say that sorrow is a psychological pain that
appears owing to the loss of loved things or the failure to obtain the things one desires.
Thus, from what was said, the causes of sorrow also have become clear, since [sorrow]
appears owing to the loss of something loved or the failure to obtain something

desired.

2L That is to say, the one producing the effect ceases to act because it itself is no longer being acted

UPOI'L
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3. Now we should investigate whether anyone can be free of these causes; for it
is impossible for anyone to obtain all of [32] his desires and to be safe from losing all
the things he loves, because in the world of generation and corruption in which we
find ourselves nothing exists permanently and perpetually. The permanent and per-
petual necessarily exist only in the world of the intellect, which we can experience. So
if we want neither to lose the things we love nor to fail to obtain what we desire, we
should look to the world of the intellect and make what we love, own, and desire
[come] from it. If we do that, we will be safe from someone forcibly taking our pos-
sessions or some power lording them over us; we shall [be safe against] losing what
we loved of them since neither does misfortunes reach them nor does death cling to
them. Since the objects of the intellect’s inquiry attach to one another steadfastly,
neither changing nor ceasing, [once] grasped, they do not escape.

4. As for sensible possessions and cherished and desired things, everyone briefly
has them, and they are attainablec by every hand. It is impossible to preserve them
and safeguard against their corruption, disappearance, and change. So <all of that>,
after having been a source of comfort by its closeness, becomes a source of loneliness,
after trusting that something will be of service, it becomes intractable, and after its
embrace, it turns its back, since it is not natural that it be what it is not naturally. If
we want to be uniquely ours one of the common states and dispositions that does not
uniquely belong to one person to the exclusion of others but is a possession of every-
one, and if we want one of the corruptible things to be incorruptible, and if we want
only to be embraced by what both embraces and turns its back, and if we want what
always passes away to be always permanent, then we have wanted something that is
not natural of nature. Whoever wants what is not natural desires what does not exist,
and whoever wants what does not exist seeks in vain, and the one who seeks in vain
will be unhappy. So whoever desires things that briefly remain and desires that his
possessions and cherished objects to be made up of [sensible things] will be unhappy,
whereas he who has his desire fulfilled will be happy.

5. Therefore, we should strive to be happy and be on guard against being
unhappy. Indeed, our desires and the things we love should be what we can arttain.
We should neither grieve over things that slip away nor seek unattainable sensible
things. Instead, when we experience the things that people enjoy, such as the desirable
things of the intellect—I mean in the measure that the soul needs to bring about
permanence in its form during the allotted days of its duration [33] and to produce
their like, as well as to drive pain from [the soul] and to provide it rest—then we shall
have taken hold of [the things we desire] in the most befitting way in the measure of
the need. Neither shall we desire them before we have laid eyes and hand on them,
nor shall we make ourselves regretful and anxious after they leave us. Indeed, this
belongs to the manners of the greatest kings, for they neither set out to meet anyone
arriving nor escort anyone departing. Quite the contrary, they enjoy whatever they
experience with the calmest action and most obvious indifference. The contrary of
that belongs to the manners of the low-born masses and those of ill-natured base ways
and stinginess; for they will greet anything that arrives and call out to anything that
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departs. It is fitting of those possessed of intellects not to prefer the manners of the
low-born masses and their base ways over the manners of the greatest kings.

6. Similarly, we say that when what we want does not exist, then we should
want what does exist. We should not prefer perpetual sorrow over perpetual delight.
Truly he who is unhappy about the disappearance of transitory things and the lack
of the things that do not [in fact] exist, his sorrow will never wane because in every
situation in his life he will lose a loved one or what [he] seeks will pass him by. Now
sorrow and delight are contraries that do not remain in the soul together. So when
one is sad, he is not delighted, and when he is delighted, he is not sad. Thus we should
not be sad about what passes us by and the loss of cherished things, and through
proper habit, we should make ourselves content in every situation so that we are always
delighted.

7. We can see that [the role habit plays in what makes someone happy] clearly
existing in the habits [of people], and we can see a clear indication of that from the
various states and differences of people with respect to what they want and seek. Thus
we see that the aesthete who takes joy in food, wine, women, clothes, and similar
sensual delights and by these is blissfully delighted, sees whatever is contrary to those
as deprivation and afflictions. We see that the obsessive gambler is blissfully delighted
in his [life] despite the looting of his money, the idle lolling away of his days, and the
vicissitude of becoming rich and poor through what he has gambled away, but in his
opinion whatever is contrary to that and keeps him away from it are afflictions and
deprivations. Again, we see that the highwayman is [set] in his evil ways and rough
treatment—and because of [his evil ways he suffers] the atrocious and monstrous
injuries resulting from flogging, dismemberment of limbs, and many painful wounds,
while ceaselessly continuing to wage war until [his evil ways] ultimately result in his
due reward: crucifixion. Yet he joyously considers all of these injuries marks of glory
and honor, while considering the healthy things that oppose them as deprivation and
afflictions. We also find that the transvestite is joyous, gay, and flamboyant with [his]
infamous [34] depravities and disgraceful characteristics from which everyone [else]
recoils and tries not to think about: the disfigurement of [their] appearance by tweez-
ing [their] beards and affecting the appearance of women. By that [behavior] they see
themselves as having surpassed everyone [else], and that [everyone else] has been
deprived in what they have failed to obtain of that most generous good fortune. [The
transvestite sees himself] as having been made special to the exclusion of [everyone
else] by a most special delight and a most splendid delicate life, and he sees whatever
is contrary to that as deprivation and afflictions.

8. Therefore, clearly the sensible things that one hates and loves are not some-
thing necessary by nature, but rather are [loved and hated] as a result of habits and
regular practice. Hence, if the way to produce delight is through what we have expe-
rienced, and the consolation for our lost things is clearly facilitated through habit
as we have described, then we should apply ourselves to winning over our souls to
that and educating [our souls] until that becomes an intrinsic habit for us and an
acquired disposition. I mean that in order that life will be pleasant for us during the
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days of our appointed time, we [should] mold ourselves to a certain disposition, since
that [disposition] does not actually belong to us by nature (I mean at the beginning
of our habituation).

9. Sorrow results only from pains of the soul. Now it is necessary for us to dispel
our bodily pains by means of bitter medicines, cauterization, amputation, the applica-
tion of salves and dressing wounds, abstaining from certain foods and similar things
that cure bodies, and for that we are willing to pay significant sums of money to
whomever cures these ailments. The well-being of the soul and curing it from pains,
however, take precedence over the well-being of the body and curing [the body] from
its pains, just as the soul takes precedence over the body since the soul rules, whereas
the body is ruled and the soul remains while the body expires. Also, the well-being
of what remains and the concern for putting it into right order and keeping it well-
balanced is more appropriate and takes precedence over maintaining the well-being
and balance of what expires [and] inevitably is corruptible by nature.

10. [If all this is the case], then maintaining the soul and curing it from illness
is more required of us than maintaining our bodies; for it is not by means of our
bodies, but by means of our souls that we are what we are, because corporeality is
something common to every body, whereas every living things’ [state of ] being alive
is by means of its soul. Our souls are essential to us, and the welfare of our being is
more required of us than the welfare of the things extraneous to us. Now our bodies
are instruments for our souls by mean of which [the souls’] actions are made apparent,
and so the maintenance of our being is more fitting to us than the maintenance of
our instruments. So we should persevere in maintaining our souls through the unpleas-
antness and difficulty of therapy and enduring the pains involved in it many times
[more than] what we endure of that in maintaining our bodies, along with the fact
that maintaining our souls is less unpleasant and a much lighter burden than what is
associated with that in the maintenance of bodies. [35] [That is] because maintaining
our souls is only through our power of resolving to bring about our welfare, not by
drinking medicine or the pains of iron and fire or paying [doctors’] fees. Quite the
contrary, it is by forcing the soul into praiseworthy habits in the smallest affair
in which forcing it is easy for it, and indeed from that one progresses to forcing
[the soul] in greater [affairs]. When [the soul] is habituated to that by its being led in
continuous degrees to what is greater than the former until the habit sticks with it in
the most significant affair just as the habit sticks with it in the most trivial affair, then
by means of what we have described, the habit comes easily and, by that, patience in
the face of the loss of things and the consolation of things lacking comes easily.

11.  One of the simple remedies for that is to reflect on sorrow and divide it into
its classes. So we say: What gives rise to sorrow must either be our action or the action
of another. If it is our action, then we should not do what makes us sad; for if we do
what makes us sad, but refraining from doing it is up to us—since our acting and
refraining from [acting] are up to us—then we have done either what we want to do
or what we do not want to do. If we did what we wanted to do, but we never want
to be sad, then we want what we do not want, and this is characteristic of one who
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has lost his mind, and thus we have lost our minds. If what makes us sad is the action
of someone else, then dispelling it is either up to us or not. If dispelling it is up to
us, we should dispel it and not be sad. If dispelling it is not up to us, then we should
not be sad before the cause of sorrow occurs—perhaps the one who can dispel it will
do so before it befalls us, and perhaps the one who can bring about sorrow will not
bring about sorrow and will not do what we feared. If we are sad before the cause of
the sorrow occurs, then we have acquired for ourselves a sorrow that perhaps will not
occur, either because the cause of the sorrow refrains from causing the sorrow or
because the one who can dispel it from us dispels [it]. In that case, we would have
acquired for ourselves a sorrow that someone else had not imparted to us. Now
whoever makes his soul sad has harmed it, and whoever harms his soul is stupid,
uncouth, and acting in the worst way, since he has brought harm to his soul. [That
is] because if he were to do that to someone else, he would be stupid and acting
wrongly, but his doing that to his own soul is all the more so. In that case, we should
not consent to being the stupidest, the most uncouth, and the most wrong of all.
[Even] if sorrow were something necessary, then what happens at the time of its cause’s
occurrence would be sufficient, which we ought notd anticipate before the occurrence
[36] of its cause, where acting upon it before the occurrence of its cause is a kind of
evil and is contemptible. Moreover, acting upon it at the time of the cause of sorrow
requires that it is not to be acted upon before it is resisted, since there is in it one of
the harms similar to what we have mentioned previously, [namely, doing a type of
violence to one’s own soul]. Therefore, resisting it is necessary at the time of its occur-
rence. Consolation necessarily dispels every cause of sorrow over a given amount of
time—if the sad person is not overcome with sorrow or near the source of the sorrow.
Ife overcoming sorrow is a part of nature (since all of what is subject to generation
does not last and is not perpetual in the particular instances of things), we should
direct our efforts towards the strategy to facilitate the shortening of the time of the
sorrow; for if we are remiss in that,f then we will be remiss in something else as well,
[namely,] dispelling the misfortune that we can dispel from our souls. This is the sign
of the unjust, uncouth, miserable, and stupid man, because the unjust man is one
who drags out misfortune, and the most miserable man is one who does not try to
dispel misfortune from his soul by means of whatever he can. So we should not be
content with being miserable when we can be happy.

12.  Part of a fine strategy for that is remembering the causes of our sorrow from
which we have long since been consoled, and the causes of other peoples’” sorrows
whose sorrow we have witnessed and whom we have consoled, and comparing our
current cause of sorrow with our past causes of sorrow and those we have witnessed
and the solace to which they eventually led; for by this we will gain a great power to
console like that by which Alexander, son of Philip, the Macedonian king, consoled
his mother when his death was approaching. He wrote to her, among other things:
“Think, O Mother of Alexander, about the fact that all of what is subject to genera-
tion and corruption is fleeting, and that your son is not satisfied with having the
character of a petty king! At his death, do not be content with having the character
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of the petty mothers of kings: order the construction of a magnificent city when you
receive news [of the death] of Alexander! Send orders to the effect that the people in
all the countries of Africa, Europe, and Asia will be assembled on a certain day in that
city for food, drink, and festivities. Order that it be announced to them that anyone
who has been struck by misfortune should not come to you, so that the funeral of
Alexander [37] will be delightful, unlike other, sad, funerals.” When she had com-
manded that, not a single person showed up at the time she had decreed. She said:
“Why did the people disobey us, in spite of what we offered?” It was said to her: “You
commanded that anyone who has been struck by misfortune [should] not come to
you, but all the people have been struck by misfortune; so no one obeyed us.” She
said: “O, Alexander! How much your end resembles your beginning! You had wanted
to console me in a perfect way for the misfortune [of your death], since I am neither
the first nor the only person to suffer misfortune.”

13.  We also [have] to remember that everything we have missed or lost has been
missed or lost by a great many people, and all of them came to terms with its loss,
exhibiting joy and removed from sorrow; for someone whose child has died or doesn’t
have any children has many people like him in that, for instance, someone who doesn’t
have a child but is joyful, or someone whose child has died, but he has been consoled
and is joyful. A similar thing happens with money, and all the sensible possessions of
the world, and all the desires of the human soul. Therefore, sorrow is solely by con-
vention, not by nature, because when we find a man who is stripped of a possession,
he is sad, whereas many don’t have that possession and are not sad. Therefore, he has
devised that sorrow for himself in place of what he was stripped of or lost. So we
should not devise for ourselves anything bad (since sorrow is something bad, as we
said); for anyone who invents something bad for himself has lost his mind. We should
not lose our minds because it is the height of contemptibility, because there is no
difference between someone who has lost his mind and the rest of the nonrational
animals. In fact, those are superior to him, because each of them has a timed, inherent,
ongoing property like the law at its beginning, and [that] leads it in every situation,
whereas the person who has lost his mind has neither order nor regularity in his
actions; rather, they [are performed] according to the confusion and the imagination
of the intellect. We should be ashamed to be in this miserable state, the object of pity
by the rational, the object of laughter by the insolent.

14.  We should also keep in mind that if we want not to suffer misfortune, what
we really want is not to be at all, because misfortunes come about precisely through
the corruption of things subject to corruption. If there were no corruption, [38] there
would be no generated thing. Therefore, if we want there to be no misfortunes, we
have also wanted there to be no generation and corruption in nature. If we want what
is natural not to be, we have wanted the impossible. Whoever desires the impossible
is deprived of what he wants, and whoever is deprived of what he wants is miserable.
We should be ashamed of this characteristic and disdain this rank—I mean stupidity
and misery; for one of them (I mean stupidity) produces contemptibility, and the
other (I mean misery) produces debasement and maliciousness.
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15. We should keep in mind that all the things that hands can reach are
common to all people. They are merely near us, [but] we have no more right to possess
them than do others. They are the possessions of the one who possesses them [only
for] as long as he possesses them. As for the things that we have but are not common
to others, others’ hands cannot reach them and possess them. [They are] the soul’s
virtues that our souls possess; these are the ones about which we can be excused for
feeling sad if our souls are bereft of them. It is not seemly for us to feel sad over what
we have only through the exigencies of change, because anyone who feels sad over the
fact that he does not naturally possess what [other] people have is envious. We should
not teach our souls envy, since it is the worst evil, because anyone who wants evil for
his enemies loves evil [itself], and anyone who wants evil is [himself] evil. More evil
than this is anyone who wants evil for his friends. Anyone who wants to prevent his
friend from [obtaining] what he wants to possess, possessing it being a good in his
[friend’s] view, has wanted for his friend a situation that he believes is evil. So he has
wanted evil for his friends. Anyone who wants that no one else possesses what they
have the right to obtain has wanted neither enemies nor friends to possess it. So,
anyone who feels sad at someone else’s obtaining it is envious. We should not accept
this baseness.

16.  We should also keep in mind that the common possessions that we have are
a loan from a Lender, who is the Creator of the possessions (great is His praise), [Who]
can retrieve His loan whenever He wants and give it to whomever He wants; for, if
He had not given it to whomever He wants, it would not have come to us at all.
Sometimes, we suppose that when He takes it from us by means of the hands of [our]
enemies, He does it to harm us. We should bear in mind [in this instance] that the
Lender [39] has the right to take back what He loaned and to do so by the hand of
whomever He wants. Consequently, there is neither shame nor disgrace in this for us;
rather, the shame and disgrace for us is to feel sad whenever the loans are taken back
from us. These are part of the character traits of those who are greedy, stingy, of bad
discernment, and of anyone who, once he is loaned something, assumes that he owns
it. This is beyond the pale of gratefulness, because the least thing required of grateful-
ness on the part of the one loaned something is to return the loan whenever the lender
wants it back, with a pleasant spirit and a joy to hasten to meet the desire of the lender
for [the item] to be returned. Therefore, anyone who is sad at returning what has been
loaned to him is ungrateful. We should be ashamed at ourselves for this character trait
that departs from justice. We should also be ashamed of giving idiotic, childish excuses
for our sadness at repaying the lender, not saying we are sad precisely because the Lender
took His loan back by the hands of our enemies; for the messenger of the lender is
not required, in taking back the loan, to be the way we desire in terms of his bearing,
disposition, love of us, and timeliness. Since that is not required of him, it is required
of us not to be sad that the messenger’s configuration differs from our [expectations];
for this is one of the characteristics of children and anyone who lacks discernment.

17.  We should keep in mind that, since the Lender does not take back the most
costly of what He has loaned us but rather the meanest of it, then He has done to us
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the utmost good. We will be most joyous through the lasting beauty of the noble gift
[He has given] us and not be sad at the loss of what He has taken back from us, since,
were He to reclaim everything He loaned us, we must not be sad but joyous, since
our joy at that is part of gratitude to Him and consonant with His desire, as He has
left behind the most superior [loan], I mean what no hand can reach and in which
no one can share. [Moreover, we should] consult our souls, and if we want what has
been reclaimed to stay with us, we [should] say that the meanest and the least
has been taken back, while the superior and the most has remained as long as our
souls remain.

18.  We should bear in mind that if we must be sad for things that are lost and
pass us by, we must be sad always, and [yet] we must ot be sad at all. This is an
egregious contradiction. [That is] because if [40] the cause of sorrow is the loss and
passing of possessions that are external to us, and it is hateful that sorrow get to us
(where its cause is what we have just mentioned), then if we neither have nor seck a
possession external to us, then we shall not suffer the loss or passing [of an external
possession]. So we must not have possessions at all lest we be sad. If we must not have
possessions, and despite our lacking the possession there is sorrow, then sorrow is
forever necessary if we do not have possessions. Therefore, there must always be
sorrow, whether we have or do not have possessions. Therefore, if we must be sad
always, we must not be sad at all, whether we have or do not have possessions. All of
this is an absurd contradiction.

19. Thus, it is not necessary that we be sad, and whatever is not necessary, the
rational person should neither think about nor act on, especially if it is harmful or
painful. On the contrary, we must reduce possessions, since their absence or loss, being
beyond our control, are a cause for sorrows; for [they] come from that alone. It is
related about Socrates, the Athenian, that it was asked of him: “Why do you not get
sad?” He responded: “Because I do not possess anything for which I would get sad at
its loss.” It is also reported about Nero, the Roman king, that someone gave him a
gift of a wonderfully crafted, precious crystal dome, and it was presented to him while
he was receiving a group of people, among whom was a philosopher of his time. His
joy at [the gift] was great, and those present described its virtues at length. So he
turned to the philosopher and asked: “What do you say about this dome?” He said:
“I say that it shows a poverty about you and indicates a great misfortune that you will
experience.” [Nero] said: “How is that?” He said: “Because if it is lost, it is hopeless
for you to own its like [again]. So it reveals your poverty in its like. If any damage
happens to it that deprives you of it, a great misfortune will have been foisted upon
you...,” and he went on in a similar vein. It was reported that what happened was
exactly as the philosopher said. According to the report, one Spring day, the king went
out to some nearby islands for amusement and ordered that the dome be brought
along in what carried it in order that it be set up during his amusement, but then the
boat in which it was sank, and [41] it could not be recovered. So a great misfortune,
recognized as such by all his courtiers, befell the king, and although he tried to get
something similar to it [right] untl his death, he did not. Consequently we say:
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“Anyone who wants to lessen his misfortunes, let him lessen his external possessions.”
In fact, it has been reported about the wise Socrates that for days he was taking shelter
in a broken jar in the army camp, and he said one day when one of the youths was
having a discussion with him: “We should not possess [anything] so as not to get sad.”
The youth said to him: “[What] if your jar breaks?” Socrates said to him: “The jar
may break, but the place will not.” The philosopher spoke truthfully, because there
is a replacement for everything lost.

20. Consequently we say that the Creator of the universe (great is His praise!)
did not create anything that is cut off from nature but rather is provided for; for we
see the magnificent whale and the wondrously formed elephant, each of them in need
of sustenance, shelter, habitat, and all the requirements necessary for them both, and
all the creatures under them are provided for with the measure of their need for sub-
sistence prepared for them. Nothing considered to be missing is missing from their
good life. All of them have a pleasant life as long as they touch nothing harmful, with
the exception of humans; for, despite being increased by the virtue through which he
came to have dominion over all the animals, governing and managing them all, he is
stupid about managing his own soul. This is a sign of the absence of intellect. We
should be ashamed of anyone lacking an intellect;® for, despite being increased by
rational discernment, he wants to possess many things for which he has no need in
sustaining himself and the improvement of his life, such as the garnishing of foods,
pictures of animals and other things, sculpting and ornamenting what he sees, as well
as things he hears and smells that distract him from things of genuine benefit to him
and distance him from his worldly ease. All of these will gain him [only] hardship in
his search for them, pain at his losing them, and distress at their passing him by; for
with every desired thing that is lost, there is misfortune, and with everything that
passes him by, there is distress and sadness, and with the anticipation of every absent
thing, there is sorrow and anxiety, and after every hope, there is fear, because the
fearful one is distracted and worried. [42] Consequently we say that anyone who
occupies himself with increasing? his external possessions will miss out on his eternal
life, his temporal life will be dreary, his illnesses will increase, and his pains will
not cease.

21. In their passage through this ephemeral world—its fading! states, its deceit-
ful images, its ends crying lie to its beginnings (forsaken is the one who trusts it! piti-
able is the one who is misled by it))—people resemble a group traveling by boat to a
destination they intend to be their homeland.22 The captain brought them to a head-
land to get some provisions. The boat anchored and anyone in the boat needing provi-
sions disembarked. Some, having concluded what they had disembarked for, returned
to the boat without dallying for anything. So they got the roomiest berths and the
most comfortable seats without any competitors or rivals preventing that.

22 The parable of the ship, which follows, appears to be taken from the Stoic philosopher Epictetus
(c. 55—135), Enchiridion, 7.
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22.  Some, however, stopped to see the meadows blooming with all kinds of
flowers; to smell all the different kinds of scents of those flowering meadows and the
stands of trim trees bearing wondrous kinds of fruit; to hear the pleasant songs of the
hidden birds; to pick out, in the earth of that land, different colored stones and pretty
shells with strange shapes and wondrous markings. [They did all of this] without
leaving their landing site in which their needs were met. They then returned to their
places on the boat, the best, most spacious places with the softest seats having already
been taken before [them].

23.  Others eagerly devoted themselves to gathering up those shells and stones
and nearby fruits and flowers, without leaving the place where they had met their
needs. So they returned, burdened by their loads, servants of the stones of the earth,
and its shells and flowers that were perishing, changing from what shortly before had
deceived them, and the fruits that would soon become spoiled and disgusting to those
nearby. They then discovered that others had already taken the roomiest spaces on
the boat; and they had to sit in the cramped, rough, and uneven ones. The stones,
shells, flowers, and fruit that they had valued earlier became a burden in those
cramped, rough, and uneven places, preventing them from the rest that came to the
others who had preceded them to the roomiest places and who did not have stones
nearby that further cramped their spaces and required them to guard and protect them
and ward off damages to them. [43] Most of their relaxation time was broken up into
[fretting over] the stones not being there, and worries about it, many fears about it,
and the intense devotion of [their] souls to their being nearby. The legacy of the
stones bequeathed regret, sorrow, and worries every time they or even one of them
was missing.

24.  Some [of the passengers] had’ penetrated far into those fields and stands of
trees, forgetting about the boat and the place that they had intended to be their
homeland, being preoccupied with collecting those stones, shells, and flowers, dis-
tracted by eating that fruit from recollecting their homeland and the grief to which
they would come at the boat. In that [foray], they were not free of successive fears,
continuous calamities, and the anxiety of harm from a fleecing wild beast, a poisonous
snake, a frightening noise, and a hanging branch that would scratch and wound their
faces and the rest of their bodies, or a thorn sticking to a foot requiring a long time
to heal, or mud holding them back, soiling and destroying their clothes that covered
their private parts, or a piercing branch tearing their cloaks, or a hanging vine prevent-
ing their progress.k

25. When the captain of the boat called to them that he was weighing anchor,
some of them returned, burdened with what they had collected, and so suffered the
harms we have described. No sooner had they arrived at the boat than they found
no place except for cramped, uncomfortable ones that allowed for no rest and led
them to contract fatal diseases. For some, the captain’s call did not reach them, because
they had gone so far into the stands of trees and tramping through the muddy fields.
So the boat left, and they were in the place, cut off from their homelands, exposed
to its deadly, vicious dangers and horrific injuries. Some became the prey of savage
beasts; some became caught up in diversions and distractions. Some became soiled in
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the muddy places; still others were bitten by the poisonous snakes. They became
deserted, disgusting, and putrid [corpses] with their limbs torn away, and their con-
ditions horrific, as [objects of] pity for whomever did not know them and a lesson to
whomever knew them as cut off from their homelands to which they had intended
to go.

26. As for those who reached the boat burdened with what they considered
valuable of what they had gathered (and which deceived their minds, shackled their
freedom, did away with their rest, cramped their berths, and caused them anxiety),
[they found that] it did not take long before those flowers wilted and the colors on
those stones faded (since the freshening moisture they and their color had was gone).
The shells, in their brackish [water] and with their horrible stink, [also] changed and
became a burden and a harmful companion for them. There was nothing to do with
them besides throw them into [44] the sea. Whatever prevented their hastening [back
to the boat], spoiled their lives, made them sad at their places, and robbed their
freedom, became a burden and left them empty-handed. No sooner had they reached
the place [on board the boat] than their illnesses had multiplied because of [the effects]
of the putrid smells on them and the exhaustion of strength through the hardship
affecting them from the cramped quarters and the serious attention to [their illnesses
and exhaustion], which brought them ruin and harm. Some perished before reaching
their berths. Some arrived at theirs weak and ill. As for those who stayed behind and
whose preoccupation was to the extent of sightseeing and breathing in the fresh air,
they missed only the spacious and comfortable berths. As for those who returned to
the boat without being preoccupied by any of what their senses took in except for
whatever their eyes saw while they were going to meet their needs, then they got back
early to the most spacious and comfortable berths, and would reach their homeland
relaxed.

27. 'This parable is like our passage through this world to the true world and
the simile of the conditions of the travelers in this world. How wretched it is for us
to be deceived by the pebbles of the earth, the shells of the sea, the flowers of trees,
and the chaff of plants, [all] of which is paltry [and yet] a burden to us! To our mind,
we have no cure from their horribleness besides burying them in some part of the
ground, in the depths of the sea, or in the flames of a fire, while we block our noses
to their putrid stench, avert our eyes from them because they are repulsive, and seek
distance from them because we are repelled when they are close and our souls are
adverse to experiencing them; for these are the causes of our sorrow that occupy this
place for us. If we are sad, we should rightly be sad at being cut off from our true
place and coming to a wide expanse of sea [from which] the boat cannot deliver us
to our true homelands, in which there are no misfortunes because there is no lack nor
anxieties in it, because there are no things that pass us by, because there is nothing
that is not rightful [for us] in that place. There, one does not want anything that he
should not want. As for what should be wanted, there is with the one who wants
neither anything that is kept separate nor anything that produces harm. We should
be sad precisely at being deprived of not being sad; for this is a property of reason.
As for sorrow at being deprived of being sad, this is a property of stupidity.
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28. We ought to keep in mind that we should not hate what is not evil. It is
precisely what is evil that we should hate. If that is firmly fixed in our memory, its
attention to dispelling the sensible causes of sorrow is thereby strengthened. We do
not suppose that anything is more evil than death, but death is not evil; the fear of
death is only what is evil. Death is no more than the perfection of our nature. If there
were no death, there would certainly be no man, because the definition of man is [45]
is a living, rational, mortal being. The definition is thus based on the nature, I mean
the nature of man is that he is a living, rational, mortal being. So, if there is no death,
there is no man, because if someone did not die, he would not be a man. Therefore,
it is not evil to be what we are; what is evil is precisely to be what we are not. Thus,
the evil thing would be that there would be no death, because if there were no [death],
there would be no man. Therefore, death is not evil. Consequently, if what is thought
by all to be the most evil thing is not evil, then anything less evil, such as lost and
lacking sensory things, is not evil.

29. Therefore, the cause of the opinion that death is evil—since it has been
proved that it is 7ot evil—ought to have its origin in ignorance about the state of life
and death. For instance, I might say that if food were possessed of an intellect and it
was in the liver, and yet it had not experienced anything else, and then it is broken
down in order to be transported from [the liver], that would sadden it, even though
it is being transported from [the liver] to a physical constitution of a form and reach-
ing something closer to being perfect. So if it goes into the testicles and changes into
sperm, where it is [again] broken down in order to be transported to the womb, which
is more spacious than the testicles, that would cause it great sorrow. If it were said to
it after it had come to the womb that it would be returned to the testicles, that would
cause it to be even sadder than it was originally, because of its recollection of the
cramped space of the testicles and its distance from the perfection of the human form
when its condition in them is compared to its condition in the womb. Also, if it were
going to be roused from the womb into the spaciousness and wideness of this world,
that would make it very sad. Then, when it had come out to this spaciousness and
perfection, and next it was said to it that it would be returned to the womb, when it
possessed all the earth and everything in it, it would relinquish it [all] not to return
to the womb. Similarly, while it is in this place that is the world, it is very apprehensive
about departing from it. So, when it comes to the place of the intellect—I[a place that]
lacks sensory pains and the sensory possessions that are the sources! of all sensory and
psychological pains <...>™ of which neither hands nor harm can take hold, and so
its possessor is never separated from his possession—if [at that time] it were told “you
will be returned to this [earthly] world that you were in,” then its anxiety would be
many times greater than the anxiety [it felt when] it was said to it, “you will be
returned from this worldly expanse to within the womb.” [46]

30. It has been explained, therefore, how souls that are weak in their discern-
ment and partial to the senses have misconstrued death and have assumed it is a hor-
rible thing when it is not. Thus, being deprived of all the things, like sensible
possessions, on this side of earthly life is not evil; but rather feeling sad about them
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is evil, because [then] they are unnecessary pains we foist upon our souls. When we
are like that, we have an evil nature and an evil life; for anyone who has consented to
that has made evil choices and is devoid of intellect, because the intellect puts things
in their rightful places, whereas to be devoid of intellect is to put things elsewhere
than in their rightful places and to suppose that they are the direct opposite of what
they [really] are.

31. With every thing that passes us by and that we lack, we should keep in mind
to be concerned about remembering every possession of the senses or the intellect that
we continue to have and counting them off from past ones; for remembering what
we continue to have is a solace in the face of misfortunes. Moreover, with every cause
of sorrow due to lost or spoiled™ sensible possessions, we [can] keep in mind that the
anticipation of misfortune after [the loss of | our sensible possessions has been elimi-
nated, reducing some of the causes of sorrow; for, if that is fixed in our memory, it
transforms the causes of sorrow from [having] the nature of misfortunes to [having]
the nature of blessings. Every time a misfortune overcomes us, it will be a blessing for
us, because, if such misfortunes reduce our misfortunes, they are blessings. [This is
so] because, if the misfortune is a cause of sorrow in our opinion, then everything
that reduces the cause of sorrow is a blessing. So, every time we lose a sensible pos-
session, we acquire a misfortune that, for our souls, is a blessing.

32. Therefore, we say that whoever does not [desire to] possess the things that
are outside his control does control the things that make slaves of kings, I mean the
anger and desire that are the sources of vices and pains. The greatest illness, then, is
the illness of the soul, more so than [any] illness of the body, as we said before, because
anyone who is not influenced deleteriously by anger and desire does not have them
as ruler over himself. Whoever is so influenced has them as ruler and king over himself,
making him act when they want. So, it is true that anyone who does not possess the
things that are outside his control does control the things that make slaves of kings.
He conquers most of the enemies that are with him in his fortress, [enemies] the sharp
deceits of whose weapons cannot be guarded against by the protection of iron; in their
dwellings, one is not safe from the most abominable sins and the most monstrous
ruin. [47]

33.  So, praiseworthy brother, make these counsels fixed models in your soul, by
which you will save yourself from the damages of sorrow and reach the most virtuous
homeland of the abode of permanence and the dwelling place of the righteous. May
God bring your happiness to perfection in your two abodes, give you a surfeit of
virtues in both. [May He] make you one of the guided and blessed by reaping the
harvest of reason, and keep you far from the contemptible lowliness of ignorance.
[The treatise] is sufficient for what you requested, even though the kinds of discourse
about [the topic] are many. When the sought-after goal is reached, the end of what
was wanted has been obtained, even if the paths to the goal are so many as to be virtu-
ally infinite. May God give you such protection in your present life and the hereafter
that by it you can reach the most perfect ease and the best life!
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Abt Bakr Muhammad ibn Zakariya ar-Razi was born in Rayy near present-day Tehran
in Iran around 864, and he died there as well in either 925 or 932. In the Arabic
intellectual tradition ar-Razi was famous as a doctor—he was called “the unsurpassed
physician in Islam”—and infamous as a philosopher, labeled a “freethinker,” “schis-
matic,” and even an “infidel.” A polymath and voluminous in his Writings, ar-Razt
composed approximately two hundred books covering virtually the whole gamut of
scientific and philosophical topics; most of these works dealt with issues in medicine,
but still more than a third were dedicated to philosophy. From what is available of his
writings it is clear that ar-Razi was a nonconformist who refused to accept things solely
on the basis of authority, no matter who or what that authority might be. Thus, in
medicine he readily challenged such illustrious ancient authorities as Hippocrates and
Galen, correcting and emending their claims on the basis of his own observations and
medical experience; he developed his own metaphysical system—a medley of Greek
and perhaps Sabean influences—at odds with many of the features of Neoplatonized
Aristotelianism, which was already gaining prominence among Arabic-speaking phi-
losophers; and most notoriously, he denied the need for revelation and prophecy,
arguing that at best they are superfluous, since we have reason, and at worst, morally
repugnant, since they lead to schisms and bloodshed.

The influence of ar-Razi’s thoughts on medicine was not limited to the Islamic world
but also extended into Latin Europe, where as early as the twelfth century some of his
medical works were being translated. Indeed, ar-Razt’s works were still being read in
Europe as late as the sixteenth century. His phﬂosophical writings, however, did not
fare as well. We thus have to glean our understanding of his philosophical thought
from short extant works, fragments, and testimonia, which most frequently are drawn
from hostile sources. The loss of the greater part of his philosophical corpus is no
doubt due in large measure to the repugnance later thinkers had for the heterodox
aspects of his thought, with its rejection of important features of both Aristotelianism
and Islam itself.

I. THE PHILOSOPHER’S WAY OF LIFE?

1. [99] Abi Bakr Muhammad ibn Zakariya ar-Razi (may God augment his soul
with refreshment and repose!) said the following.

2. When scholars of reflection, discernment, and intellectual achievement see
us mixing with the people and pursuing various ways to earn a living, they chastise
and disdain us. They argue that we have abandoned the life of philosophy, not to
mention the model of our leader Socrates, about whom it is related that he would not

36
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associate with kings and scorned them if they sought him out; that he did not eat
delicious food or wear luxurious clothes; that he did not build a home or acquire
possessions or have children; that he did not eat meat or drink wine or attend any
public entertainment. Rather, [they say], he confined himself to eating dry herbage,
wrapping himself in a threadbare robe, and taking shelter in a barrel in the wilderness.!
Furthermore, he did not conceal his thoughts before commoner or king, but
answered their questions with what he deemed the truth, in the clearest and most
straightforward manner of speech. They say that we are the complete opposite
of that. Then, however, they talk about the evils of this way of life that Socrates
pursued, saying that it is against the natural way of things and the preservation of
civilization, and that it encourages the ruination of the world and the destruction of
human life. We will respond to them here with what we think about that, God
willing.

3. They speak the truth about the reports they record concerning Socrates. That
was certainly part of what he was. However, they ignore many other things about
him, and they intentionally neglect to mention these things in order to bolster their
argument against us. These things reported about Socrates were applicable to him
from the beginning and for a long period of his life. But then he gave up many of
them, so much so that eventually he died leaving behind daughters, fighting enemies,
attending entertainment, eating tasty food (with the exception of any meat), and even
imbibing a little. This is common, received knowledge to anyone who has bothered
to look into the reports about this man. His behavior [100] in the beginning was
the result of his strong fascination with and love for philosophy; his intense desire to
spend his time on it instead of on bodily desires and the pursuit of pleasure; his
natural propensity to do that; and his scorn and disdain for anyone who does not
examine philosophy with the keen eye that it deserves and who chooses instead
anything less.

4. At the outset of any pursuit that is desired and loved, one cannot but long
for it, love it excessively, persevere in it, and hate anyone opposed to it, until, after
he has immersed himself in it and [his activity] has brought him close to achieving
it, he stops overdoing it and returns to moderation. There is a proverb for this: “Every
novelty has its appeal.”

5. This was Socrates’ condition at that time in his life, and it is this aspect of
what is reported about him that is best known and widespread, because it is the
strangest and most amazing and furthest from people’s usual behavior—and because
people love to spread the rare and odd report and avoid the mundane and customary
ones.

6. So we do not object to the most praiseworthy aspect of Socrates” way of life,
though we ourselves mostly fall short of his [standards] and acknowledge our short-

L For this apparent confusion with the Diogenes of Greek wisdom literature, see generally Tlai Alon’s study
Socrates in Mediaeval Arabic Literature, esp. p. 49.
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comings in applying the just way of life, in taming our whims, in the love of knowledge
and the passion for it. Our dispute with Socrates, then, lies not in the quality of his
way of life, but rather in the quantity. And we are not diminished by admitting to
our deficiency, since it is the truth, and acknowledging the truth is nobler and more
honorable. So that is what we have to say on that topic.

7. With regard to what they condemn about Socrates” two ways of life, we say
the following. The blameworthy aspect rightly lies again in quantity, not quality, since,
clearly, obsessive attention to bodily desires and their pursuit is not more noble and
honorable, as we have explained in our book On Spiritual Medicine. Rather, for each
need, it is nobler to take the necessary measure or a measure that does not invite a
pain that exceeds the pleasure derived from it. And, in fact, Socrates ultimately did
turn away from the excessive behavior that is truly reprehensible and that leads to the
ruination of the world and the destruction of human life, since he returned to father-
ing children and fighting [101] enemies and attending entertaining gatherings. Anyone
who does that has stopped working for the ruination of the world and the destruction
of human life, but one does not have to be different from that to be awash nonetheless
in desires. We ourselves, though unworthy of the title of philosopher in relation to
Socrates, are entitled to it in relation to those people who do not want to pursue
philosophy.

8. Having come this far, let us now make as thorough a statement about the
philosophical way of life as will be of benefit to those who love and honor knowledge.

9. We need to lay the foundations of our aim in this treatise on some basic
principles that we have already explained in other books, the aid of which must be
sought if the contents of this treatise are to be lightened. These books include our On
Metaphysics, our On Spiritual Medicine, our On Censuring the Philosophasters for Their
Obsession with the Minutiae of Geometry, our book entitled The Noble Discipline of
Chemistry—especially our book known as Spiritual Medicine, for it is indispensable
in seeking to complete the aim of this treatise.

10. Now, the basic principles on which we base the practical elements of the
philosophical way of life and which we use here in abridged form are the following.
We have a state after death that is either praiseworthy or blameworthy, depending on
the way we lived during the time our souls were with our bodies. The noblest thing
for which we were created and to which we are directed is not the pursuit of bodily
pleasures but rather the acquisition of knowledge and the application of justice, both
of which lead to our liberation from this world in the world in which there is neither
pain nor death. Both nature and whim led us to prefer the pleasure of the present,
while the intellect often calls on us to give up present pleasure in favor of things that
it prefers. The Lord of us all, from whom we anticipate reward and fear punishment,
watches over us, is merciful with us, does not seek to harm us, loathes our injustice
and ignorance, and loves our justice and knowledge. For this Lord [102] will punish
in fair measure those of us who cause harm and those who deserve to suffer pain. We
are not required to suffer pain in place of a pleasure that is preferable to that pain in
quantity and quality. The Creator (mighty and high is He) has placed in our trust
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things particular to our needs, such as the cultivation of land, the craft of weaving
cloth, and other such things that allow for the maintenance of the world and our
livelihood. Let us accept these principles as valid so that we may build upon them.

11. Inasmuch as the pleasures and pains of this world are brought to abrupt
conclusion with the end of life, while the pleasures of the world where there is no
death are eternal, unceasing, and infinite, the idiot is one who purchases a perishable,
transitory, and limited pleasure in exchange for one that is eternal, perpetual, unend-
ing, and infinite. This being the case, it necessarily follows that we should not seek
out a pleasure the attainment of which requires the perpetration of something that
prevents our liberation in the eternal world of the soul or that imposes on us in this
world a harm greater and more intense in quantity and quality than the pleasure we
chose. Any other pleasure is permitted us. But the philosopher will often forgo many
of these permitted pleasures for the sake of training and conditioning his soul to
resistance, so that when it becomes necessary he will find that easier and more effort-
less, as we wrote in our Spiritual Medicine For habit, as the ancient philosophers
said, is a second nature that can make what is difficult seem easy and inure one to it,
whether it be in matters of the soul or the body. Thus we see couriers more capable
of walking long distances and soldiers more courageous in battle and other such
unremarkable examples of the way in which habits ease things that were burdensome
and difficult before one was accustomed to them.

12.  While this statement is condensed and summarized (I mean what we said
about circumscribed pleasure), it covers many specific examples, as we have explained
in Spiritual Medicine. For, if the principle [103] that we have set down is correct and
true in itself or derivative of such, that is, the principle that the thinking person should
not yield to any pleasure that is accompanied by his fear of a pain that will outweigh
the pain he experiences by suffering to forgo the pleasure and restrain the desire, then
it necessarily follows that were we, at some given point, capable of possessing the
whole Earth for the duration of our lives by perpetrating against people an act that
does not please God, that is, an act that prevents us from attaining eternal good and
permanent blessing, then we should neither do that nor want to do that. Furthermore,
were it our lot, or all but certain, that if we ate a plate of ripe dates our eyes would
be inflamed for ten days, we obviously would not want to eat them. The result is the
same for anything that falls between these two examples we mentioned, in terms of
the relative extremes of great and small, for each case is small in relation to the greater
and big in relation to the smaller, but the discourse cannot encompass them all because
of the plethora of specific individual examples that fall under this general summary.

13.  Now that what we wanted to explain on this topic is clear, allow us to try
to elucidate another one of our aims consequent to that one. Since the principle that
we set down—that is, that our Lord and Master takes a concern in us, watches over
us, and has compassion for us—also entails that He abhors any harm that befalls us,

2 See Spivitua[ Medicine, ch. 11.
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and that every such thing that is not the result of our action and choice but is rather
a part of nature is a necessary thing, that is, its occurrence is unavoidable, then, on
that account, we must not harm any sentient creature whatsoever unless it is absolutely
necessary to inflict that harm or by doing so we avert a greater harm. [104] Under
this summary statement there is, again, much detailed division of examples, including
acts of injustice as a whole; the pleasure rulers derive from hunting animals; and peo-
ple’s extreme overwork of the beasts of burden they use. All of that must accord with
a reasoned and just aim, behavior, method, and doctrine that cannot be transgressed
nor violated, so that pain is inflicted only when it will deflect a greater harm, as in
such cases as lancing an abscess, cauterizing an infected limb, taking a foul-tasting
medicine, and avoiding tasty food as precaution against seriously harmful illnesses.
Beasts of burden may be overworked for a specific purpose that does not involve
excessive force, unless such is deemed absolutely necessary by reason and justice. For
instance, spurring on a horse to arrive at safety from an enemy: in such a case justice
deems it necessary to spur it on and even destroy it if the person hopes to be saved,
especially if that person is learned and virtuous or is rich in some other way that will
be of benefit to all people, since the largesse of such a man and his survival in this
world is of greater good to the people than preserving the horse. Another example is
that of two men stranded in a waterless wasteland, one of whom has enough water to
save himself but not his companion. In such a situation, the water should go to the
man who is of most benefit to the welfare of society. This is the logical conclusion
applicable in such examples.

14.  With regard to hunting and chasing, exterminating and destroying, this
should be reserved for animals like lions, leopards, and jackals, which feed only on
meat, and those like serpents and scorpions, which cause the greatest harm, which
people have no interest in taming, and for which there is no need to otherwise use.
This is the logical conclusion applicable in such examples. There are two reasons why
it is fitting to exterminate these animals. The first is that if they are not exterminated,
they will eradicate many other animals; [105] this is a case unique to solely carnivorous
animals. The other reason is that souls are liberated only from human bodies. Since
this is the case, liberating souls from animal bodies is akin to paving the way to and
facilitating that liberation. Since both reasons are combined in the case of solely car-
nivorous animals, it is obligatory to exterminate them when possible, because doing
so both minimizes harm to other animals and allows for the hope that their souls will
then inhabit more suitable bodies. In the case of serpents, scorpions, and hornets, etc.,
the fact that they both harm animals and are of no use to humans, the way beasts of
burden are, combine to permit their destruction and extermination.

15.  However, animals used by humans and fed on herbage must not be destroyed
and exterminated. Rather they should be worked gently, in the manner we have stated,
their use as food should be kept as far as possible to a minimum, and they should not
be bred to such a great number as would require their inordinate slaughter—rather
slaughtering them should follow an aim and accord with need. If it were not for the
benefit to be had from releasing souls from nonhuman bodies, reason would deem it
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right that they not be slaughtered at all. In fact, those who pursue the way of philoso-
phy have different opinions about this, some judging it good for people to eat meat,
while others, including Socrates, do not.

16.  Since neither reason nor justice grants people the right to harm others, it
follows that neither should they harm themselves. Many examples fall under the
general notion of self-harm that reason rejects, like the Hindus who, in secking to be
near God, set fire to themselves and fling themselves on sharp nails, or like the Manis3
who castrate themselves to resist the urge for sex, weaken themselves through hunger
and thirst, and allow themselves to get filthy by avoiding water, using urine instead.
Also falling under this heading, though to a much lesser degree, are Christians [106]
who practice monasticism and withdrawal from the world in cloisters, as well as many
Muslims who spend all their time in mosques, give up daily affairs, and limit them-
selves to a small amount of unpalatable food, and to wearing painful and uncomfort-
able clothes. All such behavior is just a form of self-oppression and self-harm that
does not help one avoid a more preferable pain. Yes, Socrates used to follow this
path at the beginning of his life, but he gave it up at the end, as we already said (see
par. 3).

17.  Now, people hold vastly divergent but inarticulate views on this subject [of
self-denial], so we should offer an accessible statement on it so that there will be some
examples [with which to work]. Since people differ in their circumstances—some
accustomed to prosperity, some to hardship, and some seeking gratification of one
desire more than another (such as those passionate about women, or wine, or power,
or any other thing in which people show great diversity)—the pain they experience
by restraining their desires varies greatly according to their differing circumstances.
Consider, for instance, someone born to a king and raised in prosperity: his skin
cannot bear rough clothes and his stomach will not accept bad food in comparison
to what will satisfy someone born to a commoner; rather he will experience great pain
as a result. Or those accustomed to a particular pleasure will experience pain when
denied it, and the suffering they endure will be multiplied and all the more grave and
intense than for someone not accustomed to that pleasure. For this reason people
cannot be burdened in the same manner but rather differently, according to their
different circumstances. So the king’s son who secks the way of philosophy cannot be
made to bear what the commoner’s son can in terms of food and drink, except by
slow degrees if necessity calls.

18.  But the limit that cannot be transgressed is that they must refrain from a
source of pleasure that they could not attain but [107] by perpetrating oppression and
murder and, in sum, anything that invites divine displeasure and is not necessary by

3 “Manis” refers to the Manicheans, who believed that two principles governed the world: one was light
and associated with the soul, the other was dark and associated with matter. In order to limit the amount
of matter in the universe, certain Manicheans avoided procreation, since they believed that it trapped the
soul within matter.
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judgment of reason and justice. Anything below that is permissible. This is the upper
limit, by which I mean the upper limit in terms of freely pursuing the enjoyable
life. The lower limit, by which I mean the lower limit in terms of self-denial
and self-restraint, is that a person eats what does not cause him harm or makes him
ill, and does not go beyond that to desire and pursue what brings him the most plea-
sure, so that his aim becomes the pleasure and the desire and not the appeasement of
hunger; that he dresses in clothes that his skin can bear without pain, but does not
incline to sumptuous embroidered wear; and that he dwells in a home that affords
him shelter from extreme heat and cold, and does not exceed that by dwelling in a
magnificently ornamented and appointed palace—unless of course he is sufficiently
wealthy to afford such luxurious things without recourse to oppression, injustice, and
self-destruction in the pursuit of money. In this sense, then, those born to poor fathers
and raised in straitened circumstances are superior, because self-restraint and self-
denial are easier for such people, just as they were easier for Socrates than for Plato.

19.  Whatever falls between these two limits is permissible and does not divest
one who does such of the title of philosopher; rather, it is fitting that he be called by
it, though superiority lies in preferring the lower and not the higher limit, while virtu-
ous souls accompanying bodies born to prosperity can bring their bodies by degrees
to the lower level. But to go beyond the lower limit is to go beyond philosophy to a
state similar to those we mentioned with regard to the Hindus, Manis, monks, and
ascetics, in other words, to depart from the moderate way of life, to provoke divine
displeasure, to engage in a futile form of self-harm, and to merit [108] losing the title
of philosopher. This is also the case with going beyond the upper limit. We ask God,
Who bestows intellect, drives away anxiety, and discloses the goal to grant us success,
to guide us and to help us achieve what is most pleasing and favorable to Him.

20. We say summarily that, since the Creator is the Knower Who is not
ignorant, the Just Who does no wrong; since knowledge, justice, and compassion
exist absolutely; since we do have a Creator and Lord; since we are to Him servants
to be ruled; and since the servants most beloved of their masters are those who carry
out their way of living and pursue their code of behavior, then the servant closest to
God (mighty and exalted is He!) is the most learned, most just, most compassionate
and merciful. The whole of this statement is what is meant by the philosophers’ saying,
“Philosophy is imitating God (mighty and exalted is He!) to the degree that humans
are able.” This is a summary statement of the way of philosophy, the details of which
are found in On Spiritual Medicine,4 for there we have set down how to remove vices
from the human soul, and how much effort the one who loves philosophy should
apply in terms of pursuing, amassing, and spending wealth, and seeking out ranks of
leadership.

21. Now that we have explained what we wanted to on this topic, let us turn
back to explain ourselves, to take note of those who slander us, and to declare that

4 See Spiritual Medicine, ch. 19.
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no particular way of living that we have followed to this day (with God’s bestowal of
success and aid) would merit our being denied the title of philosopher. For the one
who deserves to be stricken from the roster of philosophers is someone who has an
inadequate grasp of both parts of philosophy—I mean the theoretical and the practi-
cal—because he does not know what a philosopher should know or follows a path
that a philosopher should not. But we are innocent of that (with all due praise to
God, His bestowal of success, and His guidance).

22.  In the category of theoretical philosophy, even if we had only the ability to
compose a book like this one, that alone would prevent the erasure of the title of
philosopher from our name, not to mention the likes of our books On the Demonstra-
tive Syllogism, On Metaphysics, [109] On Spiritual Medicine; our book Introduction to
Natural Science, commonly called Auscultatio physica; our discourses On Time and
Place, Extension, Eternity, and the Void, On the Shape of the Universe, The Cause for
the Earth’s Fixed Location in the Middle of the Sphere, The Cause of the Sphere’s Circular
Motion, On Compositeness, On the Essential Motion of the Body and its Determination;
our books On the Soul and On Prime Matter; our books on medicine, such as 7he
Mansuri, For Anyone Lacking an Attending Physician, On Current Drugs, the one
known as Medicine for Kings, and the book known as The Compendium, the likes of
which no one in this kingdom had composed before me and no one since has imitated
in quite the same way; our book On the Discipline of the Philosophy Known to
Commoners as Alchemy; in sum, close to two hundred books, discourses, and treatises
produced by me up to the time of my work on this discourse, on the branches of
philosophy including natural science and metaphysics. With regard to mathematics,
however, I admit that I have given it slight attention, but only inasmuch as I have no
pressing need for it and have not given over my time to mastering it with a particular
aim in mind, not because I am incapable of it. I will set forth an account of that to
anyone who wishes by arguing that the correct thing in that is what I have done, not
what those who call themselves “philosophers” have done, who spend their lives
obsessing over the minutiae of geometry. So if my achievement in theoretical philoso-
phy is not enough to merit being called a philosopher, I'd like to meet the person in
our time who does.

23. In terms of the practical part of philosophy (with the help of God and His
bestowal of success), I have not exceeded in my way of living either of the two limits
I defined above, and nothing observed in my actions would merit its being said that
my way of life is not that of the philosopher. I have attended the ruler not as one who
bears arms nor as one entrusted with doing his work, but rather as a physician and
confidant who has independence of action in one of two cases: either in time of illness,
to cure him [110] and improve the condition of his body, or in time of health, to
keep him company or to advise him—God knows this of mel—to do all that I hope
will lead to his welfare and that of his subjects. None of the evil he perpetrates arises
from me, such as hoarding and wasting money and fighting people, arguing against
them and oppressing them. In fact, the exact opposite of all that and the relinquishing
of much of what is in my rights are well known about me. As for how I behave with
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food, drink, and entertainment, anyone who has frequently observed me would know
that I do not go to extremes, and the same applies to all my other observable circum-
stances, in dress or riding mount or servant or slave girl.

24. When it comes to my love of knowledge, my intense desire for it, and my
hard work in pursuing it, it is common knowledge to anyone who has spent time with
me or observed me that from the days of my youth to the present that I have been
so devoted to it that whenever I come upon a book I have not read or a man I have
not encountered, I pay no mind to any task (even if that be greatly detrimental to
me) without finishing the book or learning what the man knows. My endurance and
effort has reached the degree that in one year I wrote more than twenty thousand
pages in the minute script used for talismans. I persevered in composing the huge
Compendium for fifteen years, working day and night, to the point that my eyesight
grew weak and the tendon in my hand tore, preventing me now from reading and
writing. Despite my condition I still pursue these two things to the best of my ability
while regularly employing someone to read and write for me.

25. If this group finds that the measure [of my achievements] in these things
causes me to fall below the rank of philosophy in practice, and they deem the goal of
following the philosophers’ way of life to be different from what we have described,
then let them substantiate that, whether in person or in writing, so that we can yield
it to them if they show superior knowledge, or refute them if we establish a point of
error or deficiency in what they say. But suppose I indulge them and admit to short-
coming in the practical part of philosophy, what might they say about the theoretical
part? If they were [111] to find me deficient in it, then let them present what they
say about that to me so that we can investigate it and afterward give them what they
are due or refute their error. If they do not find me deficient in the theoretical part,
then they had best learn from my knowledge and pay no heed to my way of living,
that they may follow the proverb of the poet: “Act according to my knowledge so that
if I fall short in my action, my knowledge will aid you and my shortcoming will not
harm you.”

26. This is what we wanted to explain in this discourse. To the Bestower of
intellect goes praise without end, as is His merit and desert. God bless His chaste
bondsmen and His virtuous bondswomen.

II. ON THE FIVE ETERNALS?

I. Biruni on ar-Razi

1. [195] Muhammad ibn Zakariya ar-Razi related on the authority of the
ancient Greeks that there are five eternal things: (1) the Creator (glory to Him!); (2)
the universal Soul; (3) Prime Matter; (4) absolute time; and (5) absolute space. On
this he based his own derivative doctrine. He distinguished between time and duration
by applying number to one of them and not the other, by reason of the fact that fini-
tude is a consequence of being numbered, just as the philosophers made time a dura-
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tion of what has a first and a last but made eternity a duration of what does not. He
stated that the five in terms of this [eternal] existence are what exist necessarily. What
is sensibly perceived in [this existence] is Prime Matter informed by composition,
which is localized, and so necessarily there is place. The difference in states [in the
sensibly perceived] are the result of the necessities of time—for some precede and
some follow, and it is by time that one knows old and new, older and newer, and
simultaneity—and so necessarily there is time. Next, living things exist, and so neces-
sarily there is Soul. Finally, in living things there are intellects and the most perfect
craftsmanship, and so necessarily there is the Creator Who is wise and knowing, Who
perfects and rectifies (to the greatest extent possible), and Who causes the power of
the intellect to flow down for the purposes of purification.

2. Al-Marziqi against ar-Razi

1. [196] Know that those who maintain that time is something other than day
and night, is other than the rotations of the celestial sphere, and is neither a body nor
an accident, thereupon say: It is not possible except at a given time that God creates
anything, and time does not perish such that actions would occur not at set times.
This follows because if time were to perish, one thing could not come before or after
another, but that is not observed among things. So this is an absurdity.

2. Their doctrine is the same as those maintained by people who say that abso-
lute time and place (or correctly in Arabic, “eternity” and “void”) are eternal substances
that subsist through themselves. The refutation of this will come after differentiating
their sects and explaining their methods.

3. [197] So we [al-Marzuqi] say: through God is strength and power. There
are four sects who maintain that the eternal is more than one: (1) those who say there
are only two, the agent and matter (that is, Prime Matter); (2) those who teach that
there are three eternals, the agent, matter, and void; (3) those who teach that there is
the agent, matter, void, and duration; and (4) the group for which ar-Razi the physi-
cian is the spokesman, who adds by his blather the rational Soul, bringing the number
of eternals to five.

4. The explanation of their [ar-Razi’s] doctrine is that five things never cease:
two of which are living agents (the Creator and Soul); one of which is unalive and
acted upon and from which is generated all existing bodies (Prime Matter); and two
of which are neither alive nor agent nor acted upon (Void and Duration)—leading
to other such drivel that the hand cannot bear to write, the tongue to utter, or the
heart to imagine. He also maintains that the Creator is the perfection of wisdom to
Whom neither neglect nor oversight attach and from Whom life emanates like the
light from the Sun’s orb. This life is the Perfect Pure Intellect.> From the Soul life
emanates like light, but it swings between ignorance and intelligence like a man who

5 Compare this account to that given by Fakhr ad-Din ar-Razi II. 3, par. 1.
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sometimes forgets and sometimes recalls, because when it turns its gaze to the Creator,
Who is Pure Intellect, it intellects and reaches for the heights, but when it turns its
gaze to Prime Matter, which is Pure Ignorance, it falls back oblivious. [. . .]

5. [198] One of them (that is, one of the heretics) states on the authority of the
ancients that [the ideas of ] eternity and void are innate to intellects without the need
for inference. For there is no one possessed of reason but that he finds and conceptual-
izes in his intellect that bodies have something like a receptacle and a container; and
that there is something that flags the concepts of before and after; and that not only
is there our time which is past and future but also something between them; and that
this thing has an interval and is extended.

6. He said: People have imagined that the void is place and eternity is time, but
this is not the case absolutely. Instead, void is the interval lacking body but in which
body could be. Place is the surface common to what contains and what is contained.
Time is whatever motion measures of the time that has immeasurable duration [that
is, eternity]. So they turn the sense of relative time and motion into two absolutes
and suppose that [relative time and motion] are [absolute time and motion]. But the
difference between them is quite significant. For relative place is the place of this situ-
ated thing; if there is no situated thing, there is no place. And zime measured by motion
both ceases with the cessation of what is in motion and is found with its presence,
since [time] is what is measured by its motion. Absolute place, however, is the place
in which body would be even if it is not. And absolute time is duration, whether
measured or not. It is neither the case that motion makes duration (rather it is what
measures it), nor is it the case that the situated thing makes place (rather it is
what settles in it).

7. He said: It is now clear that [void and time] are not accidents; rather they
are substances, because void does not subsist by body. If that were the case, void would
cease with body’s cessation in the way that being square ceases with the cessation of
the square. [199] If someone said that place does cease with the cessation of the situ-
ated thing, it would be said: with relative place this is the case, because it is nothing
but the place of this situated thing. This is not so, however, with absolute place. Do
you not see that were we to imagine the celestial sphere as nonexistent, with its non-
existence, we would be unable to imagine the place in which it is nonexistent? Equally,
were there something that measured the duration of a given Saturday, but not the
duration of a Sunday, in the absence of that measurement it would not be the dura-
tion of that unmeasured day that would be eliminated, but the very measurement
itself. Equally, in neither the cessation of the celestial sphere nor its coming to rest is
there anything that would eliminate true time, which is duration and eternity. It ought
to [be clear] that [void and time] are substances and not accidents, since neither needs
a place or a subject, and so they are neither through body nor an accident. All that
remains is that they are substances.

8. In addition to this approach is what one of them told us. He said: The nature
of time is of such certain existence in itself and by force of the stability in its substance
that its nonexistence is immediately inconceivable, there being no way it could ever
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have been nonexistent. It has neither beginning nor end and is, in point of fact, per-
manent and eternal. Do you not see that there is no way one could imagine the non-
existence of time without affirming a duration in which there is no time?! But duration
is time itself! So how can one imagine the nonexistence of something the necessity of
whose substance is certain, when the sound intellect refuses to conceptualize its non-
existence and annihilation? How could one tolerate making its nonexistence a possibil-
ity when its necessity is one of the eternal necessities?

9. This is what was reported on the authority of the ancients. Ar-Razi the physi-
cian, with his nonsensical talk when he argues, hovers around what we recorded about
them, but he neither throws light on their explanations nor achieves their rank. For
that reason he was made but a follower of them.

3. Fakhr ad-Din ar-Razi on ar-Razi, Part 1

1. [203] [...] Then [there are] those who maintain that the source of the world
is not a body. There are two such groups. One is the Harranians [followed by ar-Razi],
who established five eternals: the Creator, Soul, Prime Matter, eternity, and void.
They said that the Creator (exalted is He!) is the perfection of knowledge and wisdom
to Whom neither neglect nor oversight happens and from Whom [204] the intellect
emanates like the light from the orb; He (may He be exalted!) knows things perfectly.
Next, from the Soul life emanates like light from the orb, but it is ignorant, not
knowing [205] things as long as it has not applied itself to them. The Creator (may
He be exalted!) knew that the Soul is inclined toward cleaving to matter, to desiring
it passionately, to seeking bodily pleasures, to loathing separation from bodies, and to
forgetting its true self. Since perfect wisdom is characteristic of the Creator (may He
be exalted!), He directed Himself to Prime Matter after the Soul had cleaved to it,
and He combined it in a variety of combinations, like the heavens and the elements,
and combined the bodies of the animals [206] in the most perfect way, though the
corruption that remains in them cannot be eliminated. Next, He (sublime and exalted
is He!) caused intellect and perception to flow down on the Soul, which became the
reason for the Soul’s recollection of its world and for its understanding that as long
as it remained in the material world, it would never be unfettered from pain. When
the Soul realizes that and understands that in its own world it would have pleasures
free from pain, it will yearn for [207] that world, and rise up after its separation [from
its world] and remain there forever and ever in utmost joy and happiness.

2. They said: In this way, the puzzles circulating among those who hold either
the world’s eternity or temporal creation are removed. For the adherents of the world’s
eternity say: Had the world come about in time, why would God (exalted is He!)
bring it about at this specific time and not either before or after that? Also, if the
Creator of the world [208] is wise, why is the world full of suffering? The adherents
of creation say: Had the world been eternal, it would have no need for a maker; but
this is patently false, because we see the traces of wisdom manifest in the world. Both
of the groups are confused about [these issues].
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3. Now, according to this way, the problems raised are removed. For, since we
believe in a wise Maker and not a body [as the source of the world], we maintain the
world’s creation. And whenever it is said: But why did He create the world at this
specific time? We say: It was precisely at that time that the Soul cleaved to Prime
Matter, and the Creator (exalted is He!) knew that that cleaving is the cause of cor-
ruption, but that after the occurrence of that misfortune, [209] He would redirect it
to the most beneficial course possible. Any other evils remain simply because it is
impossible to separate this composition from them.

4. Two questions remain. One is: Why did the Soul cleave to matter after not
cleaving to it? If that cleaving came about for no reason, then the creation of the world
as a whole could have come about [210] for no reason. The second is: Why wouldn’t
the Creator prevent the Soul from cleaving to matter?

5. They respond to the first by saying: This question is unacceptable to the
theologians, because they hold that the One Who has the power to act and to choose
may give preference to one of the things He can do over the other without any selec-
tively determining factor; [211] so why wouldn’t they permit that in the case of the
Soul? It is equally unacceptable to the philosophers, because they allow what comes
before to be a cause that prepares what will follow, so why wouldn’t they allow one
to say that the Soul is eternal and has an infinite number of new ideas, but everything
that comes before has not ceased to be a cause for what follows to the point that the
Soul arrives at the one that makes the cleaving necessary?

6. They respond to the second question by saying that the Creator knew that
the best corrective for the Soul is that it comes to know what is harmful about this
cleaving until on its own it gives up that [212] commingling. Furthermore, it is on
account of that commingling with Prime Matter that the Soul acquires the virtues of
the intellect that it did not have before. For the sake of these two goods, the Creator
did not prevent the Soul from cleaving to Prime Matter.

4. Fakhr ad-Din ar-Razi on ar-Razi, Part II

1. [213] The Harranians established five eternals: two living agents, that is, the
Creator and Soul—and what they mean by Soul is a principle of life, that is, human
and celestial spirits; one that is passive and nonliving, that is, Prime Matter; two that
are neither living, agent, nor passive (that is, Eternity and Space). Now the proof of
the eternity of the Creator is commonly known. [214] The eternity of the Soul is based
on the fact that every created being is preceded by matter. So they said that, had the
Soul been created, it would be material; and if its matter is created, then it needs another
matter, ad infinitum. If it is eternal, however, that is what was sought. With matter, if
it is created, an infinite regress necessarily ensues. If it is eternal, however, that is
what was sought. As for eternity, it is time and not susceptible to nonexistence, because
with everything that is in fact subject to nonexistence, its nonexistence comes temporally
after its existence. But then time would exist right when it was posited not to exist.
This is a contradiction. If positing the nonexistence of time necessarily entails [215]
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something absurd in itself, then it is something necessary in itself. Next, space is
also something necessary in itself, because one’s innate sense immediately rejects its
elimination. Space is like that because, if it were eliminated, directions could not be
distinguished by pointing at them, and that is unintelligible.

III. SELECTIONS FROM DOUBTS AGAINST GALEN?

1. [1] I know that many people will consider me an ignoramus for writing this
book, and many will criticize me harshly, or it will all come down to stereotyping me
as someone who, simply because he happens to find it an amusing diversion [to write
such a book], sets out to be at odds with a man like Galen. [This is solely] on account
of the reverence in which [Galen] is held, and his learning, precedence, and status in
all parts of philosophy. God knows I find some resistance in myself to that, since I
have been tried sorely in contradicting someone who has benefited me more amply
and more often than anyone else (this is someone to whom I have looked for guidance,
someone in whose path I have followed, and someone from whose ocean of knowledge
I have sought to quench my thirst!), [especially when such contradiction] has been by
means of [the very thing] with which the slave would not contradict his master, the
student his teacher, and the benefited his benefactor.

2. As God is my witness, I would prefer that the doubts I record in this book
were not applicable to the books of this illustrious and learned authority whose status
is so awesome, whose rank is so majestic, whose legacy is so universal, and whose
memory is revered so eternally. That said, however, the discipline of medicine and
philosophy does not allow us to submit blindly to prominent leaders or to comply
with them, or to avoid thoroughly investigating [their views], and no philosopher
would want his readers and students to do that. Galen himself said that in his book
On the Usefulness of the Parts of the Body,b wherein he lambasted those who force their
disciples and partisans to accept their teachings without demonstrative proof. What
encouraged and aided me the most was the thought that if this great man were alive
today, he would not rebuke me for writing this book, and it would not weigh upon
him nearly as heavily as the truth does, and the love of investigating topics of research
and arriving at conclusions about them. On the contrary, he would happily [2] and
eagerly want to get started examining and studying it, either in order to solve all the
puzzles in it and praise me for serving as a cause on account of which his discussion
concerning those problematic points received additional clarification as well as protec-
tion from the challenges leveled against it as it was before, or for the purposes of
retracting the problematic points entirely, in which case he would heap great praise
on me for having alerted him to the habitual negligence and obliviousness conferred
upon humankind, or so that he could solve some of the problems and retract others,
as long as the two activities came together in a manner that pleased me.

3. As for the person who criticizes me and calls me an ignoramus for excerpting
these puzzles [from Galen’s books] and talking about them, I will neither heed him
nor indeed count him a philosopher. [By criticizing this], he has tossed the practice
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of philosophy over his shoulder and held fast to the behavior of the great mass of
idiots who blindly obey their masters and avoid challenging them; for the practice of
those who wish to be philosophers has always entailed competing against one’s leaders,
arguing intensely with them, and renouncing deference to them. Here is Aristotle,
saying “The truth and Plato contradict one another, and while both are dear to us,
the truth is dearer to us than Plato,” when raising objections against [Plato] and con-
tradicting him on the most important of his doctrines.® And here is Theophrastus
contradicting Aristotle [even] in the clearest part of philosophy after geometry, that
is, logic. And here is Themistius explaining [Aristotle’s] errors on many topics, to the
point that often he is left dumbfounded and says, “I just cannot understand how the
Philosopher overlooked this, when it cannot be any more self-evident!”

4. In the case of Galen, there is certainly no need for me to recount his many
refutations of both the ancient philosophers as well as the revered authorities of his
time, the fortitude and stamina he had for [such refutation], and the lengths to which
he could go in talking about it, since there are more than I could count, and since it
is clear to anyone who reads his books that [such refutation] was of greatest concern
to him. I do not think any of the philosophers or physicians got away from him
without being crushed to pieces, but most of what he said against them is true. In
fact, if I had the mind to, I would say that all of it is true. That just shows [you] the
great extent of his knowledge, the natural acuity of his intellect, and the vast amount
of learning he obtained.

5. If I were asked the reason why later scholars [have to] make such corrections
to past illustrious authorities, I would say there are a number of reasons. One reason
is the habitual negligence and obliviousness conferred upon humankind. Another
reason is that bias in a man prevails over judgment [3] on a particular issue to such an
extent that he says something that is just wrong about it, whether knowingly or
unknowingly, but when another man—who is sharp but unencumbered by that par-
ticular bias—examines what the first man said, he does not overlook what the first man
missed, and no bias provokes him to make the error the first man made. Another reason
is that the scientific disciplines continually increase and grow closer to perfection with
each passing day, and they give what it takes the ancient philosopher a long time to
discover to the later philosopher in a shorter period time, allowing the latter to evaluate
it and make it a means whereby he can easily discover something else. In such a cir-
cumstance, the ancient philosophers are the ones who acquire with effort, and those
coming after them are their heirs, whose inheritance makes it easy for them to acquire
more and more by their own efforts. Now, if someone said to me that this [theory]
makes the claim that later scientists are superior to the ancients, I would say that is not
absolutely the case unless one qualifies the description of the later scholar by saying “as
long as he is someone who perfects what the ancient scholar produced.”

6 That is, Plato’s doctrine of the Forms; this is a paraphrase of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (hereafter
“NE”) 16, 1096al6-17.
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6. Let us now take up the aim we seck by beginning with [Galen’s] book Oz
Demonstration,© since, in my opinion, it is the most important and most useful book
ever, after the books of divine revelation. We will discuss not only [instances] in which
he is incorrect, but also [instances] in which he abandons his customary procedure
and the method that he follows almost always, since [in the case of the latter instances],
even if his view were correct, nevertheless he was negligent about proving it, or he
used it without establishing its credentials, or he rushed into the traditional approach
to it and did not change his view, or he contradicted himself about it.

7. Galen had earlier denied but then concluded, in the fourth chapter of On
Demonstration, that the universe does not corrupt. He said, “If the universe were cor-
ruptible, then the [celestial] bodies, the distances between them, their magnitudes,
and their motions would not persist in one and the same state, and, moreover, the
waters of the oceans, which preceded us, would have to cease existing. But not a single
one of these ever departs from its state or changes, as the astronomers have observed
for thousands of years. Therefore, it necessarily follows that, since the universe does
not age, it is not susceptible to corruption.”

8. I note first that this contradicts what he said both in his On My Own Opinions’
[ch. 2] and in his book called On Medicine;® for there he sought to provide a demonstra-
tion [4] for the impossibility of knowing whether the universe is eternal or originated,
whereas [here] in the fourth chapter of On Demonstration he has avowed—and elsewhere
he has stated unequivocally—that anything that does not corrupt is not generated. Now,
any reader of Galen knows that he composed his book On My Own Opinions only after
he had settled himself and his opinions had become unshakable, and that it was the last
of his books and compilations. So, if what he said in On Demonstration is his real view,
then there is no rationaled for why he would stop maintaining unequivocally the eternity
of the universe,” since the conclusion of the two premises—I mean, “the universe does
not corrupt” and “anything that does not corrupt is not generated”—is that “the universe
is not generated,” whence he has contradicted his statement that “it is impossible to
know if the universe is eternal or temporally created.”

9. Next, I note that he has violated the injunction that he always orders us to
obey, namely, to be careful to use and acquire premises from the positions that are
necessarily consequential to the object of investigation.!0 The [premise] that the mag-

7 See the edition and translation of Vivian Nutton in Corpus Medicorum  Graecorum, vol. 3, no. 2,
57-59.

8 This is Kirab al-Sina‘a ul-‘Tibbiyu = Kitab al-Sina‘a al—;ag/)ir, Muhammad S. Salim, ed., Techne iatrike
Muhammad, Karl Kiihn, ed., vol. I, 305—412. See Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. 3, no. 4, 80-81.

9 That is, why he would revise his v