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Abstract

This work consists of a critical translation from the
Arabic of "(On) First Philosophy"isesq‘ai‘.jjfl :gh the major
philosophical text of Ya‘qib ibn Ishiq al-Kindi (d. ca. 870
A.D.); and a detailed study of this text in relation to cognate
treatises of al—Kind{'s, and to works of classical and late
Greek philosophy. Al-Kindi's ideas are also compared with those
of his contemporaries among the theologians and philosophers of
the 9th and 10th centuries.

The translation is formally patterned upon the Arabic
edition of "First Philosophy" by Muhammad Abu Ridah (Cairo,
1950). A critical apparatus accompanying the translation notes
differences in my reading of the manuscript from that of Abu
Ridah, and also refers, wherever helpful, to the readings of another
(less careful) Arabic edition, that done by Abmad al-Ahwani (Cairo,
1948). The introduction to the translation consists of four
chapters: 1) a resumé of what is currently known of al-Kindi's
life and times, and of the most important literature relating to
al-Kindl philosophical studies; 2a) a description of the text
and translation of "On First Philosophy" and a summary of its

contents; 2b) a philosophical analysis of al-Kindi's views in



"First Philosophy" and cognate texts; 3) a reevaluation of

al-Kind1's relation to the mu¢tazila. The following is a brief

summary of the major points of the commentary and introduction,
which expand upon the remarks and allusions found in the trans-
lation.

Our growing awareness of the social and cultural forces at
work in 9th century Baghdad helps us to locate al-Kindi, the
"philosopher of the Arabs", in a.complex environment of competing
ethnic and religious groups; with none of whom, however, can we
identify al-Kindi with any certainty. His main involvement
appears to have been with the tradition of Greek philosophy and
sciences newly acquired by the Moslems; to the elucidation and
propagation of which tradition many of his writings are directed.
"On First Philosophy" thus shares with many of his writings a
disarming combination of elementary philosophical definitions
and rather sophisticated arguments; the proofs of which, however,
are usually given in a repetitious mammer. Al-Kindi's favorite
formilation of arguments —in which he uses a combination of
logical and factual premises to reach a conclusion considered
by him as "necessary"- is that identified with Stoic logic, viz.,
the hypothetical and disjunctive "syllogism".

In the repetitive and uneven style of his presentation, as
well as in other ways, "First Philosophy" appears to have been

presented originally in oral lecture form, probably at the court



of the caliph., A number of his remarks in this and other
treatises tally with recently discovered sayings attributed to
al-Kindi in the abridgement of Abu Sulayman al-Sijist'é.n:?L's

Siwan al-Hikmah, a source which also inclines one to revise in

al-Kindi's favor the rather one-sided negative judgements of his
personality known from antiquity. Al-Kindi emerges from this
study as a subtle and relatively private man about whom the last
word has yet to be written.,

Mach, however, of al-Kindi's theoretical philosophy can be
gleaned from a study of "On First Philosophy". The treatise
analyzes causation, perception, substance and the categories
and predicables of existence; presents elementary principles of
logic; and defines the concepts of eternity and of body motion
and time, all of which are deemed finite. Unity and multiplicity
(i.e., plurality) are examined separately and shown to require
each other in the existence of every objectj; which is then seen
as possessing unity in a non-essential, accidental way. This
leads to the assumption of an essential cause for all accidental
unity, which essential unity must be totally unlike any other
kind of unity imaginable; neither one by number, form (including
neither intellect or soul), genus or even by analogy. This
unique, True One, however, as responsible for the unity of all
else, is considered the (ultimate) cause of the becoming of all

substances and of the creation of the world from nothing; achieved



apparently by a process of emanation which is just barely men-
tioned.

This reference to emanation and the emphasis upon the
existence of an ultimate One above all of creation, indicates a
strong Neo-Platonic influence in al-KindI's thought, though he
does not attempt to construct an ontological scheme of universal
hypostases existing between the One and man, He is similarly
vague, in "First Philosophy" and elsewhere, on the status of the
individual intellect and its entire relation to a possibly
universal agent intellect. Al1-Xindi is using a composite source
(or sources) in this area as well as in many others, making use
of Alexander of Aphrodisias' division of the intellect, though
not of his identification of the Agent Intellect with the Divine
Mind, Al-Kindi distinguishes between the One and all else,
including any universal intellect, probably going further in his
transcendental view of the one than even his Plotinian source.

Tt is Aristotle's Metaphysics however, rather than Plotinus'
Enneads, which serves as al-Kindi's main source in "First
Philosophy", and he often follows the Arabic text of Aristotle's
work quite closely, though never slavishly. He works with
Aristotle's remarks on the general nature of all substance and

being, supplementing the Metaphysics sources with material that

ultimately goes back to the Categories, Posterior Analytics,

Physics, and De Anima. He does not refer at all to Aristotle's



unmoved mover; rejecting, with the denial of potential infinity

as a philosophically significant concept, the notion of an

eternal universe and of an infinite extension of time and move-
ment, His proofs for the finiteness of all body, and concomitants
of body, follow arguments originaily presented by John Philoponus,
and which also appear in a number of al-Kindi's contemporaries
(though he does not follow John Philoponus in other, related
areas); while his arguments for the absurdity of predicating

unity or plurality exclusively of anything are descended ultimately

from Plato!'s Parmenides, though they probably reached al-Kindi

through a paraphrase contained in some Middle or Neo-Platonic
work, or a doxography of the sort hé uses elsewhere,

A Hellenistic commentary to Porphyry's Isagoge serves as yet
another major source for various parts of "First Philosophy",
especially for a discussion of the predicables and the relation
of unity and plurality to them. Al-Kindi probably referred to
this same source for a critical discussion of number theory, with

which he would also have been familiar from the Metaphysics and

from Nichomachus of Gerasa's Introduction to Arithmetic, though

significant metaphysical differences exist between Nichomachus

and al-Kindi. The Ikhwan al-Safi® of the following century were

also highly familiar with Nichomachus' work, as well as with all
of the same authorities used by'al—KindE in "First Philosophy"

and elsewhere; and a brief comparison of their Rasa’il and



al-Kindi's writings indicates a common source for many of their
views,

Al1-Kindi had a number of disciples, notably Isaac Israeli
and Ahmed b. al-Tayyib al-Sarakhsi. Both men, like al-KindI,
seem to have been a-political figﬁres in their respective
comminities; and, again like him, al-Sarakhsi at least could
not escape being drawn into the politics of his day; and apparently
also being victimized by personal or politically motivated changes

at court which masqueraded as pious anti-Mu‘tazila action. From

rather blunt remarks in the first chapter of "On First Philosophy",
and from a close analysis of al-Kindi's views on physics and
revelation there and elsewhere, it appears that al-Kindi is not

to be as closely identified with the Mu‘tazila as has hitherto

been generally assumed. He is not, for example, to be seen as

"the philosopher of the Mu‘tazilite theology"; though by necessity
and choice he shares with those rational theologians some common
themes, exegetical techniques, sources and goals. His perspective,
however, is totally different, his commitment to the rational
process as defined by Aristotle shaping his formulation of
religious belief. Though he speaks in "First Philosophy" of the
accidental nature of all existence and the dependence of all

being upon God the Creator, the "truly one" in relation to whom
all else is only "metaphorically one", he also talks there and

elsewhere of causality and of substance in a way that indicates



he believes in its practical, if not theoretical, autonomy. It
is with Aristotelian notions of form and matter, potentiality
(though with reservations) and actuality that al-Kindi works,
establishing their limitations and dependency upon an external
source, but accepting within tbeée limitations the view of a
physical universe which they present. In yet other treatises,
al-Kindi appears even to accept Aristotle's view of eternal
heavenly bodies which influence the earth; yet we must under;
stand al-Kindi as meaning to say by this that the world is
Neternal" as long as God, Who created it, wills it to endure.

Tt is with such paradoxical if not contradictofy expressions
that al-Kindi formulates his philosophy, which, despite its
shortcomings, entitles him to be known as the first major
philosopher in Islam; a man who, working with many diverse
sources, attempted to establish a philosophy which he felt would

be viable for Islamic society.






Table of Contents

Part I: Introduction

Chapter 1: Al-Kindi and Xindi Studies: A Resunm?

liotes

~

Chapter 2: On First Philosovhy

a. Text and Translation: 4 Description
Notes

. #n Analysis
Notes

Chavter 3: Al-Kindi and the lMu¢tazila

liotes
Part II: Text and Commentary
Text
Commentary
List of Abbreviations

Bibliography



Part I: Introduction



Chapter One
Al-KindY and KindT Studies

A Resumé

The name of Abu Yusuf Ya‘qub ibn Ishaq al-KindI, "the
philosopher of the Arabs", is well known to students of Islamic
culture, and recent years have seen a number of studies devoted
to him. We need not, therefore, rehearse in detail the facts of
al-KindI's life and accomplishments, presented originally by
Tbn al-NadIm and others.® Suffice it to say that al-KindI was
born probably in Kufah toward the end of the eighth Christian
century or beginning of the ninth, during the tenure of his
father, Ishaq ibn al-Sabbdh, as governor there. The family was
used to holding important positions, tracing its lineage back
to the kings of the South Arabian tribe of Kindah, and counting
among its ancestors a Companion of the Prophet.

Al-Kindi began his education at either Kufah or Basrah, and
completed it at Baghdad, the centers of culture of his day. He
became well known in the “Abbasid capital as a scholar and
physician, enjoyed the patronage of the caliphs al~Ma’mm and al-
Mu¢tagim, and was appointed tutor of the latter's son Ahmad. In
this favorable environment he pursued his many-faceted studies,2

becoming a famous and even legendary figure. For some reason,



however (the sources are not completely satisfactory), al-Kindi
fell from favor in the time of the caliph al-Mutawakkil, his
large private library was confiscated and he was apparently
beaten. Though the library was subsequently restored to him,
al-Kindi never regained a position of official eminence, dying
in Baghdad about 870 A.D.

Recent studies have served to fill out the social and
cultural background of the times in which al-Kind1 lived, allowing
us to view him in proper perspective, and to appreciate the drama
that is contéined in even such a thumbnail sketch of his life as
has just been given, Thus, from our knowledge of the transmission
of philosophical studies from the world of late Greek thought to
the ma jor iﬁtellectual centers of the eighth and ninth centuries
in Iraq (mostly through a Syriac Christian intermediary),B‘we
can place al-Kindi at or near the beginning of a philosophical
current that remained vital in the Islamiciworld for some centuries
thereafter.

Al-Kindi's "audienée" would have been composed of members of
the caliph's family and other aristocrats, fellow scholars,
students and theologians of every persuasion. That many of these,
particularly the Mbélems, would have had trouble following him
may be inferred externally from the fact that the Arabic texts
upon which he bases his views were recent -in some cases very

recent- translations;4 and internally, from the juxtaposition



throughout his writings of relatively sophisticated arguments
with elementary definitions and discussions. Al-Kindi was not,

of course, operating in a philosophical vacuum and Christian
theologians in particular would have been familiar with many of
his ideas.5 Yet it is clear, from the dedications to many of

his treatises and from the introductory comments to such treatises

as On First Philosophy and the paraphrase of Ptolemy's Almagest,6

that al-Kindi was addressing himself primarily to his fellow
Moslems, for most of whom his teachings provided a philosophical
initiation.

That these teachings were not necessarily well received may
be deduced from the special pleading with which al—Kind{ occasion-

ally introduces his treatises (e.g., On First Philosophy); and

we may be certain that he had to struggle against suspicious and
hostile attitudes to philosophy, viewed as part of the new,

secular and "foreign" culture that was anathema to more traditional
circles.7 Among these may be counted not only extreme tradition-
alists such as Ahmed ibn Hanbel, but the more rationally oriented

Mastazila as well. Al-Kindi's relationship to this latter group

-which is examined in some detail in chapter three of the intro-
duction below- is complicated by the politicization of faith and

scholarship that followed the establishment of the Mihna in 218

AH./833 A.D.8 Under the sanction of that institution, and in

the name of rational faith, the MuStazila persecuted with varying




intensity, but at times great cruelty, both saintly jurists as
well as simple soldiers.

This inquisition, in turn, ought to be seen against a back-
ground of competing social and ethnic forces,10 among whom,
however, it is difficult to locate al-Kindi. It would seem that,
though an Arabian aristocrat, he is to be placed with the largely
non-Arab forces that introduced secular studies into Islamic
society; however, there is no conclusive evidence that he
identified socially or politically with any particular group or
religious sect. His misfortunes under al-Mutawakkil were appar-
ently due more to personal intrigue or to a general change of
intellectual orientation at court, than for a specifically held
set of religious beliefs,

A similar ambiguity surrounds al-Kindi's personality. Often
described as avaricious,11 the newlyadiscovered material from

al-Sijistani's Siwin al-Hikmah shows him to be virtuous as well

as wise.12 Clearly, the last word on al-Kindi the man has yet
to be written, and he stands out as an interesting figure about
whom we should wish to know more,

This wish has been partially granted, in the field of ai—
Kindi's phiIOSOphicél pursuits, with the publication of an
appreciable number of his treatises. To the collection of Iatin
translations of al-KindI treatises edited by A. Nagy in the last

14
century,13 R. Walzer has added two masterful textual analyses;



and M, Abu Ridah has published a two volume edition of twenty-
five of al-Kindi's philosophical treatises, accompanied by a
lengthy introductory general evaluation as well as individual
introductions to each treatise.15 From these and other sources,16
a picture of al-Kindi the philosopher has emerged which balances
somewhat the shallow, often negative judgement passed upon him

by subsequent philosophers and bibliOgraphers.l7 True, his logic
is not analytical and his philosophy not particularly consistent
or faultless; yet there is no denying his erudition and indus-
triousness, his attempt to comprehend and convey past philosophies
as parts of an essentially unified tradition, and his desire to
select from this tradition that which would make for a viable

philosophy in an Islamic society.

This study of On First Philosophy and cognate texts is an
attempt to further elucidate al-Kindi's methods and views,
selecting for translation and close textual analysis what is

probably his major philosophical treatise,



Notes to the Introduction

Chapter One

1cr. Ton al-NadIm, Kitab al-Fihrist, ed. G. Fligel (Leipzig, 1871)

I: 255 ff., II: 118 f£.; Ibn Abi Usaybi¢a, Kitab Uyin al-Anba? T

Tabagat al-Atibba®, ed., A. Miller (Kdnigsberg, 1884) I: 206 ff.;

Ton al-QiftI, Tarikh al-Hukama?®, ed. J. Lippert (leipzig, 1903),

pp. 35 ff., 366 ff. G. Fliigel has repeated Ibn al-Nadim's list
of al-KindT's written work, with comparative notes taken from
al-QiftT and Tbn Abi-Usaybi®a, summarizing the facts of al-Kindi's
life as presented mostly by these sources; cf. Flugel's "A1-Kindi

éennant '‘der Philosoph der Araber'", Abhandlungen fur die Kunde

des Morgenlandes I: 2 (leipzig, 1857), pp. 1-54. Among other

bio-bibliographers who have written on al-KindT we should mention

Tbn Juljul al-Andalusi, Kitab Tabagat al-Atibba® wa 1-Hukamd’,

ed. F. Sayyid (Cairo, 1955), p. 73; and Sa’id al-Andalusi, Kitab

Tabagat al-Umam, ed. L. Cheikho (Beyrouth, 1912), pp. 50 ff.

(French translation by R. Blachere (Paris, 1935), pp. 104 ff.).
H. Malter, availing himself of all these sources (as collected
mainly by Flugel and Steinschneider), has reviewed both the facts
of al-Kindi's life and the knowledge and opinions held of him by
jater writers; cf. Malter, "1-Kindi: 'The Philosopher of the

Arabs’® HUCA (1904), pp. 55-71.



A fair number of the treatises mentioned in the early sources
have happily turned up in manuscript, particularly in the codex
Aya Sofya 4832 discovered by H. Ritter; cf., Ritter and M. Plessner,
"Schriften Ja‘qub Ibn Ishaq Al-KindI In Stambuler Bibliotheken",

Archiv OrientZlni IV (1932), pp. 363-372. On the basis of this

and other discoveries -and cf. particularly, in the field of
science and philosophy, the manuscripts turned up and discussed

by F. Rosenthal, "Al-Kindi and Ptolemy", Studi Orientalistici In

Onore Di Giorgio Levi Della Vida (Rome, 1956), II: 436-456; "From

Arabic Books and Manuscripts VI: Istanbul Materials for al-Kindi
and as-Saralsi", JAOS 76 (1956), pp. 27-31- there is now a sizable
amount of primary and secondary source material on al-Kindi's life
and work, Thus R. J. McCarthy has been able to publish a revised

list of works attributed to al-Kindi, Al-Tasanif al-Mansuba il%

FaylasUf al-®Arab (Baghdad, 1962), pp. 1-122 (which unfortunately

I have been unable to secure); and N. Rescher has published

Al-KindI: An Annotated Bibliography (Pittsburgh, 1964), pp. 13-55.

For recent general histories and evaluations of al-Kindi's

life and writings, cf. W. M. Watt, Islamic Philosophy and Theology

(Edinburgh, 1962), pp. 45-47; A. el-Elwany (sic!), A History of
Muslim Philosophy, ed. M. M. Sharif (Wiesbaden, 1963), I: 421-434;

and H. Corbin, Histoire de la Philosophie Islamique (Editions

Gallimard, 1964), pp. 217-221., Mention should be made also of

G. N. Atiyeh's book, Al-Kindi: The Philosopher of the Arabs




(Rawalpindi, 1966), pp. 1-147, in which the author passes in
review the details of al-Kindi's life and the various genres of
his philosophical writings. Appendices to the book include an
English translation of the Fihrist list of al-Kind3 writings,
with current information on the published state of various
treatises (pp. 148-210); an English translation of al-KindI's

Ireatise On the Intellect (pp. 211-215); and, most importantly,

the abridged text and translation of Abu Sulayman al-SijistanT's
Siwan al-Hikmah, containing many additional sayings and remarks
attributed to al-KindI. (Cf. Atiyeh's edition of this material,
pp. 216-238, translated into English by A. S. Bazmee Ansari, op.

cit., pp. 239-257). See also note 14 below.

2To name just the major‘areas of his writings as given by the
early bibliographers mentioned in the preceding note, al-Kindi
published in the fields of arithmetic, geometry, music and
astronomy, pharmacology, meteorology, chemistry, medicine,
astrology, divination, and polemics; as well as in most of the
various divisions of philosophy, viz., logic, physics, (including
"celestial" or "spherical" physics); metaphysics, psychology and

ethics.

3cf. the recent studies mentioned in note one above, and see
particularly M. Meyerhof, "Von Alexandrien nach Bagdad",

Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften;
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phil,-hist. Klasse, xoxiii (1930), pp. 389-429, pp. 402-405 in
particular for the cultural milieu of al-Kindi's Baghdad; and also

F. E, Peters, Aristotle and the Arabs: The Aristotelian Tradition

in Islam (New York-London, 1968), pp. 7-55.

4Cf., for studies summarizing our current knowledge of Arabic
philosophical translations, and of the translators themselves,
R. Walzer, "New Light on the Arabic Translations of Aristotle",

Greek into Arabic (Oxford, 1962), pp. 65-70; F. Peters, Aristoteles

Arabus (Leiden, 1968), pp. 1-75; ibid., Aristotle and the Arabs,

pp. 57-67. Much of the philosophical and scientific information
which reached al-KindTI did so not by way of direct translation
of the original texts, but rather through translations and oral
knowledge of such varied types of literature as paraphrases and
commentaries, encyclopedias and doxographies (Cf. Peters,

Aristotle and the Arabs, pp. 96-129). Al-Kindi's Treatise On

the Soul Abridged from the Books of Aristotle and Plato edited

by M. Abu Ridah, Raga’il al-KindI al-Falsafiya (Cairo, 1950),

pp. 272-280, is an example of a doxographical work, while On
First Philosophy, for example, has much material best attributed
to such secondary sources as commentaries and epitomes. The
nature of such sources often makes it difficult to know whether
al-Kindi is indeed the one reSponsiblé for a variation upon or

disagreement with the ultimate original source.
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5Cf. note 3 above, and see too L. Gardet and M. Anawati,

Introduction a la Théologie Musulmane (Paris, 1948), pp. 192 ff.

®f. F. Rosenthal, "™A1-Kindl and Ptolemy™, op. cit., p. 4l f.

7pn echo of the struggle al-Kindl waged, and which had to be
waged in every generation of philosophers, is heard in a disputa-~
tion reported by Yaqut on the authority of Abu I.{ayyan al—Tawl;E‘Ld'J’_.,
and edited by D. S. Margoliouth, "Abu Bishr Matta and Abu Sa®id
al-Sirafi on the Merits of Logic and Grammar" JRAS (1905), pp.
79-129, Al-Kindi is depicted as in attendance at the debate
(though it was held in 320 A.H., i.e., at least two generations
after his death), and al-Sirafi mimics his style (rather well),
considering him as pursuing absurd questions. Abu Bishr Matta,
for his part, defends logic, and thus the philosophical tradition
built upon it, with arguments portraying its universal validity
and utility. Besides indirectly testifying to one type of
opposition al-Kindi encountered, this disputation indicates
al-Kindi's stature in the century following his death, and his

influence upon both critics and sympathizers alike.

8The man most responsible for the initiation of the Mihna, which
lasted until 234 A.H./848 A.D., was the chief Qadi, Ahmad b. Abi
Du’ad, a gifted as well as zealous Mu‘tazilite spokesman. Al-

Mu‘tasim appears to have been a less eager proponent of the



Mu¢tazilite creed than his predecessor al-Ma’min; and was per-
suaded for political reasons rather than religious ones to
continue the persecution of Ibn Hanbal. Cf. W. Patton, Ahmed

ibn Hanbal and the Mihna (Leiden, 1897), pp. 52 ff., 101 ff.,
120 £f.

9Cf. the preceding note and see too the sources gathered by I.

Goldziher, Vorlesungen iber den Islam (Heidelberg, 1925), pp.

96—116.. The Mu‘tazila, as Goldziher rightly says (p. 114),

were rationalists but not liberals.,

10cr, H.A.R. Gibb, "The Social Significance of the Shu‘ubiya", Studia

Orientalia J. Pederson Dicata (Copenhagen, 1953), pp. 105-114,

reprinted in Gibb's Studies on the Civilization of Islam

(Boston, 1962), pp. 62-73; and see also W. M. Watt, "Political
Attitudes of the Mu tazila", JRAS (1963), pp. 38-57.

11ce,, for example, the influential opinion of Jahiz, Kitab al-Bukhala’,

publ, Dar Sader, Dar Beyrouth, (Beyrouth, 1963), pp. 116-132; trans.

by C. Pellat, le Livre Des Avares (Paris, 1951), pp. 115-134.

However, after depicting al-Kindi as a bad host and landlord,
Jahiz presents al-Kindi's side of the argument, in which a credible

rebuttal is made of these charges.

12c¢. the Muntakhab Siwdn al-Hikmah in Atiyeh, op. ¢it., particularly

numbers 39, 42, 45, 46, T1-73 for remarks which indicate that
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al-Kindi was (at least ostensibly) against avarice and similar
mean practices, In his judicious description of al-Kindi's
position and person, F. Rosenthal has cautioned against uncritical
acceptance of the oral tradition regarding al-Kindi; cf. his

"Al-Kind1 als Literat", Orientalia N.S. 11 (1942), pp. 262-288,

particularly pp. 268 f. As regards the Munthakhab Siwan al-

EEEEEE’ it would appear on internal grounds that al-Kindi is
indeed the author of the philosophical views attributed to him,
and the gnomic utterances may well be also "his"; though both
genres and their contents are clearly indebted to ultimately
Greek sources, Attributing these moralistic remarks to al-Kindi,
of course, does not necessarily mean that he practised what he
preached, though there is no necessity to believe he did not,

either,

13cf. Nagy's "Die Philosophischen Abhandlungen der Ja‘qib ben

Ishaq Al-Kindi", Beitrage zur Geshichte der Philosophie des

Mittelalters, II: 5 (Munster, 1897), pp. 1-64.

14Cf, his "Studi su al-Kindi I: Uno scritto introduttive allo
studio di Aristotele" (with M. Guidi), and "Studi su al-Kindi
II: Uno scritto morale inedito di al-Kindi" (with H. Ritter),

Memorie della Reale Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei (Classe di

Scienze Morali, Storiche e Filologiche) Serie VI, Vol. 6, (Rome,



respectively. Walzer has, in addition, written a number of
general evaluations of al-Kindi's thought; e¢f. in particular

"New Studies on Al-Kindi®, Oriens X (1957), p. 203 ff., reprinted

in his Greek into Arabic, (Oxford, 1962), pp. 175-205.

15cs. Abd Ridah, Rasa’il Al-Kindi Al-Falsafiya, I (Cairo, 1950),

pp. 1-80 (25) introduction, 81-374; II (Cairo, 1953), pp. 5-133.

16ce, particularly the observations on al-Kindi's philosophy which
A. Altmann and S. M. Stern have made apropos of their study of
another philosopher, one very influenced by al-Kindi. See their

Isaac Israeli (Oxford, 1958), p. 220 (index); cf. too Stern's

article, "Notes on Al-Kindi's Treatise On Definitions", JRAS

(1959) , pp. 32-43.

17 pssenbled by Malter, op. cit., pp. 66-67.
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Chapter 2

On First Philosophy: Text and Translation

A Description

The Arabic text of On First Philosophy (to be abbreviated

henceforth as FP) is found among the manuscripts of the codex

Aya Sofya 4832 (no. 23, pp. 43a--53a).1 H. Ritter has described
the codex as being in a format of 22 x 12 cm., with dark brown
paper of 32 lines to the page, the manuscripts being written in

an angular, nearly entirely unpointed NesKhi-KufI hand of the

5th century A.H./12th century A.D.2

Since Ritter's discovery of this codex, two editions of the
Arabic text of FP have appeared: a rather unrelisble edition
by A. al-Ahwani, and a more careful, scholarly work by M. Abu
R.::".dah.3 No translation has hitherto appeared in any language,
Western or Eastern, though a rough, preliminary edition and -
Ttalian translation was prepared by Michaelangelo Guidi and
Richard Walzer over thirty years ago, which Walzer kindly allowed
me to consult, The translation offered herein has benefited
from all these earlier readings of the manuscript, as well as,
and primarily, from an independent examination of it.

Abu Ridah's edition (to be designated "AR") has been used

as the primary reference for the translation, with all manuscript



peculiarities which are not mentioned by Abu Ridah, as well as
all deviations from his reading of the manuscript, mentioned in
the apparatus below the translation. Reference is also made
there to al-Alwani's readings ("AH"), where they appear superior
to AR or equally plausible.

My translation frequently differs with the determination
of sentences and paragraphs established by AR, a difference which
is left unremarked in the apparatus but which the reader familiar
with Arabic will immediately notice. While attempting a faithful,
literal translation wherever possible, I have had at times to
restructure al-Kindi's long, involved sentences, so that the
English reader will find them comprehensible. The notes in the
commentary should, hopefully, clarify any remaining awkwardness
in the translation. The commentary itself is rather detailed,
for besides elucidating al-Kindi's presentation of the argument
in FP, it compares his remarks there with those he makes in
other treatises, and relates his work wherever possible to the
Greek sources (to be mentioned in the following chapter) which
he helped introduce into Islamic thought.,

While references to many of al-Kindi's other treatises
abound in the commentary, detailed textual comparisons are made
with such cognate texts as his treatises "On the Unity of God
and the Finiteness of the Body of the World" (abbreviated as UG) ;

pon Explanation of the Finiteness of the Body of the World ("EF");
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and "On the Essence of that which cannot be Infinite and that of
which Infinity can be Predicated ("_QE:_").5 In addition, the
treatise "On the Definitions and Descriptions of Things" (AR I:
165-180) , offers many an important comparison with FP. Among the
Greek works used by al-Kindi in Arabic translation, that done of

the Metaphysics by al-Kindi's contemporary Astat provides par-

ticularly intriguing textual com.parisons.6

A brief summary of the contents of FP is as follows: Chapter
1 (AR 97-105):

Al-Kindi begins the treatise by expressing homage to the
caliph to whom the book is dedicated, al-Mu*tasim Billah., He
then immediately introduces his subject by extolling philosophy
as the greatest and most noble human art, since it seeks to know
the true nature of things. Knowledge of things is considered
dependent upon knowledge of their causes, the ultimate cause of
all being the "True One", knowledge of whom is "First Philosophy™".

The four (Aristotelian) causes are described and related to
four types of inquiry aﬁd to substance. The difficulty of
obtaining all the truth evokes recognition of the joint effort
required in philosophy, and gratitude for the efforts of all
previous philosophers, the use of whose work al-Kindi fully
(though in general terms) acknowledges. He is opposed, however,
to those who do not appreciate the philosophical tradition, and

who subscribe to other standards and methods of truth; maligning
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their motivations, he calls for their ouster from positions of
religious leadership within the community. The true message of
faith is compatible with philosophy, he contends, claiming that
one must know philosophy if only to be able to refute the
necessity of knowing it. The chapter concludes with an invocation
of Divine assistance in the task of establishing proof of the
Divinity (i.e., existence) and unity of God.

Chapter 2 (AR 106-122):

Al-Kindi begins the chapter with a comparison of sensory
and intellectual perceptions, the latter of which is deemed
superior, A spatial example is chosen to illustrate the nature
of & necessary intellectual perception; leading al-Kindi to
assert belief in the finiteness of the universe, on the principle
of the impossibility of something being infinite in actuality.

Returning to different kinds of ﬁerception, al-Kindi
emphasizes the need to use the appropriate method in investigating
a particular subject, not, e.g., confusing probable with demon-
strative arguments in mathematics.

This leads al-Kindi to assert the principles with which he
works in FP: they refer firstly to the concept of an eternal
being, clarifying the meaning of the term logically and relating
it to an unique being; and secondly, to basic ideas of corporeal
equality and inequality, founded on the laws of identity, contra-

diction, and the excluded middle. Working with these latter
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principles, al-Kindi offers a number of arguments to prove that
a body, and its properties of time and motion, cannot be infinite
in actuality. While establishing the necessity for a finite
universe, he also shows that it could not, in ordinary physical

terms, have either come from nothing or have been in a state of

rest before motion.

Chapter 3 (AR 123-143):

The chapter opens with an examination and rejection of the
concepts of auto-causation, and of an essence as separate from
the substance of which it is the essence. These latter terms
are related to one or another of the predicables, which are
defined. These predicables -the genus, species, individual (1),
specifiic difference, property and common accident- then serve as
the subjects for a detailed discussion of the ways in which "one"
is predicated, al-Kindi showing that in each case the predicable
is not "essentially" one.7 The accidental unity in everything
is taken as indicative of the existence of an external agent
which imposes unity froﬁ'without upon the predicable and related
quantities, the agent possessing unity essentially.

The nature of everything in our experience is shown to
require elements of both unity and multiplicity (i.e., plurality),
the assumption of either existing alone in something leading to
absurd conclusions, which al-Kindi works out in detail for both.

The necessary association in everything of unity and multiplicity



is seen as requiring a cause which cannot be similar to it in
any way and must be an absolute unity.

Chapter 4 (AR 143-162):

Absolute unity is shown as not found in anything possessing
quantity, size being relative. Nothing i1s absolutely large or
small, not even the number 2. The possibility of 1 being a
number is examined and ultimately re jected, it being viewed as
the element of number, multiple in its relation to numbers,
Relative sizes are applicable only to other members of the same
genus, diverse examples being given,

The True One, it is reiterated, has no genus and cannot be
compared with anything, Tt is eternal and absolutely one, and
al-Kindi describes it in terms of what it is not. It is not
comparable to any of the predicables and does not possess any
physical properties whatsoever. The True One is likewise neither
soul nor intellect, both of which are considered multiple and
not essentially one. Comparison with other things is further
excluded by the insistence that the True One is neither synonymous
nor homonymous with anything, and its unity is one neither through
number, form, genus, or analogy.

The True One is, therefore, a unique being, absolutely and
essentially one, responsible through an emanative power for the
unity which exists in other things accidentally, but which unity

is not part of the being of the True One. The True One thus



causes everything to come to be, the ultimate cause of the unity
of all being; and also causes the creation of the world from
nothing, being uniquely capable of initiating movement. Without
unity objects would perish, the True One thus responsible also
for the continuing existence of the world.

Al-Kindi concludes the treatise (or, strictly speaking, the
first part of it, which is the only part extant) with mention of
the True One's creative, emanative and powerful nature, having

shown that the unity (and thus the existence) of all else is

“metaphorical’,
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Chapter 2a

Notes

1cf. H. Ritter and M. Plessner, op. cit., p. 368.
2.
Ibid., p. 363.

3cf. Kitdb al-Kindi fi al-falsafah al-ula, edited Ahmad Fu®ad al-

Ahwanl (Cairo, 1948), pp. 77-143, Abl Ridah, op. cit., I: 97-162.

bThe manuscript was studied through photographs loaned by Dr.
Walzer, for whose assistance and encouragement in the work I am
deeply grateful. I should also like to acknowledge the assistance
of Professor S. Pines in questions relating to the translation
of chapters 3 and 4 of the text. Responsibility for the trans-

lation, as well as entire study, is, of course, mine alone.
56f. FP 114.12 ff., and see the note to 114.11.

6As§§t's translation is preserved in Averroes' Grand Commentary

of the Metaphysics, Tafsir Ma Ba%d A@-?abi‘at, ed. M. Bouyges,

Notice and 3 volumes, Beyrouth, 1942, 1948, 1952.

TThis and the following chapter are summarized in greater detail
by M. Marmura and J. Rist, mp1-Kindi's Discussion of Divine

Existence and Oneness", Mediaeval Studies 25 (1963), pp. 339-346.
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Z2b: "On First Philosophy"

An Analysis

Any attempt to make philosophical sense of an al-Kindi
treatise is often complicated by an abbreviated style, in which
the premises of arguments may be missing,1 important terms may
be used without being defined,2 and whole "treatises" can con-
sist of a few pages.” This shortcoming is "balanced", as it
were, by redundant passages and treatises,4 and by repetitive
arguments which seek to establish a universal ﬁroposition by
offering the same proof in formulaic type statements for each
member of a class; i.e., through a preference for inductive
rather than deductive methods of reasdning.5

These stylistic characteristics indicate that al-Kindits
philosophical works ought to be read hot as self-contained
pieces, but in conjunction with one another. We ought perhaps
to view each kitab and risala of his as part of a continuing
lecture series addressed to a small and select audience, for
whose philosophical inexperience or skepticism he made allowance,
no doubt, by providing a full oral explanation of the reasoning
behind otherwise perplexing arguments; as well as by referring
to his other written works.6 It is this hypothesis of a semi-

private and semi-oral tradition which may best account for the

unsatisfactory state of al-Kindifs written corpus, much of which



was probably not only published and titled after its author's
death,’7 but also collected and given its "definitive" shape
then.

If one can claim a certain philosophical credibility for
those Kindian treatises which are in their present form essen-
tially fragmentary, certainly the same can be said for al-

Kindi's major philosophical treatise, £i al-Falsafa al-Ula,

a work which exhibits the awareness and concerns of a committed
philosopher, as well as the tensions and inevitable compromises
forced upon a philosophy which must accommodate itself to faith,
The treatise opens with a celebratioh and explanation of the

philosophical pursuit, which I have translated as follows:8

AR 97.8 "Indeed, the human art which is highest in degree and most

10

p.98

noble in rank is the art of philosophy, the definition of which
is knowledge of the true nature of things, insofar as is possible
for men., The aim of the philosopher is, as regards his knowledge,
/to obtain the truth, and as regards his action, to act truth-
fully; not that the activity is endless, for we abstain and the
activity ceases, once we have reached the truth. We don't find
the truth we are seeking without finding a cause; the cause of
the existence and continuance of everything is The True One, in
that each thing which has being has truth. The True One exists
necessarily, and therefore beings exist. /The most noble

philosophy and highest in rank is the First Philosophy, i.e.,
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knowledge of the First Truth Who is the cause of all truth."

This passage makes it clear that the theoretical aim of
the philosopher is to "obtain the truth", which is wltimately
"the First Truth Who is the cause of all truth". Such a remark
causes one to think in philosophical terms of the Neoplatonic
emphasis upon a single source of all being;9 and looking to a
Neoplatonic model, certain obscurities in this and subsequent
passages of FP become clear, Thus, the relation between being
and truth, inadequately stated above, may be understood to
assume that the reader -or auditor- understands (or was independ-
ently informed) that all beings owe their existence to the
necessary existence of the True Oneglo the combination and
ultimate identity of being and truth in His nature being respon-
sible for their particular occurrences and correlations in this
world. |

It is significant, however, that al-Kindi does not detail
this causal relationship, and that he does not develop the notion
of the identity of trutﬁ and being., For the Neoplatonic doctrine

B shile its

12

of emanation posits an unbroken chain of being,
epistemology leads to a mystic unity with the One;™ doctrines
which al-Kindi eschews.13 Indeed, the qualifications and
physical limitations put upon the philosophical endeavor already
in this opening paragraph seem designed to proclaim.al-Kindz's

awareness of the limitations -as well as possibilities- of

philosophy.



It is, again, the Neoplatonic background which makes sense
of al-Kindi's use of "cause" in the above cjuotation, since he
follows this passage with another which stresses that there are
Just four causes, the well known Aristotelian "material,
"formal", "efficient" and "final" causes;14 and al-Kindi states
clearly that every cause must be one or the other of these.
This, however, apparently means every cause except for the
"first cause" which contains all the others and is pre-eminent
in everything.15

Granting this, however, one must also admit that al-Kindi
proceeds to ignore this sense of cause for most of the treatise,
and that he remains instead within the Aristotelian framework
of causality and physical entities. Within this framework he
attempts to prove that a) nothing is essentially one, and there-
fore b) God is essentially one. Again one sees the ambivalent
usage of terminology, al-Kindi alluding to Neoplatonic doctrine
but not really justifying it or working with it.16

This employment of a term in a unique, absolute sense is
particularly noticeable with "the One," since al-Kindi finds
against the existence of an absolute one just prior to his
adoption of such a concept in relation to God.17 Ordinarily,
al-Kindi feels, there is no quéntity or number that is so large

that it cannot in theory be larger, nor so small that it cannot

be smaller. Al-Kindi does at first make a mathematical exception
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to this rule, claiming that the number "two" is the lowest
numerical limit, on the grounds that the term "one" is a unit

of quantity and does not possess quantity itself, which "numbers"
mist. 18 Two is, at the same time, admitted to be double the

one, and therefore not absolutely small., In admitting this,
however, "one" is brought into a quantifiable relationship, and
its exclusion from number seems ultimately arbitrary and semantic.
Al-Kindi would appear to be acknowledging this later in the

19

treatise,”” when he says that the numerically one is, through
its position as the measure of all things, also multiple.

A1-Kindi was probably attracted to the idea of a non-numerical
"one" in part because of the similarity of this concept with that
of the "True One": separate from number, "one" is yet the base
of all numbers; not a qﬁantity, it is not not a quantity. It is
the device whereby enumération, quantification, in short,knowlédge
of this world becomes possible., So too with the First Cause, the
"T'rue One": while viewed as the source and guerantor of all.
being and becoming, it is explicitly divorced from them; while
certainly not unrelated to the world, neither is the "True One"
related in any demonstrable sense, Nothing is to be predicated
of the "True One" whatsoever, not even, as we have seen, numerical
oneness. Tt is at most a homonym, though al-Kindi does not admit

20

even this much,

Yet, despite its philosophical ambiguity, al-Kindi refers
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-albeit seldom- to the "True One", as he does to "The Pirst"
and "The Eternal" (which is said to have "being" and to be "self-
su.bsistent").2l His use of these terms is certainly not careless
nor could he be using them merely as homonyms. The thrust of
his entire conceptual system depends upon the positing of an
essentially unified, independent source of all reality; even as
his logic undermines credibility in such an entity as rationally
defensi'ble.22

Thus al-Kindi establishes at one point in FP that the motion
of the universe could neither have begun from nothing -since,

assuming the impossibility of creatio ex nihilo, an external

prior body would have to be posited as the source of motion, and
this would lead to an inadmissable infinite regression- nor could
the motion have begun from a prior state of rest, since there
would be no reason for a change to m.otion.23 This indicates

that al-Kindi was certain that there is no strictly philosophical
solution, at least not along Aristotelian lines, to the problem
of the origin of motion and consequently that of matter.

It is the equivocal use of terms that enables al-Kindi to
resolve physical problems with non-physical concepts; which,
however, he couches in physical terminology. Yet hovever few
the epitheté used to describe God in physical relation with the
world, they are too many in terms of al-Kindi's own argument.

The via negativa can lead only to a Deus Negativus or Absconditus;
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a Creator -the one non-philosophical term al-Kindi uses- about
whom, however, we know nothing.24

This problem is sensed by al-Kindi, though he was certainly
not aware how ultimately self -defeating his negative approach is.
It is the emanationist structure ~barely mentioned in this
treatise- which is intended, as we have seen, to bridge this
cognitive and ontological gap., It is therefore surprising to
find that al-Kindi borrows so little explicit doctrine from the
ma jor work of Neoplatonism, Plotinus' Enneads; the paraphrase
of which he is credited with having "corrected" —asla@ahup for
al-Mu¢tasim Billa.h.25

Indeed, after some initial resemblance between the two works,26
textual parallels with the Theology suggest themselves only towards
the end of FP, when background knowledge of the former work can
clarify al-Kindi's position.

Thus his description of the relation of the "True One" to
"caused" or "accidental" unity, i.e., the relation of God to the

world, revolves around the words "unity"™, "being", and "emanation",

wahda, huw':iya, and fayd. It is, al-Kindi contends, by some

(unexplored) emanative process that qualifiedly "unified" things

27
"come to be" from the absolutely unified Being,

Now the Theology of Aristotle is primarily a detailed

examination of this very structure of emanation, describing the

various universal hypostases of intellect, soul and nature, and



analyzing their relation to each other and to the One, The fact
that al-Kindi virtually ignores this world of intelligible
entities probably reflects his unresolved relationship to the
Neoplatonic metaphysic., He is, however, congenial to the idea
of emanation if not to the details, and receptive to the
terminological shell of Neoplatonism, while altering its inner
meaning. Thus he apparently treats the process of "coming to be"
(as distinct from the act of the Divine agent) as equivalent to
physical generation, since he views practically all "being" as
miltiple, hence divisible, and perishable. However, in the
equivalent Theology passage, which treats of the relation between
"the first cause and the things which originate from it", huwiya
is considered as the first emanation which "gushes forth"

-inba jasa- from The One; and from it the universal intellect

and subsequent entities are formed.zs'

In other words, huwiya

is treated in the Theology as a creative principle emanating |

from the One, though the One is, as such, above it. Al-Kindi,

I suggest, may well be feacting against this idea, even as he

uses the terms, claiming that the True One's Unity is His Being,

which Being is never in any way shared by the rest of creation,

though it owes its being, somehow, to the Being of the One.
Thus al-Kindi's use of the Theology and -possibly- related

writings is very circumspect; apparently he re jects Neoplatonic

ontology but is drawn to its view of the transcendent One Who is,
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nevertheless, the Creator.29

We ought, therefore, to locate al-Kindi's philosophy within
a more narrowly Aristotelian framework, particularly as it is
clear that he is modeling his "First Philosophy" to a large

extent after parts of the Metaphysics. Indeed, al-Kindi's

opening remarks read like a paraphrase of certain chapters in
Alpha Elatton. We know, moreover, that al-Kindi was keenly

interested in the Metaphysics, and that a certain Astat (or

Eustat) translated it for him.30 Moreover, al-Kindi openly
states his admiration for Aristotle, and the Stagirite clearly
is a primary moral as well as intellectual influence upon him.31
Nevertheless, certain extra, even anti-Aristotelian conclusions
are meant to be drawn from the "First Philosophy", though al-
Kindi does not spell them out in great detail here.

There is an indication of this ambivalent attitude to
Aristotelian teachings already in the opening remarks of "First
Philosophy", even, one may say, in the very choice of such a
title. For al-Kindl prefers, in "First Philosophy" as in his
other writings, to discuss that aspect of Metaphysics which
Aristotle called @ o pcay Viz., the general principles of all

32 He thereby in effect repudiates the

being, T¢ ov 4; .

[ |
existence of separate and unmovable substances, i.e., the area
of "Theology" as defined and developed by Aristotle in the

Metaphysics also.33 Thus, though he calls his treatise al-falsafa




al—ula, using Aristotlet's third designation of Metaphysics, al-
Kindi treats "First Philosophy", unlike Aristotle, as @& o yc'ct
removed from Gegleye ko b mhis is apparent in spite of the
above quoted remarks regarding "First Philosophy" as "Knowledge
of the First Truth Who is the cause of all truth"; and other
introductory comments in the same vein, such as his statement
that, "Knowledge of the first cause has truthfully been called
"First Philosophy", since all the rest of philosophy is contained
in its knowledge. It is, therefofe, the first in nobility, the
first in genus, the first in rank with respect to that the know-
ledge of which is most certain; and the first in time, since it
is the cause of time."35
By hailing knowledge of the "First Truth" and the "First
Cause" as "First Philosophy", al-Kindi, it could be thought, is
within the Aristotelian ©ecsleyeks tradition, even if the
formilation has a Neoplatonic ring. Yet these statements are

not followed up by any examination of the "first cause" or

"first truth" per se whatsoever, or by an analysis of any separate

and unmovable substance; instead we are given a work devoted to

general principles of causation and "truth", i.e., being.
A1-Kindi may thus be telling us that all we can know about

the First Truth, i.e., God, is that our knowledge of all else

is not applicable to Him; or, more positiveiy put, He is what the

world is not. Of course the possibility exists that al-Kindi
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discussed "First Philosophy" as @e€oldegekq in the lost second
part of the book;36 yet the absence in his other writings of a
philosophical analysis of this topic along either Aristotelian

or Neoplatonic lines, makes this unlikely., Most probably al-
Kindi felt that his arguments concerning the finite and contingent
nature of the universe forced one to certain conclusions about

the existence and nature of the Creator; and that this indirect
approach was the only method philosophically feasible for a

"First Philosophy".

Philosophical "feasibility" or validity is indeed a primary
criterion for al-Kindi, and Aristotelian texts and commentaries
provide the authority for the instruction in methodology, defini-
tion of terms, and logical rules which we find in "First Philosophy".

Al-Kindi in fact accepts most of Aristotlels arguments for a

contingent universe as found in the Métaphysics (and Physics),
viq., that form and matter actuality and potentiality, are
primarily attributes of a substance;37‘that time and movement
also exist only in relation to substance, aé functions of a
body;38 and that, while a causal séquence must be invoked to
explain physical relations, an infinite causal regression is
both logically and phyéically im.possible.39

Aristotle exémpts time and motion from this last generaliza-

tion, as he considers them, by the definition of their natures,

to be eternal; entailing, thereby, the positing of an eternal



body which, while spatially finite, is eternally in motion. This
in turn allows Aristotle to posit the existence of an eternal
first cause, the unmoved mover.Ao Al—KindE, however, rejects
this basic exception of the nature of time and motion.41 He
rather views them, like everything else, as possessing infinity
in potentiality in the sense, apparently, of a fanciful, hypo-

thetical possibility only; and he emphasizes that in actuality

nothing is and nothing could be infinite, Everything is subject,
al-Kindi argues, to quantification and hence limitation. Far
from dragging body with them into eternity, time and motion are
always confined by an actual body to finite, measurable dimensions.
In effect one cannot speak of time, motion or body in isolation
from each other, al-Kindl insists, in actuality they are mutually
dependent concepts which refer to finite corporeal and therefore
perishable being.

A1-Kindi proceeds to belabor this doctrine of "conceptual
reciprocity" in chapters 3 and 4 of "First Philosophy", partly
using a method and discﬁssing a problem along lines enunciated

by Plato in his Parmenides, and which may have reached al-KindT

from some Neoplatonic‘or possibly Middle Platonic source, as
some scholars have suggested.42 Thus we f£ind al-Kindi arguing
for the necessary existence of unity and plurality in all things
and in all concepts. Nothing is itself by itself, i.e., essen-

tially one, and the world is characterized by an apparently



accidental combination, in themselves and together, of subjects
and predicates,

Now in arguing against Aristotle'!s idea of an eternal world,
al-Kindi offers an actual finite world which requires a first,
non-finite cause; one, however, which he is unable to present
within the confines of Aristotelian philosophy, since he rejects
Aristotle's move in the direction of separate, unmovable forms
which yet serve as the cause of eternal motion. In his discussion
of the one and the many, al-Kindi again disproves the possibility
of separate and independent, hence eternal existents, insofar as
we can understand the meaning of all these terms in our physical
world., Yet the very "accidental" existence of substances in-
dicated to al-Kindi the legitimate affirmation of a prior
"essential" existent, i.e., a being which is completely "one";
even though the nature of such an existent is beyond the compe-
tence of philosophical discourse. Hence al~-Kindi's argument
concludes with a metaphorical use of descriptive terms, borrowing,
at least partially, from the Neoplatonic vision of the One,
which, while the source for all becoming, is beyond Aristotelian
distinctions and analysis. Al-Kindi, however, is not willing
~or able- to detail the relation of this One to the world; it
is enough, he feels, to have "proved" that the world needed the

43

Creator Who is the True One.

35



Al-Kindi's Aristotelianism, then, like his Neo-Platonism,
1s tempered with other intellectual currents, some of which are
discussed in Chapter 3 of the introduction below. The most
significant of his deviations from Aristotle and the Peripatetic

tradition are his rejection of an eternal universe, achieved in
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part by a highly qualified attitude to the concept of potentiality;44

and, relatedly, his assertion of what amounts to a fifth kind of
causality, that worked by God and most evident in the act of
creation from nothing.45 This in turn leads to regarding all
other causes and actions, and the unity of all substances, as
"metaphorical", a perspective on this world which, if not repre-
sentative of al-Kindi's total view, is yet foreign to Aristotelian
thought.,

It is the Neo-Platonic tradition in philosophy, as well as
the Christian and Islamic theological'perSpectives, wnich here
make their contribution to al-Kindi's thought. Other influences
are at work as well, those inspired by Hellenistic philosophical
commentaries and late Greek mathematical works. Indeed, in
discussing the one and the many and in defining number in First
Philosophy, al-Kindi blends dialectical philosophy and mathematics,

e s 4b
an approach that is not uncommon for the Neo-Platonic tradltlon.4

47

His specific treatment of number, moreover,  shows him as familiar

with arithmetical theory, and raises the possibility of his having

used an arithmetical source here; which possibility is rendered



more plausible by our knowledge of his other work.48 Moreover,
his pupil, Ab@ Sulaymén Rabi® ibn Yahyi, wrote a paraphrase to

Nichomachus of Gerasa's Introduction to Arithmetic,49 in which

he often acknowledges his teacher's views.

Nevertheless, a comparison of our text and Nichomachus'
yields little by way of specific comparisons. Even the particu-
larly arithmetical passages of FP seem to be derived from
secondary sources, probably from éome such discussion as is
found in the introduction to the Isagoge commentaries, a source
al-Kindi uses elsewhere in this work.5O Certain remarks, however,
concerning both books would seem to be in order, for al-Kindi
may be reacting to Nichomachus' text indirectly; and, as we shall
see, may be following some outline of the work which is later

reflected in the Rasd2il Ikhwan al-Jafa’.

While al-Kindi would have been in sympathy generally with
Nichomachus! description of philosophy as concerned with the
knowledge of eternal beings,51 he would not have agreed with
Nichomachus! positing of the elements of number, the monad and
dyad, as such beings, or with his equally Neo-Pythagorean assump-
tion of the existence of universal, eternal numerical patterns
by which the world is ordered.52 It is only with Nichomachus'!
identification of the monad and dyad with the same and the other,

53

the one and the many, viewing number as equivalent to form,

that al-Kindi would have been more sympathetic (though he would
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not have granted an independent existence to such principles);
for al-Kindi too proclaims the necessity of positing both unity
and multiplicity, the one and the many together in all things,
and, like Nichomachus, he considers the one as more basic than
the mza.ny.s4
However, as Nichomachus himself points out, the concept of
the same and the other, the divisible and indivisible y are pre-

Socratic and are found in Plato,55

so that al-Kindi's familiarity
with these themes cannot be traced specifically to Nichomachus'

Introduction. Moreover, the emphasis upon the one as the original

element and cause of all is, as we have seen, a tenet of Neo-
Platonism,

There is, nevertheless, an additional point that is worth
mentioning in considering the possible relation between Nichomachus

and al-Kindi. In his Theolozumena Arithmeticae, Nichomachus

explicitly compares the monad to God; as He is seminally in all
things, so the monad is in all numerical forms (i.e., in all
‘c,hings).s6 Now, while al-KindI's views on the relation of the
numerical one to number may evoke in the reader an analogy with
God's relation to the WOrld,57 al-Kindi is quite emphatic in
denying any real comparison between the two, his True One being
considered as completely unique and having nothing in common with
the rest of creation. In making this very point, however, and

in being concerned with the entire question of the nature of
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number, al-Kindi may be reflecting an awareness of Nichomachus'
position, and a reaction to it.
It is interesting to note that the encyclopedia composed by

the Tkhwan al-Safa’ roughly 100 years after al-Kindi's death,

compares the Creator's relation to all beings to that of the
number one'!s relation to other numbers ;58 and that in general

the first chapter of the work, "On Numbers", is frequently

59

indebted to Nichomachus' Introduction to Arithmetic. The

authors of the Ragd”?il state explicitly, however, that numbers
do not have an indepe.ndent existence, indeed that complete know-
ledge of their various subdivisions leads to the realization
that all are accidents whose being and existence is to be located
only in the soul. Thus one is led, in the pursuit of knowledge,
from number to the soul.éo

Al-KindiT, of course, has a similar view as that of the
Ikhwan regarding the accidental nature of numbers; and, more
than they profess, of the accidental nature of soul too.61 It
may not be merely coincidental that he proceeds, shortly after
a discussion of the numerical one, to a discussion of the soul,
soon continuing from there to the highest subject of all theoret-
jeal science, the nature of God. In so doing, he may well be
following a method prescribed by a source common to the Ikhwan
and himseli‘,62 which source had possibly already incorporated

some of the basic views as well as arithmetical propositions of

Nichomachus,
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Chapter 2b:

Notes

1Cf., e.g., the FP extract quoted below and ensuing discussion.

2)s al-Kindl's use of annivya (ibid., and see the discussion of

this at FP 97.13 below, and see note there); or of infinity
(FP, p. 109), of which the assertion is made -but not explained
there- that it cannot be in actuality; and of a number of

logical terms (FP, p. 132).

3Cf., €.2., his article on "The True, First, Complete Agent and
the Deficient Agent which is (Spoken of) Metaphorically", Abu
RidahI: 182-184; or his abridged "Treatise On the Soul", I:
281-282. Short treatises of this sort, mostly "epistles"
(ras@?il), are apparently a stylistic innovation of al-Kindi's,

as the author of the Muntakhab Siwan al-Hikmah claims (cf.

Atiyeh, op. cit., p. 217, and see Dunlop, op. cit., pp. 88, 89).

4Thus, e.g., creatio ex nihilo and the finitness of the world are
similarly treated, in addition to FP, pp. 114-122, in three
other treatises (Abu RidawI: 186-192, 194-198, 201~-207), as

well as elsewhere.

5Cf. FP, p. 114, where al-Kindi lists as a "rue first premiss"

that the finite cannot be infinite; which categorical proposition



is then followed by repeated individual "confirmations", based

on circular reasoning, Cf., too FP, pp. 127 ff., for separate
though essentially similar "proofs" of the composition of pred-
icables by a combination of (accidental) unity and multiplicity;
and the examination of these latter terms in various relation-
ships, pp. 152 ff.; though the definition of unity at p. 132

and multiplicity at p. 134 should have precluded such extensive
illustration. This confusion of methods may be at least partially
due to al-Kindi's fondness for the conditional type of argument,
the disjunctive syllogism with its appeal to fact and simplifi-

cation of alternatives (cf. H. Joseph, An Introduction to Logic,

(Oxford, 1961), pp. 335 ff.; and see W. and M. Kneale's remarks

(The Development of Logic, Oxford, 1964, pp. 158 £f.) on the use

of the conditional statement made by the Stoics, who are probably
al-Kindi's ultimate source in this area.). Al-Kindi apparently
feels obliged to present many such individual "proofs", in order

to proceed (illegitimately) to a kind of universal statement.

6Cf. the cross-references in al-Kindi's writings, assembled by F.

Rosenthal, "41-Kindi and Ptolémy", Studi Orientalistici in Onore

di Giorgio Levi Della Vida (Rome, 1956) II: 440-443.
TFollowing Rosenthal's suggestion, ibid.

8t FP 97.8-98.2 below, and notes there.
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%cf. the second note to FP 97.13 in the commentary below. The
Plotinian corpus in Arabic, (the prevalence of which in Islam
has been studied by P. Kraus, "Plotin Chez les Arabes", Bulletin

de 1l'Institut d'Egypte (Cairo, 1940-41) XXIII, pp. 266-279),

has been assembled in English translation by G. Lewis in Vol.

IT of Plotini Opera, ed., P, Henry and H. R. Schwyzer, Paris-

Bruxelles, 1959, Much of this material is now found in A.

Badawi's Arabic edition, Plotinus apud Arabes, Cairo 1955.
Badawi has also edited much of the Arabic Proclus extant (cf.

his Neoplatonici Apud Arabes, Cairo 1955), including the Arabic

paraphrase (formerly edited by Bardenhewer) of that classic of

Neoplatonism, The Elements of Theology. While the latin version

of this paraphrase, the Liber de Causis, made a great impact upon

the Scholastic West (cf. E. R. Dodds, Proclus: The Elements of

Theology, Oxford 1963, p. xxvii), the Arabic version K. al- id&h

fi al Khayr al-mahd was barely read in the Moslem world (ef. now

Peters, op. cit., p. 57), even though it was attributed to
Aristotle. While this work was probably translated well after

al-Kindi's death, some, at least, of the Elements of Theology

itself was translated, by Abu Uthman al-Dimashqi (fl. ca. A.D.
914), only a generation or so after al-Kindi (ef. the fragment

of propositions 15-17 Dodds published by A. Badawi, Aristi ‘inda

al- %rab (Cairo, 1947), pp. 291-292, and discussed by both B.

Lewin Orientalia Suecana IV (1955) pp. 101-108, and S. Pines,
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Orieng VIII (1955) pp. 195-203); so that the work, in some form
or another, was probably circulating in his time, and al-Kindi
may well have had indirect knowledge of its contents from his
Greek-reading informants.

Moreover, a much earlier adaptation of the Elements, the

sixth century Mystical Theology of "Dionysius, the Areopagite"

had already spread Proclus' conception of a transcendent, un-
knowable and indescribable God throughout Christianity (cf. the
English translation of this work by A. B. Sharpe, in his

Mysticism: TIts True Nature and Valuve, (London, 1910), pp. 207-

229); and in the person and writings of a John of Damascus (died
c. 750) the Moslem intellectual world would have become acquainted
with an essentially Proclean formulation of these ideas.

One may thus assume some familiarity with Proclus' ideas on
al-Kindi's part, though he might not,'in some cases, have known
Proclus to be their author. While he would not have agreed with
Proclﬁs' notions of the eternity of the world and its dialectically
designed, hierarchically related substances of Being, Intelligence,
Life and Soul, not to mention Proclus' henads, al-Kindi would
have been responsive to Proclus' views on the "Pure True One",

Who is above all epithets and yet the "cause" and "creator" of

all (cf., e.g., Badawi, K. al-Khayr al-mabd, op. cit., pp. 7,
12, 22 and elsewhere). As it is unlikely, however, that al-Kindi

read any Proclus himself, while he was directly familiar with



Plotinian-based material, the following notes will draw comparisons

only between the Arabic Plotinus and al-KindI.

10cf, the preceding note's reference to FP 97.13; and see further,
€.8., Op. cit., pp. 207 lewis ("Theology")/ 51 Badawi; 291 Lewis
(ibid.)/ 134 Badawi (cf. Bnn. V 2. 1, 1); 353 f. Lewis ("Epistola
De Scientia Divina")/ 181 f. Badawl (cf. Enn. V 5. 9, 33 £f.);
474 lewis ("Dicta Sapientis Graeci" I)/ 186 Badawi (ef. Enn. VI
9. 6, 7).

llBes:'Ldes the references in the preceding note, cf. further Op.
cit., pp. 263 lewis ("Theology")/ 108 Badawl, and 487 Lewis
(ibid.)/ 6 Badawi.

12ce. ibid., 375 Lewis/ 56 Badawl (Ema. V 8. 1, 1), 403 Lewis/ 116
Badawl; expressed in a more qualified way as a unification with
the intelligible world of eternal substances (which is derived
from and "reverts" in its own way to the One), in, e.g., pp. 225
Iewis/ 22 Badawi (Zmn. IV 8. 1, 1), 251 Lewis/ 91 Badawi (Enn.

v 8. 8, 22).

1341-KindI does assume (cf. his treatise "On the Quantity of the
Books of Aristotle", Abu Ridah I: 372, edited earlier, with an
Italian translation, by Guidi and Walzer, op. cit., pp. 395, 409)
that the prophetic soul undergoes "purification" and "illumination™

by God, the prophet receiving "inspiration" from Him; terms which
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have been seen as deriving ultimately from Proclus! "upward way"
towards unity with the One (cf. Altmann and Stern, op. cit.,

p. 185 f., and see Walzer, New Studies on Al-KindE, op. cit.,

pp. 178 £f.). "Inspiration" (ilhin), however; is not, as Altmann
mentions, ordinarily used for "union" (ittih3d); and there is no
reason to assume al-Kindi is so alluding, both from the context
of the passage and because nowhere in his writings does he even

discuss this favorite mystic topic. What is said of the prophet,

here and elsewhere (cf. particularly FP, p. 104) does not impel
us to conclude that the content of prophetic knowledge is differ-
ent in kind from that of the philosopher; but only that it differs
in degree, style, and method of acquisition. Indeed, it would
seem that the explanation of Koranic material which follows in

the "Quantity" treatise assumes that the "mystery" of Koranic
truth is explicable; and the explanation is invariably framed,
despite rhetorical statements to the contrary, along philosophical
lines. The prophet should be regarded as a master philosopher,
thanks to Divine assistance; but he does not therefore become

one with God.
Ygr, FP below, p. 101.3, and see note there.

15Cf. this "first cause" sense of cause in the Theology, pp. 205 f.

Lewis/ 50 £. Badawl; 231 Lewis/ 26 Badawi; 203 Lewis/ 108 Badawl.
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16The Neoplatonic doctrine is advanced in the Theology, e.g., pPp.
271 f. Lewis/ 112 Badawi (Enn. V 1. 5, 3 ££.); 291 f. Lewis/

13, f. Badawi (Enn. V 2. 1, 1 ff.); and in the "Dicta Sapientis

Graeci I, 474-476 Lewis/ 186-189 Badawi. As contrasted with
these places, al-Kindi does not follow his logical argument for
the existence of an essential unity (i.e., God) with any scheme
which would show how this one relates to the world. Cf. FP

132, and see below, p. 35.
17Cf. E_E’ ppo 14»0"1430

18Ibid., p. 151; this whole discussion being in FP pp. 143 ff.

Cf. Plotinus' discussion of number, Theology pp. 271 Lewis/ 113

Badawi (Enn. V 1. 5, 6), and "Epistola De Scientia Divina" pp.

345 Lewis/ 180 Badawi (Bnn. V 5. 4, 12); and see Aristotle's
Met. XIV 1. 1087b 33 ff. This Aristotelian doctrine (which may
be of Pythagorean origin; cf. T. Heath, A History of Greek
Mathematics (Oxford, 1921) I: 69) of the one as not itself a
number because a measure is not the things measured, appears in

Nichomachus of Gerasa's Introductionis Arithmeticae, ed. R.

Hoche (Leipzig, 1866), ii 6.3, 7.3; translated by M. L. D'Ooge,
(New York, 1926), pp. 237 and 239). Al-Kindi was familiar with
this latter work, and its influence may be appearing here as

well as in other writings; see further below, p. 37.

1%s. FP p. 158.
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O1bid., p. 155 .
?I1bid., pp. 113 and 162.

221.8., nothing exists in reality of which essential unity can be
predicated. The "essentially one" is a logical construct (and
therefore, in al-Kindi's eyes, a necessary existant) derived
from the existence of the accidentally one; but any attempt to
comprehend this concept is precluded by al-Kindi's own demonstra-
tion of the actual philosophical meaninglessness of such a

concept,

23114, , p. 118.

24Gf . the Theology, pp. 291 lewis/ 134 Badawi (Emn. V 2. 1, 1);

"Epistola De Scientia Divina" 321 f. Lewis/ 174 f. Badawi (Enn.

V 3. 12, 43); "Dicta Sapientis Graeci® II 281 Lewis/ 185 Badawi;

"Dicta" IX 481 lewis/ 196 Badawi (Enn. VI 7. 32, 6). As the

abqve places indicate, Plotinus moves very easily from negative

to positive assertions fegarding the nature and actions of the

One; even if such positive statements are not meant, ostensibly,

to be taken 1iterally; Al-Kindi, however, makes very few such
positive assertions, and those only of a general sort. He seems

to wish to remain within that sphere of philosophy which %is
concerned 6nly'with that of which inquiry can be made ... universal

delimited things the true nature of which knowledge can comprehend
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perfectly" (FP pp. 124, 125).

25Cf . Theology, pp. 486 Lewis/ 3 Badawi. Al-Kindi's role as a
reviser-stylist of this and another translation is mentioned by

Ibn al-Nadim in his K. al-Fihrist (ed. Fliigel, pp. 252 and 268).

That al-Kindi was not himself a translator, though he received
such a reputation, has been recently shown by M. Moosa, "Al-KindI's
Role in the Transmission of Greek Knowledge to the Arabs",

Journal of the Pakistan Historical Society, XV: 1 (1967), pp.

3"14 .

26Com.pare FP 97.13, 101.3 below. This resemblance is probably due

t0 a common Aristotelian source (Met. alpha ellaton) in the intro-

duction of both works. They both commence by distinguishing
between the theoretical pursuit of truth and truthful action;

and proceed to an enumeration of the four Aristotelian causes
(presented mostly as substantives and not adjectives): "matter"

is given as al-hayula (Theology) and fggggg (FP), "form as al-§ﬁfa,

"getive (efficient) cause" as (al-%ila) al-fa®ila, and "perfection"

(or "completion", i.e., final cause) as tamam (Theology), mutammima

(FP). Other identical terminology appears in, e.g., the use of

al-haqq, famal, £i¢l and sarmad.

2Tor, FP p. 161 f.

285¢ . Theology, P. 291 Lewis/ 134 Badawi (Enn. V 2. 1, 5). Lewis



translates huwiya (to on) as "identity" rather than "being",
probably reflecting the Iatin ipseity (used as such by Stern,

op. cit., p. 19), which in this context appears misleading,

29Al--KindE may have been helped to this emphasis upon the One,
sacrificing the creative roles of the other universal substances,
by the Arabic Plotinus corpus, in whicﬁ such a tendency -reflecting
a Christian source- has been discerned (cf. Kraus, op. cit., pp.

292, 293.).

6. the Fihrist, ed. Flfgel, p. 251, and see Bouyges' bio-
bibliographical discussion of this translator and his relation
to al-Kindi (op. cit., p. CXVIII f.), As Bouyges remarks, little
is known of Astat (or Astath) whose name in the sources - wlhwl-
could as well be pronounced Eustat/Eustath; and is therefore

found, e.g., in Peters, loc. cit., as Eustathius.

31Cf., €.g2.y FP p. 103,

P20f. Met. I 2. 982a 4 ££., 982b 9; and see Met. IV 1. 1003a 21 f.

Pparticularly in Met. XIT 7. 1072a 19-1073b 3; but defined in Met.

VI 1. 1026a 10-19 (and cf. Ross' notes there) and XI 1064a 33-b 3.

HCE. Met. VI 1, 1026a 29-32: Mif there is an immovable substance,
the science of this mst be prior and must be first philosophy,

and universal in this way, because it is first. And it will

49
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belong to this to consider being qua being -both what it is and
the attributes which belong to it qua being" (in Ross' transla-
tion). At Met. XTI 4. 1061b 19 (and see 26), "first philosophy"
is used solely in the sense of being qua being, which is closer

to al-Kindi's actual usage, though not to his stated intention.
35ce, FP p. 101.15.

36If indeed there was a second part; cf., F. Rosenthal, op. cit.,

p. 437, concerning a similar "incomplete" Kindian treatise.

37And not substances themselves; i.e,, understanding substance as
a sensible individual thing (c¢f. Met. VII, VIII and IX), and not

as the unchanging substances of Met. XII 6.-10.

38T.e,, a magnitude; cf., for example, Physics IV 1l., 14, VI 1.-4;
ignoring, however, Aristotle's conclusions (Physics VIII) regarding

an eternal first mover and motion.
3%s., e.g., Met. IT 2. 994a 1 £f., XIT 8. 1074a 29.

40ce . physics IIT 7. 207b 23; VI 2. 232a 23 ff.; and Physics VIII
in particular. See too Met. XII 6. 1071b 3 ff,

4loe, FP p. 116.5 ff.
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42Cf. M. Marmura and J. Rist, op. cit., p. 347; and see Walzer,
"New Studies on Al-Kindi", op. cit., pp. 201, 202. The difference
between al-Kindi's treatment of the relation between the one and
the many and that of his predecessors, from Plato to Proclus, is,
generally speaking, that the latter argue from a necessary co-
dependancy of the one and the many to a one which is inside the
scheme and yet transcendent; while al-Kindi reasons to a One who

is completely outside the scheme and yet somehow immanent.

43The ontological gap in al-Kindi's universe is also evident in
his discussion of intellection and the intellect, in which the
implications of the relationship between an individual intellect
and the universal intellect are not explored. Cf. FP 155.1 ff.,

and see particularly the note to 155.9.
44Ge. FP 116.13 ££. and notes there.
420f, FP 162.7 and note there.

480, S, Breton, Philosophie et Mathematique chez Proclus (Paris,

1969) , p. 13.
4Tce, Fp 146.15-151.5.

ZP8Tha.’c. al-Kindi wrote many treatises on mathematics is known from
the bibliographers; cf., e.g., Ibn al-Nadim, op. cit., pp. 256,

257; in Flugel's extract, op. cit., pp. 22-23, 25-27 German,
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38-39, 41-43 Arabic; translated into English by Atiyeh, op. cit.,
pp. 165-166, 175-179. Included among these we find an "Intro-
duction to Arithmetic“, "An Explanation of the Numbers which
Plato Mentions in his Book the Republic" (  zuwluwl), and "in
Epistle on Unity by way of Number"; from any of which (unfortue
nately lest) treatises al-Kindi may be borrowing in our work.

F. Rosenthal, "Al-Kindi and Ptolemy", op. cit., pp. 440, 441,

has established possible cross-references to some of these

treatises by al-Kindi in his Alwagest paraphrase.

4INichomachus® work was translated into Arabic by Thabit ibn Qurra

(d. 901 A.D.), and has been edited by W. Kutsch, Tabit b. Qurra's

Arabische ﬁbersetzung der ﬁ P &I’"‘ Tk q‘ é Lot a’waﬂi

des Nikomachus von Gerasa, Beyrouth, 1959, Rabi’ ibn Yahya's

paraphrase is preserved in manuscript (cf. M. Steinschneider's

Die Hebraische Ubersetzuncen des Mittelalters (Berlin, 1893),

pp. 517-519), and Steinschneider has edited extracts of Kalonymos

b. Kalonymos' Hebrew translation in "Miscellena 26", MWJ (1893),
pp. 68-77. Stern mentions Rabi’ ibn Yahya's paraphrase, and
contends that al-Kindi was "intimately acquainted" with Nichomachus'

work (cf. Isaac Israeli, pp. 28, n. 1 and 35).

5OCf. FP, the note to 146,15, and see too FP 124.17 ff, as well as

101.5 £ff. and 105.2 ff,
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216, Nichomachus! work, edited by R. Hoche, Introductionis

Arithmeticae Libri II (leipzig, 1866) I: i, 2; English transla-

tion by M. L. D'Ooge, Nichomachus of Gerasa: Introduction to

Arithmetic (New York, 1926), p. 181; quoted in Rabi’ ibn Yahya's
paraphrase as well (cf. Steinschneider, "Miscellena 26", op. cit.,

p. 70, translated by Stern, op. cit., p. 35).

24 . . .
> Ibid., ed, Hoche, I: iv, 2; I: vi, 1~4; D'Ooge translation, pp.

187, 189, 190.

53Ibid., ed. Hoche, II: xviii, 1, 4; D'Ooge translation, pp. 257-
259, and see F. Robbins' remarks in Part I of the English edition,
pp. 97-100 and 118, This view is expressed also in Nichomachus'

Theologumena Arithmeticae, ed. F. Ast (leipzig, 1817), pp. 3-12,

58 (and cf., for Nichomachus' authorship of this work, Robbins!

study, op. cit., Part I, pp. 82-87).

54Regarding Nichomachus' paradoxical position, in which both the
one and the many are considered necessary principles of all
existence and yet the one is often regarded as more fundamental,

cf. Robbins, op. cit., p. 115.

55Cf. Nichomachus! Introduction, ed. Hoche II: xviii, 1, 4; pp. 257~

259 in the English translation of D'Ooge, and see, for example,

Timaeus 35a.



560f. Ast, op. cit., pp. 4, 5, and see Robbins' remarks in Part I

of the Introduction, op. cit., pp. 95, 96.

57Cf. above, p. 27,

580f. Rasd’il Ikhwan al-Safi® (Beirut, 1957), I: 53. 2 is then

compared to the Intellect, 3 to the Soul, and 4 to Matter.

SNichomachus is singled out with Pythagoras by the Ikhwan as
sources for the knowledge of arithmetic (ibid., p. 49), even as
Fuclid is regarded as the source for geometry and Ptolemy for
astronomy. Cf, B, Goldstein's translation of this entire first
chapter of the Rasd?il (op. cit., pp. 48-77) in his article, "A
Treatise On Number Theory from a Tenth Century Arabic Source",

Centaurus 10 (1964), pp. 135-160; and see his comparison of the

Tkhwan's views with those of Nichomachus, ibid., pp. 129-131.

60The nature of the soul being regarded as the first of the

"metaphysical sciences" ( e_‘\gJY( pP/1), which lead to know-
ledge of God. Cf. Rasd»il, op. cit., pp. 75, 76; in Goldstein's

translation, op. cit., pp. 157, 158.
lcr, FP, 155.15.

62This notion of a common source, rather than of an influence
exerted by al-Kindi upon the Ikhwan (which Stern considers and

re jects, "Notes on Al-Kindi's Treatise on Definitions", op. cit.,

54
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p. 37), may also explain the appearance of a number of eschato-

logically-oriented definitions in the British Museum manuscript

of On Definitions which do not appear in the manuscript used by

AbT Ridah but which do recur in the Rasa’il Ikhwan al-Safi? (cf.

Stern, ibid., pp. 34-37). As Stern remarks, the evidence that
these definitions belong to al-Kindi's text is rather slight, as
they reoccur nowhere else in his writings, and, one may add,
express the concept of one universal soul, concerning which al-
Kindi is nowhere else so explicit. Yet there is nothing at all
in al-Kindi's other extant writings on the soul which preclude
his having believed in a universal soul from which and to which
particular souls come and go (cf. FP note 155.9 below); and he
could as well have included among his definitions, particularly
on religiously sensitive matters, views which he copied from his
source but which he did not necessarily suscribe to fully without

qualification,



3) Al-Kindi and the Muftazila:

A Reevaluation

Tt has been often asserted that al-Kindi had an affinity for

certain viewpoints of the Mu¢tazila, and that he gave a philosoph-

ical formulation to some of their basic tenets.1 Support for
this assertion has been collected mostly by Walzer and Abl Ridah.
The former, in his article "New Studies on Al—Kind'i",2 presents
both "external" and "internal" evidence to buttress the claim,
mede in an earlier study,3 that al-Kindl is "the philosopher of
the Mu‘tazilite theology". The external evidence relies upon the
dedications of some of al-Kindi's treatises to the caliphs who

supported the Mu*tazila, as well as a number of dedications to

the caliph al-Mi*tagim's son Ahmed, al-Kindits pupil.*

This type of evidence at most indicates, as Walzer himself
declares, that Ng1-Kindi cannot be completely at variance with
the official Mu‘tazilite interpretation of Islam which was
followed by the caliphs al-la’min and al-Mu¢tagim."” It would
indeed have ill become al-KindI, living in the shadow of the
court, to be "completely at variance" with the officially endorsed
religious doctrine of the state. It would, moreover, have been
gratuitously poor taste for al-Kindl not to dedicate at least
some treatises to his patrons. That al—KindE was not an opponent
of the caliphs may indeed be deduced from these dedications and

from all we know of al-Kindi's life; yet that he espoused Mu¢tazila

56



doctrine in any significant way is an wnwarranted inference from
this particular source. Walzer does not, it should be mentioned,
so infer, acknowledging that "it would be rash to build too much
on information of this kind unless it is supported by internal
ev:i.dence";6 and it is therefore to this kind of evidence that

we mst next turn.

The information here is more varied and impressive., Walzer
quotes an intriguing passage from al-Kindi's treatise "On the
Quantity of the Books of Aristotle" which mentions that the
"Divine Science" (Walzer, "knowledge", (57)$‘ rX’d‘ Yy .24,
knowledge of theological matters, is acquired effortlessly,
without preparation and instantly, being as such superior to
"human sciences" (2\»\....»-—' M r_,"b” ), i.e., philosophy broadly
conceived.7 The prophets (literally, the "apostles" 4.)'-“"./“)
are viewed as the recipients of this unique knowledge, granted
them by God's will, which distinguishes their nature from that
of other men.

Al-Kindi follows these remarks with an assertion, referring
to sura 36, verses 78-82, of the inimitable supremacy of the

rhetorical argumentation of the Qur?an over any possible philo-

sophical reasoning, the issues being such basic articles of faith
as creation of the world from nothing and resurrection, Verse 82

reads, "His command, when He desires a thing, is to say to it 'Be!

and it is" (u‘,éL}sdﬁbuu\w>J\‘)‘°J‘l\‘Jl)
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Al-Kindi interprets the statement, that God utters the word "be",
in a non-literal, metaphorical way, referring to the analogy of
poetic metaphor as practised by pre-Islamic poet.s.9 Walzer
then identifies these remarks of al-Kindi with views held by

the Mu¢tazila concerning the supremacy of revealed truth, and

the inimitability of Sacred Seripture ( O _/JJ \4’5;;):

beliefs the Mu¢tazila often based on philological and rhetorical

criteria; and specifically with the denial of creative speech
attributed to Bishr ibn al-Muftamir (d. 825-6 A.D.) and his
pupil, AbG Misa Isd b. Sabih al-Murddr .1

The Mu‘tazila, of course, were not at all unique among the

believers in subscribing to the belief in i¢jaz al-Qur®n, or

in the supremacy of revelation -God's word- to any other kind

of knowledge;ll though their approach, as characterized by the
affirmation of a created Qur’3n and by their exegetical methods,
was to qualify the dogmatic nature of religious beliefs by
interpreting them in a more rational way.12 Thus al-Kindi may

indeed be identified with the Mutazila in his use of philological

and poetic criteria to achieve a non-literal understanding of
God's Word; though this approach is what one expects from a
rationally (and not dogmatically) oriented person, one who
considers himself to be a philosopher.,

In fact, the arguments al-Kindi brings in defense of this

Koranic passage, the truth of which he first affirms dogmatically,



are philosophically rooted. They rest on the principle of the
generation of contraries from contraries, which general principle
is then applied to the creation of being (gr*héﬁ) from its
contrary, non-being (¢,-4J).13 It is this belief in creatio

ex nihilo, held by al—KindE.only among Islamic philosophers,
together with his use of rational principles introduced by

philological and rhetorical methods of tafsir in explanation

of Islamic dogma which Walzer feels links al-Kindi quite secureiy

to the Mu‘tazila, and would indeed seem to indicate a strong

affinity between them.,
AbG Ridah, for his part, writing on the relation between

al-KindI and the Mattazila in the introduction to his edition

of al-Kindi's philosophical treatises,l4 mentions the titles of
some treatises ascribed to al-Kindi by the bibliographers, which
treatises apparently dealt with such particularly Ma‘tazilite
themes as God'!'s "unity" and "justice".15 Abd Ridah then refers
to titles of treatises ascribed to al-Kindi in the fields of
polemics, prophecy and physics, subjects common to all the

Mitakallimmn. Unfortunately, the only treatises which are

brought in support of this Wexternal" evidence are the "First
Philosophy" and the above-discussed treatise "On the Quantity of
the Books of Aristotle".

AbS Ridah turns next to expressions and themes common %o

21-Kindi and all the Kalam writers of his day and later,
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particularly concerning the necessary finiteness of all things
and their createdness. As Abi Ridah mentions, however, the
theologians were not unanimous in their views concerning the
ultimate termination of the world, and despite his general
claims, no counterpart is located among them for al-Kindi's
views on this subject. There is, hbwever, no denying that the
point of Abu Ridah's remarks is well taken, and that indeed al-
Kindi shared common concerns with the Mu‘tazila, as with all
the Mutakallimun, and this is often expressed in a similar

vocabulary and form of expression.16

Additional parallels between al-Kindi and the Ma‘tazila

writings emerge from H. Davidson's recent study of medieval
argurents for creation.17 Davidson has shown that both al-Kindi

and the Muttazila, as well as many other writers, used similar

and often the same arguments, mostly'aerived from John PhilOponus,
to establish the doctrine of creation ofrthe universe.18

Thus, in an adaptation of one of Philoponus' proofs of the
generation of the univefse based on the impossibility of eternal
motion, al-Kindi as well as Iskafi (4. 854 A.D.) and Nazzam
(d. 845 A.D.) are shown to have argued that the present moment
could never have been reached if it were preceded by infinite
time, on the principle that an infinite time (or series of

events) cannot be traversed;19 while al—KindE, Abu al-Hudhayl

(d. ca. 841 A.D.) and Nazzam have variations, in temporal and



spatial terms, of an offshoet of Philoponus! contention of the
impossibility of infinity, contending that what is finite in
one direction must be finite in the other (or others) as well.20

Still other Philoponus-based arguments which al-Kind1 uses

appear in the later mutakkalimun, and may well have been used

in al-KindI's time as well, Thus al-Kindi's argument against
infinity which shows the absurd conclusions reached in adding
to and subtracting from an infinite magnitude is used, in a
slightly different way, already by Naggém;zl while al-Kindi's
statement that body, being necessarily associated with certain
"concomitants", i.e., accidents (particularly, for al-Kindi,
motion and time), does not precede them and is therefore as
finite as they are, is apparently an early formulation of an
argument, reportedly used by Abu al-Hudhayl as well, which
became, in Davidson's words, "the stahdard Kalam proof for
creation',

It ought to be borne in mind that these similarities of
al-Kindit's with the views of John Philoponus do not obviate the
important differences which exist in the philosophies of the
two men. True, both men insist upon the finitude of time and
motion, the corporeality and hence perishable nature of all
body, and creation from nothing by the will of God.23 Yet
though al-Kindi argues, in the "First Philosophy" and elsewhere,

for the finitude and hence corruptibility of all body,~* in
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still other treatises, some subsequent to the "First Philosophy",
he apparently accepts the Aristotelian description of the fifth
element as a simple, ceaselessly moving substance; and agrees
with Aristotle's description of the supra-lunar spheres as not
having generation and corruption, being perfectly circular and
concentric.25 This means, apparently, that al-Kindi accepts in
principle John Philoponus! contention that celestial and ter-
restrial phenomena have identical natures, and proves to his -
own satisfaction, and following Philoponus both directly and
indirectly, that all the universe is subject to the same laws
of finite time and space; but that he rejects much of the
Alexandrian's specific arguments, as well as his astronomical
and empirical refutations of Aristotle.26 The world, al-Kindi
seems to be saying, is.in effect as Aristotle said it was, except
it need not be so and would not be so', were it not for God's
will.27 Put another way, it appears that al-Kindi is satisfied
that he can prove theoretically that the world is ultimately
finite; and, this being understood, he feels that Aristotelian
physics, including celestial physics, can explain the phenomena
of daily existence.28

This example of al-Kindi's complicated relation to John
Philoponus may help'us understand his equally qualified position

vis-8-vis the Mu‘tazila., He has, as they do, the notion of the

finiteness of the world and its dependence on a Creator who brings
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it into being from nothing, proving this by similar arguments
which emphasize the accidental nature of all existence and, as

most of the Mu¢tazila, the impossibility of any sort of infinity.

In addition, both al-Kindi and the mu‘tazila are concerned with

the Unique Oneness of God, and try to limit the extent to which
attributes may be predicated of Him.29
None of this, however, is particularly unique to the
Muttazila, since in the intellectual climate of ninth and tenth
century Baghdad these themes and arguments were apparently the
common stock of most rationally inclined people. Thus, for
example, we find the Christian encyclopaedist Job of Edessa
(born ca. 760 A.D.) referring, before al-Kindi, to a number of
philosophical points and arguments which also occur in al—Kindi;
while the Jewish philosopher Saadia Gaon (882-942) shortly after
al—Kindi, has many of the very same afguments which are found in
First Philosophy and other al-Kindi treatises. While Davidson
has shown in detail the striking similarities between al-Kindi
and Saadia,so it is worﬁh noting the parallels with Job's few
but important philosophical remarks. Thus Job contrasts the
"true unity" of God, due to His unique infinite nature, which
admits of no increase or decrease, with the "relative unity"
of everything else,‘which is finite, This finiteness is proven

by the combination of elements -which combination circumscribes

their external dimensions- in forming a body, the argument being
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explicitly that whatever has an end (or limit in one direction)
has also a beginning (i.e., a limit in the other (or other)
direction(s).) This beginning, moreover, is depicted as a
creation from nothing by the will of God, with Job quite insist-
ent that there is no physical relation between God and His
creation, and thus no emanative process of being.31 It is God
also who is seen as the one agent capable of combining contrary
elements which by themselves are mutually antagonistic, an
argument al-Kindi doesn't use but which is found among Christian,
Jewish and Islamic theologians alike, and can be traced to John
of Damascus and the fourth century Athanasius.32 Job also has
the distinction between essence and accident which is crucial
to al-Kindi in chapter three of First Philosophy, though unlike
al-Kindi he distinguishes between elements which may be viewed
as essences when considered by themselves, and as accidents when
considered in relation to other elements, forming bodies by
their relationship.33 _ |
On the one hand, then, similarities with al-Kindi's thought

are not limited to the Mu‘tazila; while on the other, his differ-

ences with the Muftazila, philosophical and otherwise, are real
and significant. Thus, referring only to the theologians already
mentioned, Iskafi follows his assertion of a necessary beginning
of the world with a statement, quite foreign to al-Kindi, that

the world, having come into being from an unchanging source,
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may be kept in existence eternally, and that this notion of an

-
infinity a parte post ( 2\ LJA¥ M) does not contradict the
notion of an "agent" preceding its "activity" ( J.r_'aj\ ’ J&U\ )

$
as does the view of an infinity a parte ante ( ) EX J) Y ).3 4

Nazzam, on the other hand, follows his proofs of finiteness with

the apparently contradictory assertion that all bodies, and the

35

space which they traverse, are infinitely divisible. This latter

notion is of course related to Nazzam's well known denial of the

36

existence of atoms,” which existence Abu al-Hudhayl, for example,

37

is known to have affirmed. Abll al-Hudhayl and Nazzam, moreover,

are both shown to be engaged in typical Mu‘tazila disputations

on the question of the survival of the blessed and dammed in the
next world.38 |

Now al-Kindi has no sympathy with an atomistic physics, and
apparently no taste for rationalizing theological dogma beyond
the most basic beliefs, the ones most amenable to philosophical
inquiry.39 Where he does touch on a typical theological issue,
such as the subject of ﬁivine attributes, he does so in the most
general of terms, avoiding the Kalam-type discussion of the
corporeal attributes found in the QurYan. It would seem that al-
Kindi's point of reference, his total perspective, is essentially~

different from that of the Muttazila. While they take their

point of departure from the Qur’an and tradition and use whatever

philosophical tools they feel are appropriate to explain and



support their faith,AO al-Kindi, it appears, begins from a
philosophical body of literature and tradition, accomodating it
to religious doctrine wherever he can and asserting religious
dogma wherever he must, but essentially aiming for a coherent,
philosophical affirmation of the truth,

It is worth reexamining, in this perspective, the passage

from al-Kindi's treatise On the Quantity of the Books of Aristotle

41

described above. We note firstly that the entire passage
stands in strong contrast to the rest of the treatise, which is

a description of the sciences knowledge of which man -i.e.,
normal man- must have for attaining the truth; and of the
Aristotelian corpus of writings. As though interrupting himself,
al-Kindi assures his reader that this entire scientific tradition
cannot compare with sacred Scripture, the philosopher cannot
equal the prophet. Having said this, and given a few examples

in support of the claim, al-Kindi then resumes introducing his
reader (or listener) to the scientific tradition, the acquisition
of which he himself has mastered and which he clearly values

most highly for all but the messengers of God.

The impression thus received is that al-Kindi believes that
for the likes of himself, i.e., under normal circumstances for
all men, philosophy is the only approach to the truth and the
philosopher the actual ideal figure.

This impression is strengthened by careful scrutiny of
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al-Kindi's assertion, in this passage, of prophetic superiority
and Koranic truth; for this assertion is made from within a
philosophical perspective and applying philosophical criteria.
Firstly, prophetic knowledge is portrayed as superior to the
philosophical only in degree, not in kind, the prophet becoming
thereby a sort of extraordinarily gifted philosopher. Then, the
revelation granted him is reformulated along philosophical lines
(and cf. below, FP 104.10 and note there), which reformilation
is then accepted as "proof" of the Koranic truth.

The reformulation of the Koranic assertion of the creation
of the world is particularly interesting. Creation is viewed,
as has been mentioned, as an instance of the general principle
of the generation of contraries from contraries: as fire is
from non-fire, warmth from non-warmth, so in general that which

is ()2) comes from that which is not ( 9@ 9), bodies from

’
non-bodies and existence ((w~2') from non-existence (L),‘__fj).Az

Now, inasmuch as God is viewed as responsible for the unique, a-
temporal act of creation of matter from nothing, so one could
think He is also responsible, in al-KindI's estimation, for the
creation of each and every contrary which also comes to be, in
one sense at least, from its state of non-being. This would

bring al-Kindi close to the Mu‘tazila and general Kalam view of

continuous Divine creation from nothing, and Walzer rightly notes

the absence of any allusion to potentiality which would ruin
43 |

this association,
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However, that this is not al-Kindi's full view may be

inferred from a comparison of this passage with a remark in the

First Philosophy to the effect that it is only the form (literally

"predicate", JJ->~J' ) of a thing which changes and not its
primary substratum, which is called "existence" ( ,.,..a_.-),,?)“ )
and which is said to be eternal.u” As we must understand this
use of "eternal" (UJ-/.%-\") for the primary substratum, i.e.,
first matter, there in the sense of enduring only so long as
God wills, so we should understand the contraries here as
contraries of a common substratum. God is responsible ultimately,
al-Kindi would say, for the creation of the entire world, in-
cluding the creation of contrary states of being for evefy thing;
but He is not really involved in the generation ard destruction
of each thing at every moment. True, al-Kindi does not wish to
expand upon potential existence, with which concept he is generally
not happy;45 but he would not wish the reader for whom the treatise
is intended to assume continuous Divine intervention in physics
either, particularly since this would go against the basic physical
world view of Aristotle with which al-Kindi is eager to acquaint
h:i.m.46
We may assume that al-Kindi's approach in the (as yet) lost
NTpeatise on Unity by Exegesis" (literally "commentaries",
&M _).,\_,J,J' aJl_~_ ) took a similar approach to

that which we find in this passage and in another treatise of
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al-Kindi's, "An Explanation of the Uttermost Body and its Obediance

47

to God ." There as here religious statements are put into a

non-literal, philosophical framework, in keeping with a physics
that establishes God as the ultimate source of all being and yet
allows His creation amn independent daily functioning. This
acceptance of a quasi-independent physical universe, as far as
its day to day activity goes, moves al-Kindi generally to the

left of a Mu¢tazila tradition which sees God as continuously

involved with the world and intimately responsible for the physical
survival of each of its parts; in Aristotelian terms, the efficient
as well as final cause of the universe,

That al-Kindi diétinguishes between these two roles is

evident, further, from his treatise On the True First Perfect

8
Agent and the Deficient Agent which is (an agent) M'etaphoricallx(4

However much he wishes to qualify the nature of agents other than
God, al-Kindi clearly ascribes to created beings the immediate
responsibility for acting upon other beings, God being the remote
(i.e., final) cause of all but the first created being. In his

treatise On the Explanation of the Active Proximate Cause of

Generation and Corruption,49 al-Kindi singles out the sun and
moon as the immediate proximate causes of generation and corrup-
tion in the sub-lunar world, their creation, in turn, being due
to God, the remote (final) cause of all being.

Al-Kindi's attitude to the physical world view of the



Muftazila may be further inferred from an important passage in

First Philosophy, in which he establishes that everything one

can think of in the world is only accidentally and not essentially
one, and that its unity, i.e., its identity and being, comes
from an outside agent. As everything is equally seen as
"accidental", al-Kindi is led, on the principle that an essential
existent is a prerequisite for the existence of an accidental one
of the same genus (and assuming the impossibility of an infinite
regress of accidental existents), to the assertion of an essential
One (i.e., God), the external agent of all being.50
In making this statement, al-Kindi could not have been

unaware of the similarity of his remarks to those of the Mu$tazila,

who also claimed no essential existence to anything, and con-

sidered all as created from an external agent, viz., God.5l

Most of the Muttazila, however, divided all being into atoms and

accidents, and though both were considered as created, the atoms
were understood to be indivisible. Al-Kindi would appear, there-~
fore, to be rejecting this wview, insisting that nothing can be
thought of as one or indivisible, that the very concept is a.bsu:rd.52
A11, then, would be accidental in al-Kindi's thought, it appears,
and as such completely without set characteristics.

It is clear, however, that al-Kindi did not conceive of

"accidents" in this way, viewing them rather as permanent

categories of real existence., "Accidental" is for him significant
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as opposed to "essential" only as regards the question of "unity",
al-Kindi accepting all the individual beings which comprise the
Aristotelian world as units of substance, if only "accidental"
units., Moreover, having made his point regarding essential
unity, al-Kindi proceeds in FP to show that unity, together with
multiplicity, is an essential ingredient in the composition of
all being., It is form and matter which al-Kindi accepts, with
the proviso that they, together with everything else, are not
independent existents. Having said this, he is content to allow
them to function as if they were independent.

Thus al-Kindi is both refuting the Muftazila doctrine of

the division of the world into atoms and accidents, and, while
affirming the contingent, accidental nature of all being, which

would return him to the Mu¢tazila camp, clearly works with creation

as though it were independent. The accidental theory of being is
for him a theoretical truth that is significant for the ultimate
question of creation and God's existence; for knowledge of the
world as it is "otherwise", it is irrelevant.

That al-KindI's concern is with the world as it is, in all
its variety, and with man's various scientific accomplishments,
is clear from the long list of his highly diversified wri'bings.53
He has, judging from this source, apparently little inclination

for insisting upon the particulars of religious or political

creeds. The one extant record of his style when engaged in a



religious polemic, his refutation of the Christian concept of the
Trinity, shows him as taking the high road of philosophical
diSputation.SA Apparently he is not interested either in the
advancement of particularist, ethnic claims, which we can also
infer from the fact that though of pure aristocratic Arabian
stock, he is dedicated to a field of learning identified with
foreign ideas and pursued mostly by non-Arab ggﬂéli.55

It would, therefore, be a reasonable assumption to see al-
Kindi largely as his own man, a person of considerable learning,
with a dispassionate concern for the truth within limits acceptable
to the society at large and, no doubt, to his own religious beliefs;
with which, however, he felt scientific knowledge was compatible.
The real al-Kindi may well have been like the sage historical
figure about whom stories were told and in whose name proverbs

56

were recounted. Such a figure would probably not have been

happy with the Mu‘tazila supported mihna initiated by al-Ma®mun
and followed by a number of his sucéessors, which furthered the
polarization of society.and intimidation of intellectual inquiry.57
One could imagine al-Kindi using his position at court to express
his resentment of Mu‘tazilite practices, both theoretical and
political; and, indeed, we find him speaking out in the intro-

ductory chapter of First Philosophy in such a way that, in the

context of his remarks and in the terminology which he chooses,
the passage is best understood as a thinly veiled indictment of

the Mu‘tazila.
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The passage follows a paraphrase of part of chapter one of

Metaphysics alpha ellaton, in which al-KindI praises Aristotle

by name and seconds his remarks concerning gratitude to all who

58 Al-Kindi then proceeds

have preceded in the search for truth.
to attack those who are not in the philosophical tradition yet
who are "in our day acclaimed for speculation",
"If they are crowned undeservedly with the miters
of truth, it is due to their narrow understanding of
the methods of truth and their scant knowledge of what
Ma jesty requires as regards opinion and judgement in
those common universal usages which prevail among them;
as well as to the dirty envy which is a capability of
their animal souls, obscuring their thought's perception
from the light of truth by darkening its veils; and (to)
their placing those with humanly:virtues -in attainment
of which they are deficient, being on its remote fringes-
in the position of habitual, cheating opponents; thereby
defending their Spﬁrious thrones which they erected
undeservedly. (Their stature, however, is) really due
to their 1eadership and traffic in religion, though they
are devoid of religion; for one who trades in something
buys it, and one buys that which he does not have. Thus

one who trades in religion does not have religion, and

it is necessary that one who resists the acquisition of
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knowledge of the real nature of things and calls it
unbelief be divested of (the offices of) religion."59

In referring contemptuously to the "usages" ( Z L;;‘J\) of
$

"speculation" ( J.LJ ), "opinion" ( th‘/) and "judgement"
()\73.?') , al-Kindi is specifying methods of reasoning with
which the Mu¢tazila were identified, and which to al-Kindi cannot

s
compare with the "methods of truth" (&\&.’g\;\\w' ), ie€a,

syllogistic proofs. That it is the Mu¢tazila particularly whom

al-Kindi is attacking may be deduced further from the fact that,
at the time of the composition of this treatise, they alone
enjoyed positions of authority and official sanction, using
their political office to impose their religious beliefs by
threats and accusations of unbelief, to all of which the passage
alludes.

Thus, as a man who is prepared to call for the ouster of

the Mu‘tazila from political office and official favor, al-Kindi

should not be overly identified with them. On the other hand ,

one should not take this passage as the last word on al-Kindi's
relationship with the Mu‘tazila either, since he does have, as
we have seen, many points of contact with them; and he avoided,
as far as we know, real political activity of any sort. This

relatively neutral stance did not help him with al-Mutawakkil,
though from the fact that his library was eventually restored,

we may gather that he was not considered a real political or



€0 Al-Kindi's life, as much as we are able to

religious threat.
reconstruct it, thus exemplifiies the personal difficulties and
conflicting forces with which Muslim philosophers had to

cope.
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29, 30); 44 f£f, (the treatise being titled "An Explanation That

the Nature of the Heavenly Spheres Differs from the Nature of

the Four Elements"); 48 ff. (treatise translated by H. Khatch-

adourian and N, Rescher, "That the Elements and the Outermost

Body Are Spherical in Form" Isis 56 (1965) pp. 190-195, reprinted

in the latter's Studies in Arabic Philosophy, Pittsburgh 1967,

pp. 9-14).

26For which ef, Sambursky, loc. cit.; many of John Philoponus!

technical arguments, as well as fundamental positions, find no

echo in al-Kindi y €.2.5 Philoponus' concept of time, privation,

and denial of the existences of the aether, of perfeét circular

motion, and unchanging uniform celestial phenomena.

s ©.8., al-Kindi's statement in "On ... the Cause of Generation



and Corruption" (AbQ Rida I: 220), that the heavens and the four
elements undergo neither generation nor corruption, remaining for

as long as God has appointed them to be.,

28 . .
In this perspective, the fact that John Philoponus also apparently

acknowledges God's will as a possible factor in deferring the
otherwise necessary destruction of the heavens (Cf. Simplicius'

commentary to Aristotle's Physics, CAG X (Berlin, 1895), p. 1331,

lines 23-25, and see Davidson, op. cit., p. 362, n. 46), does
not affect the quite basic diffefence between his unified,
universal physics and the more complicated, dual physics of
al-Kindi.

290f., for the early Kalim views of God's unity and His attributes
of will, action, creation (both original and continuous creation,
of the world and of each of its atoms) and infinity, al-Ash‘arl's

MaqS15t, op. cib., pp. 136 £., 163 £f., 177, 232, 312, 377, 393,

L07, 418, 480, 484, 551; and see too al-Khayyat's Kitab al-
Intisar, edited and traﬁslated into French by A. Nader (Beyrouth,
1957), pp. 80 £f.; and for the various "accidents" of initiation
(ibtida’) and duration of being, its motion and cessation or
extinction (fana?), cf. Magdldt, pp. 137, 319 ff., 355 f£f., 363,

570, and K. al-Intigsar, pp. 52 ff.

Ogp, cit., pp. 362-373.
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31cr, Job's Book of Treasures, ed. A. Mingana (Cambridge, 1935),

pp. 16 £. English translation, 305 f. Syriac text, and see

too Mingana's introduction, pp. xxvii-xxix. While Job was
acquainted with Mu<tazilite ideas and had met some of their
early leading figures (cf. S. Pines, nEtudes sur Awhad al-
Zaman Abu®l Barakft al-Baghd84I", REJ n.s. iii (1938), p. 45,
n, 168), he clearly did not receive all his philosophical know-
ledge from their circles, differing with them on many issues,

Cf. the Book of Treasures, pp. 153, 154 English, 388, 389 Syriac.

32cr, Davidson, op. cit., pp. 373-375, and see the Book of Treasures,

pp. 15 English, 304 Syriac. This argument occurs as well in the

Christian polemical work The Book of the Demonstration by the

tenth century Eutychius of Alexandria, who also briefly mentions
the argument for the impossibility of an infinite regression

and the doctrine of negative attributes. Cf. P. Cachial's edition
of the Arabic text and W. M. Watt's separate English translation
(both published in Louvain, 1960, 61), pp. 3, 4, 16, 17 Arabic,

2, 3, 13, 14 English.

33Cf. the Book of Treasures, pp. 11 English, 302 Syriac.

3her, al-Khayyat, op. cit., pp. 19 Arabic, 12 French (which, however,
mistranslates the latter argument). Cf. too, for the lack of a

distinction in infinity, FP below, n. 113.5.
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3‘)'Cf. al-Khayyat, op. ¢cit., pp. 33 Arabic, 32 French.

3619;@., pp. 32 Arabic, 30 French. Nazzam says, in terminology
like that of al-KindI, that all parts of bodies can be divided
into two by the wahm; however, unlike al—Kindi, Nazzam feels
this is sufficient reason to discredit the actual existence of

atoms, i.e., he accepts the actual significance of potential

existence,
376e . al-astbri, op. cit., pp. 302, 307, 311, 314, 315, 319.

38Ibid., pp. 358, 359, and see al-Khayyat, op. cit., pp. 16-18,

21-22 Arabic, 9-11, 15-16 French.

3Nmile for their part, the Muftazila rejected not only the netions

of causality and of substance as composed of "form" and "matter",
but the notions of universal being and essence as well, the terms
for which concepts are missing entirely from the vocabulary of
Ab% al-Hudhayl, for example. Other terms, such as those for
generation and corruption, are used differently than when employed
by the philosophers. Cf. R. Frank, The Metaphysics of Created
Being According to AbU l-Hudhayl al-A118f (Istanbul, 1966),

pp. 8, 16.

40cr ., Frank, ibid., pp. 5-7, for a recent evaluation of the

priority of faith to reason as valued in the Kalam. See too
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H. Nyberg's characterization of the Mu‘tazila as heavily oriented
towards apologetics and polemics, as well as Koranic inspired

speculation (EIl III: 790).
4lSee p. 57 above, and note 7 there.

420f. AR I: 375, and see Walzer, "New Studies", op. cit., p. 186.
Al-Kindi does not distinguish between "existence" and "being"

in the sense of essence. CF. FP below, n, 113.112.

43cr, "New Studies", op. cit., p. 185.
AACf. below, FP 113.11, and see note there.
433ee above, pp. 34, 36 and note 44 there,

46Al-Kindi elsewhere clearly accepts the Aristotelian notion of
the existence of matter as well as form. At FP 111.1,2 matter
is said to be a "substratum for affection" ( JLQ‘_..‘.\'” ‘és)-o)a ,
similarly defined in On Definitions, AR I: 166), and "nature" is
viewed as "the primary (sic!) cause of everything which moves
and rests." (and see below, notes to 111.1,2). Cf. also al-
Kindi's description of matter in relation to substance, genus

and form, in the Liber de quinque essentiis, ed. Nagy, op. cit.,

pp. 30-33, AR II: 12-18.

47ce, above in this chapter, note 9.
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06, FP below,132.3 £f., and see note to 132.8 there.

Sler, Davidson, op. cit., pp. 370, 385; and see also his article,
"Arguments from the Concept of Particularization in Arabiec

Philosophy", Philosophy East and West XVII (1968), pp. 300-302.

52A1-Kind§ we know wrote a specific refutation of the atomistic
view (cf. Fihrist, ed. Fliigel, p. 259, and see Pines, op. cit.,
p. 9%, and Walzer, op. cit., p. 184). Not all the Mu‘tazila, of
course, held to an atomistic physics, though alternative views
were similarly based on a discrete structure of being. Cf,.
al-Ash¢ari's Magalab, op. cit., pp. 281, 303 ff., 321, 395.
While al-Kindi's minimization of the significance of potential
existence leads him to an attitude towards actual beings which
similarly emphasises their ultimately discrete, and not contin-
uous, nature, there is nothihg in al-Kindi even remotely

resembling the Mu‘tazila denial of causality and substitution of

"habitual®" occurrences with their "entailment" (tawallud) of

p. 122; and see, for a discussion of the various Mu‘tazila
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formulations of physical and quasi-physical principles, M.

Fakhry, Islamic Occasionalism, (London, 1958), pp. 26 ff.;

Pines, op. cit., pp. 3 ff., 27 £f.; Van Ess, op. cit., pp. 211

ff., 289 ff.; Frank, op. cit., pp. 13 ff., 39 ff. and H. Wolfson,

"Mafammar's Theory of Ma®na", Arabic and Islamic Studies in

Honor of H,A.R. Gibb (leiden, 1965), pp. 682-683.

53cr. above » Chapter one of the introduction, note 2. It is worth
noting that most of al-Kindi's "polemical" writings are separated
by the bibliographers from his other, more strictly scientific
and philosophical treatises (cf. the Fihrist, op. cit., I: 259;
Fliigel, Al-KindI, pp. 30 German, 46, 47 Arabic; Atiyeh, op. cit.,
pp. 191-193), probably following in this al-Kindi's own distinction.
The term translated "polemical", jadali, has also been called
"dialectical", and it is a term with which the Xalam type of
reasoning has been identified; cf, Gardet and Anawati, op. cit.,
p. 358. Judging by the titles of the treatises listed asw
2\.;).&.!:‘ » al-Kindi did indeed discuss under this heading both

Mi€tazila-type religious and physical themes; except that in the

latter category he clearly attacks notions held by many of the
Mattazila concerning the discontinuous motion of bodies and the

existence of atoms.

2o Yahya ben ‘Adi's excerpts from al-Kindi's "Refutation of the

Christians" (LS./W‘ &JXS J_,J' d aJL"z- ), in Yahya's



rebuttal, edited and translated into French by A, Périer as
"Un Traité de Yahy® Ben “Adi: DEfense du Dogme de la Trinitd

Contre les Objections d'A1-Kind®", Revue de L'Orient Chretien

e .
3= serie II (1920), 3-21 (French translation reprinted in Perier's

Petits Traités Apolog@tiques de Yahyl ben “di (Paris, 1920),

pp. 118-128)., Tt appears that in his treatise, al-Kindi argued,
in a manner similar to his technique in chapter three of FP,

that the concept of an eternal Trinity of one substance, though

of three persons, is incompatible with each of the predicables
outlined in the Isagoge. Instead, however, of drawing the con-
clusion that the Trinity, like the True One of FP, is a unique
kind of unity, al-Kindi believes the argument shows the logical
meaninglessness of the concept. He buttresses the argument,
moreover, with an inquiry into the mathematical as well as logical
senses of the term "one" (for which cbmpare chapter 4 of FP),
from which he deduces that the Trinity fits no acknowledged sense
of the term. These contentions, however fallacious Yahyd may
find them, have the merit of addressing the issue philosophically.
Compare this, for example, with Jahiz's low, slanderous attack

on Christians and Christianity in his contemporary polemic,
LS_/L;Z,'J\ g)\;{,.ﬂ , edited by J. Finkel, Three Essays of Abu
Othman SAmr Ibn Bahr al-Jahiz (Cairo, 1926) pp. 10-38; discussed

by Finkel and partially translated into English as "A Risala of

al-Jahiz", JAOS 47 (1927), pp. 311-334.
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55Cf. above, p. 5, n. 10. Al-Kindi's leading followers, al-Sarakhsi
and Isaac Israeli, are also highly versatile learned types who
cannot be identified readily, through their own writings at least,
with any particular sectarian interest in their commnities (cf.

F. Rosenthal, Ahmad g. At-Tayyib As-Sarqgsi (New Haven, 1943),

pP. 35; Altmann and Stern, Isaac Israeli, pp. xi-xxiii.

56Cf. above, p. 5, and see note 12 there.
57Cf. above, p. 4 f., and note 9 there.
8¢, below, FP 103.1 ff., and see notes there.

59Cf. below, FP 103.13-104.7 and see, for what follows, the notes

there.

0p1 KindIts punishment in the time of al-Mutawakkil, as that of

the eminent Christian translator Hunain ibn Ishdq (for whom cf.

M. Meyerhof, "New Light on Hunain ibn Ishiq and His Period",

Isis VIII (1926), p. 689), is apparently due more to personal
court intrigue and a general animus to philosophical and scientific

inquiry, than to any particular identification with the Mu‘tazila.

Al-Kindi's disciple al-Sarakhsl was even more the victim of
internecine factionalism in Abbasid society: falling out of
favor with the caliph al-Mu¢tadid, al-Sarakhsl was removed from

his high position at court, imprisoned and beaten, succumbing



apparently to this treatment, in 899 A.D. While opinions differ,
al-SarakhsY was ostensibly persecuted by the anti-Mu¢tazilite
regime for his unorthodox opinions; though he receives no sympathy

either from Ibn al-Munajjim, an allegedly Mu‘tazilite poet (cf.

Rosenthal, op. cit., pp. 25 £ff., and see p. 37, n. 117.).
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In the Name of Allah the Merciful the Compassionate
There is no success without Allah

Al-Kindi's Book, for al-Mu‘tagim Billih

On First Philosophy

/May Allah grant you long life, O son of the children of
princes and of the company of men of good fortune whom He
rendered happy in the worldly and eternal domains because of

their adh.ering1

to their true religion; and may He adorn you
with all the accoutrements of virtue and purify you from all
types of vice,

Indeed, the human art which is highest in degree and most
noble in rank is the art of philosophy, the definition of which
is knowledge of the true nature of things, insofar as is possible
for man. The aim of the philosopher is, as regards his knowledge,
/to obtain the truth, and as regards his action, to act truth-
fully; not that the activity is endless, for we abstain and the
activity ceases, once we have reached the truth,

We don't find the truth we are seéking without finding a
cause; the cause of the existence and continuance of everything

is The True One, in that each thing which has being has truth.

The True One exists necessarily, and therefore beings exist.

1 ¢l Al O, emending the ms. W‘ .
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/The most noble philosophy and the highest in rank is the
First Philosophy, i.e., knowledge of the First Truth Who is the
cause of all truth. Therefore it is necessary that the perfect
and most noble philosopher will be the man who fully understands
/this most noble knowledge; for the knowledge of the cause is
more noble than knowledge of the effect, since we have complete
knowledge of every object of knowledge only when we have obtained
full knowledge of its cause.

Every cause will either be material, formal, efficient, i.e.,
that from which movement begins; or final, i.e., that for the
sake of which there is an object. /Scientific inquiries are four,
as we have determined elsewhere in our philosophical treatises;
either “whether", "what", "which", or "why". '"Whether" is an
investigation only of the existence (of something); "what"
investigates the genus of every existent which has a genus;
"which" investigates its specific difference; /M"what" and "which"
togother investigate its species; and "why" its final cause,
since it is an investigation of the absolute cause. It is
evident that when we obtain full knowledge of its matter we
thereby obtain full khowledge of its genus; and when we obtain
full knowledge of its form we thereby obtain full knowledge
of its species, knowledge of the specific difference being
subsumed within knowledge of the species. When, therefore,
we obtain full knowledge of its matter, form and final cause, we

thereby obtain full knowledge of its definition, and the real
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nature of every defined object is in its definition.

/K¥nowledge of the first cause has truthfully been called
"First Philosophy", since all the rest of philosophy is contained
in its knowledge. It is, therefore, the first in nobility, the
first in genus, the first in rank with respect to that the know-

ledge of which is most certain;2

and the first in time, since it
is the cause of time,

/The truth requires that we don't reproach whomever is even
one of the causes of even small and meagre benefits to us; how
then shall we treat those who are (responsible for) many c:auses,3
of large, real and serious benefits to us? Though deficient in
some of the truth, they have been our kindi‘ed and associates in
that they benefited us by the fruits of their thought, which
have become our approaches and instruments; leading to much
knowledge the real nature of which they failed to acquire., (We
should be grateful) /particularly since it has been clear to us
and to the distinguished philosophers before us who are not our
co-linguists, that no man by the power of his own pursuits can
attain the truth, i.e., that which the truth deserves, nor will

the (philosophers as a) whole comprehend it. Rather, each of

lpeading '3} 9 with the ms. AR g-obl) .
“Reading q'f-“\s,_';q\’\‘@_i)l, AR %x\ﬁ‘— Cross in ms, above

word suggests dissatisfaction with it.
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them either will not attain any truth or will attain something
small in relation to what the truth deserves. When, though, the
little each of those acquiring truth has achieved is collected
from them, something of great worth is assembled from this.

/Tt is proper that our gratitude be great to those who have
contributed even a little of the truth, let alone to those who
have contributed much truth, since they have shared with us the
fruits of their thought and facilitated for us the real, hidden
inquiries, in that they benefited us by those premises which
facilitated our approaches to the truth. If they had not lived,
these hidden principles1 with which we have been educated towards
the hidden conclusions of our inquiries would not have been
assembled for us, even with intense research throughout‘our time.
But indeed this has been assembled only in preceding past /ages,
age after age,'until this time, accombanied by intensive research,
necessary perseverence and love of its toil. This cannot be
assembled in the time of one man; even if his life-span were
extended, his research intensive, his insight subtle and he were
fond of perseverence, he would not have assembled, even in many
miltiples of this time, such strong research, elegant insight and
fondness for perseverence,

/Aristotle, the most distinguished of the Greeks in philosophy,

lpeaging A&k JSVW . AR Qud




10

96

said: "It is proper for us to thank the fathers of those who have
contributed any truth, since they were the cause of their sons!
existence; let alone their being a cause for their sons' and our
attaining the truth." How beautiful is that which he said in this
matter! We ought not to be ashamed of appreciating the truth and
of acquiring it from wherever it comes, /even if it comes from
peoples distant from us and nations different from us. For the
seeker of truth nothing is more primary than the truth; there is
no minimizing of truth, nor belittling its spokemen or proponents.
(The status of) no one is diminished by the truth; rather does the
truth ennoble all.

It is well for us--being zealous for the perfection of our
species, since the truth is to be found in this--to adhere in
this book of ours to our practice in all our compositions of pre-
senting the ancients' /complete statement on this subject by the
most direct and facile means, entering thereby upon an understanding
of this approach; and completing, following the custom of the
language and contemporafy usage, and insofar as is possible for
us, that which they did not state completely; (presenting the
above) with that cause which has hindered us in (understanding)
this, it(s absence) being a restriction on the sufficiency of the
statement, solving the difficulty and confusion of problems;
while being wary of the bad interpretation of many strangers to

the truth who are in our day acclaimed for speculation. If they
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are crowned undeservedly with the miters of truth, it is due to
their narrow understanding of /the methods of truth and their
scant knowledge of what Majesty requires1 as regards opinion and
judgement in those /common universal usages which prevail among
them; as well as to the dirty envy which is a capability of their
animal souls, obscuring their thought's perception from the light
of truth by darkening its veils; and (to) their placing those
with humanly virtues--in attainment of which they are deficient,
being on its remote fringes--in the position of habitual, cheating
opponents; thereby defending their spurious thrones which they
erected /undeservedly. (Their stature, however, is) really due
to their leadership and traffic in religion, though they are
devoid of religion; for one who trades in something buys it, and
one buys that which he does not have. Thus one who trades in
religion does not have religion, and it is necessary that one who
resists the acquisition of knowledge of the real nature of things
and calls it unbelief be divested of (the offices of) religion.
In the knowledge of the true nature of things there is
knowledge of Divinity, unity and virtue, and a complete knowledge
of everything useful, with approaches to it; while there is a
distance from anything harmful, with precautions against it. It

is the acquisition of /all this which the true messengers brought

lpeaging 4 J bl 95 35—z with the ms. ARG UIN9s>.
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from Allah, great be His praise. For the true messengers, may
Allah's blessings be upon them, brought but an affirmation of the
Divinity of Allah alone, and an adherence to virtues, which are
pleasing to Him; while relinquishing vices, which are contrary
to virtues both in themselves and in their effects.l

/Devotion to this precious possession is, therefore, required
for truthful people, and we must exert ourselves to the utmost
in its pursuit, in view of that which we have said previously
and that which we shall say now; namely, acquisition of this can
be required necessarily through (positing) two contrary locutions;
for they must say that acquisition of this is either necessary or
not necessary. /If they say that it is necessary, then its
pursuit is necessary for them, If, on the other hand, they say
that it is not necessary, it is necessary for them to bring a
cause of this, and to give a demonstration of this; and the
presentation of cause and demonstration are part of the possession
of knowledge of the real nature of things. Pursuit of this
possession is, therefore, required by means of (contrary) locutions,
and devotion to it is necessary for them.

/We shall petition our mental studies and judgmental cognition
in establishing the proof of His Divinity and the explanation of

His unity, defending against His opponents who disbelieve in Him,

1 Lo BTy, as s, LDJ\ig\:.
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by proofs which subdue their disbelief and rip the veils1 of
their shameful known actions off the deficiencies of their
rebellious creeds; that He may encompass us, and whomever follows
our approach, within the enclosure of His might,2 (more than)
which could not be desired; and clothe us with the garments of
His protective armour and bestow upon us the assistance of the
penetrating edge of His sword and the support of the /conquering
might of His strength. (A1l this) so that He bring us to our
ultimate purpose of assisting the truth and supporting veracity;
and so that he bring us to a level of consent with His purpose
and acceptance of His action. For to Him is granted success and
victory over His opponents who deny His grace and who deviate3
from the truthful approach which is pleasing to Him.

Let us now complete this section, imploring the support of

the patron of virtues and recipient of good works,
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Chapter Two of the First Part of

The First Philosophy

Inasmich as that which ought to precede has been given
priority in the beginning of this book, let us follow this with
what follows naturally, and say: /there are two kinds of human
perceptions, one of which is nearer to us and further from nature.
This is the perception of the senses which belongs to us from
the beginning of our development, and belongs to the genus common
to us and to many others, by which I mean the sensationl common
to all animals. Our perceiving with the senses, through the
contact of the sense with its sensible object, is timeless and
without duration. Sensory perception is unstable, due to the
motion and fluctuation of that which makes contact,2 its change
in every case being through one of the kinds of /inotion.3 Its
quantity is differentiated4 by "more" or "less", "equal" and
"unequal", while its quality is contrasted by "similar" and
"dissimilar®, "stronger" and "weaker"; and it always occurs in

continuous motion and indivisible change.
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It (sc. sensory perception) is that which establishesl its
forms in the imagination,2 and it (sc. the imagination) conveys

3

them” to the memory; and it (sc. the sensible object) is represented

and portrayed4 in the soul of (all) living beings. Though it has
no stability in nature, being far from nature and therefore hidden,
it is very near to the perceiver, in that his perception is due

to the sense, with the /contact of the sense with it (sc. the
sensible). /All sensibles, moreover, are always material, and

the sensible is always body and in a body.

The other (perception) is nearer to nature and further from
us, being the perception of the intellect. It is true that there
are two kinds of perception, sensory perception and intellectual
perception, since things are universal and particular. I mean by
mmiversal® the genera of species and the species Jof individuals;
while I mean by "particular" the individuals of species. Par-
ticular, material individuals fall under the (perception of the)
senses, whereas genera and species do not fall under the senses
nor are they perceptible by sensory perception; they are, rather,

under one of the faculties of the perfect, i.e., human, soul,
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that which is termed the human intellect.

As the senses perceive the individual objects, every sensible
object represented in the soul /belongs to the faculty which
employs the senses. Every specific concept and that which is
above the species, however, is not represented by the soul, for
all representation is sensible. Rather are the concepts verified
in the soul, validated and rendered certain through the veracity
of the intellectual principles which are known necessarily, as
that Mit is" and "it is not" cannot both be true of the same
thing without /another (factor) present. Thus this perception
of the soul is not sensory, is necessary, (and) does not require
an intermediary; and an image will not be represented for it in
the soul, since it has no image, having neither color, sound,
taste, odor or something palpable; it is rather, an unpictorial
apprehension,

Everything which is material is pictorial, (and) the common
sense will represent it in the soul, /while everything which is
irmaterial may be perceived with the material, as shape which is
perceived through color; since it is the limit of the color, it
happens that the shapé is perceived by the visual sense, as it
is the limit of that which is perceived by the visual sense.

It is sometimes believed that it (sc. shape) is represented
in the soul through the common sense's acquiring of it, and that

its representation in the human soul is an attachment which
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attaches to the colored image, as the attachment which attaches
10 to color is the limit of that which is colored. (However) /In

the perception1 of the limit, which is the shape, an intellectual
perception, which is not really sensible, occurs to the sense.
Therefore everything which has no matter and is perceived with
matter is sometimes believed to be a representation in the soul,
though it is only thought of, not represented, with the sensible;2
whereas whatever has no matter and is not joined to matter is not
represented in the soul at all, and we do not think that it is a

p.109 representation. We acknowledge it only because /it is a necessity
to affirm it, as when we say that outside the body of the universe
there is neither void nor fullness, i.e., neither emptiness nor
body. This statement is not represented in the soul, for "neither
void nor fullness" is something which the sense has not apprehended,
and (it) is not attached to a sense so that it could have an image
in the soul, or be believed to have an image. It is something
which only the intellect necessarily perceives, in accordance with

5 the premises /which have been stated previously.
Therefore we say, in the investigation of this, that the

meaning of "void" is a place without any spatial object in it.

Now "place" and "a spatial object" are in that type of relation
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where one does not precede the other, so that if there is place
there is, necessarily, a spatial object, and if there is a spatial
object there is, necessarily, place. It is therefore not possible
for place to exist without a spatial object; whereas by "void" a
place without a spatial object is meant. /It is not possible,
therefore, for an absolute void to exist.

We then say: fullness, if it exists, is body, and the body
of the universe is either quantitatively infinite or quantitatively
finite. It is impossible that there is a thing which is infinite
in actuality, as we shall explain shortly, /and thus it is im-
possible for the body of the universe to be quantitatively
infinite, and therefore there is no fullness after the body of
the wniverse. For if there were fullness after it, this fullness
would be a body; and if, after this fullness, /there would be a
fullness, and after every fullness a fullness, there would be an
infinite fullness, and this would necessitate (the existence of)

a quantitatively infinite body, and would necessitate (the
existence of) an actual infinity, whereas it is impossible for
there to be an actual infinity.

Thereforel there is no fullness after the body of the

universe, in that there is neither a body nor a void after it,

as we have explained, /This (statement) is absolutely necessary,
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and it has no form in the soul, it being solely a necessary
intellectual perception. Whoever examines things which are
beyond nature, i.e., those which have no matter and are not
joined to matter, will not perceive them representatively in the
soul, but will perceive them by means of intellectual inquiries.

Remember--may God protect you (with) all virtures and defend
you from all vices--this /preface, let it be your guide, directing
(you) to the path of truth, and a star, removing the darkness of
ignorance and cloudiness of perplexity from the eye of your
intellect,

By these two ways is the truth on the one hand easy and on
the other hand difficult:1 for one who seeks a representation
of the intelligible shall find it by this (way), in spite of its
¢larity in the intellect, to be as dimly visible® to him as is
the dim vision of the eye of the bat in the rays of the sun in
acquiring (perception of) the individual objects which are distinct
and clear to us.

For this reason many of the inquirers into things which are
beyond nature have been confused, since they, like youth, have
used in the investigaﬁion of them their representation in the

soul, corresponding to their practices for the sense. Instruction

]'MSM. AR “/:L./«AS.
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is easy only in customary things, the proof of this being the
speed of those educated by sermons and messages, or by poetry or

stories, whatever is a hadith, due to their practice as regards

hadith and legends from the beginning of their development.

(Many of the inquirers have been confused) also in physical
things, wh.enever1 they have used /mathematical investigation, for
this is suitable only in what has no matter; for matter is a
substratum for affection, and it moves, and nature is the primary
cause of everything which moves and rests. Therefore every
physical thing is material and hence it is not possible for
mathematical investigation to be used in the perception of physical
things, since it (sc. mathematics) is a certain particular thing
which has no matter. Since, then, mathematics is such that /its
investigation2 concerns the nonphysical, whoever uses it in the
investigation of physical objects has left> and is devoid of the
truth.

Therefore it is incumbent upon everyone ingquiring into any
seience to inquire firstly what cause falls under that science.
If we inquire what is the cause of the natural dispositions, that

which is the cause of physical things, we find, as we have said

lBeading \')\r. with the ms., against AR's emendation to -.>\$.
Zl\is.l;/.qude)\.'). AR ‘Lguézﬂ)‘ J -

3Reading f)\>with the ms., rejecting AR's emendation to JL".
AR footnotes numbers 2, 3, 4, and 5 of p. 111 correspond, in the
footnote section, to numbers 3, by 5and 2,
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in "The Principles of Physics", that it is the cause of all motion,
Therefore the physical is everything which moves, /and hence the
science of physical objects is the science of everything which
moves, Thus that which is beyond the physical objects is not
moving. For it is not possible that something should be the
cause of its own generation, as we shall explain shortly. Thus®
the cause of motion is not motion nor the cause of that which
moves something moving, and therefore what is beyond physical
objects is not one of the moving objects; hence it has been
explained that the knowledge of what is beyond physical objects
is knowledge of what does not move.

We ought not to seek? for a demonstrative finding in the
apprehension of every pursuit. For not every /intellectual
pursuit is found through demonstration, since nol everything has
a demonstration. As demonstration /is of some things (besides
itself), a demonstration has no demonstration for this would be
without end. If there would be a demonstration for every
demonstration, then there would never be perception of anything;
for that which does not result in knowledge of its principles is
not knowable; and then there would be no knowledge at all., Thus,
if we desired to know what is man, he being that which is living,

speaking and mortal, and we hadn't known what is "1iving", "speaking"

s, \5\,.5. AR Qs\’é.
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and "mortal", then we would not have /known what is man.

Similarly, we should not* pursue probable arguments in
mathematical sciences, but rather demonstrative; for should we
use probability in the science of mathematics, our comprehension
of it would be conjectural and not scientific., Similarly, every
distinctive inquiry has a particular perception different from
the perception of another. Therefore many of those inquiring
into distinctive things errz-some proceeding /in accord with a
pursuit of probability, some proceeding in accord with parables,
some proceeding in accord with historical witness, some pro-
ceeding in accord with sensation, and some proceeding in accord
with demonstration-~when they are unable to distinguish between
the pursuits.,

There are some, moreover, who want the use of (all of) this
in finding their pursuit, either due to failing to know the
methods of the pursuits or due to a passion for increasing the
methods of truth. We ought, however, to aim at what is required
for each pursuit, and not pursue /probability in the science of

mathematics, nor sensation or exemplification in the science of

108

the metaphysical; nor conceptual generalizations in the principles

of the science of the physical; nor demonstration in rhetoric,

nor demonstration in the principles of demonstration. Surely if

S| ot ub-»), following AR in emending the ms. to include\, .
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we observe these conditions, the pursuits which are intended will
become easy for us; but if we disobey this, we will miss the
objectives of our pursuits, and the perception of our intended
objects will become difficult.
Inasmich as these admonitions have now preceded, we ought to
set forth beforehand the canonsl the employment of which we
20 require /in this craft, and we accordingly say:

p.113 /The eternal is that which must never have been a non-
existent being. The eternal (is such that) coming to be is not
prior to its being; the eternal's subsistence is not due to
another; the eternal has no cause; the eternal has neither subject
nor predicate, nor agent nor reason, i.e., that for the sake of
which it is-~for there are no causes other thén the ones which

5 have been previously stated. /The eternal has no genus, for if
it has a genus, then it is species, a.species being composed of
its genus, which is common to it and to others, and of a specific
difference which does not exist in others. It (sc. species)
moreover, has a subject, viz., the genus which receives its form
and the form of others; and a predicate, viz., the form particular
to it and not to others. It (sc. the eternal) therefore has a
subject and predicate. It has, however, already been explained

that the eternal has neither subject nor predicate, and this

Ireading "y g2l , as an. 2R >.?.\)»\ (for sznjl 7).
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(contradiction) is an impossible absurdity; the eternal, then,

/has no genus,

The eternal does not perish, perishing being but the changing
of the predicate, not of the primary substratum; as for the
primary substratum, which is exisﬁence, it does not change, for
the perishing of a perishable object does not involve the existence of
its existence. Now every change is into its nearest contrary
only, i.e., that which is with it in one genus, as heat which
changes with cold--for we don't consider opposition like that of
heat with aridity, or with /sweetness or with length, or anything
like that-—and related contraries comprise one genus. /A perish-
able object therefore has a genus, and if the eternal is corruptible,
it has a genus. However, it has no genus, this is an impossible
contradiction, and therefore it is impossible for the etermal to
perish, |

Motion is change, and the eternal does not move, for it
neither changes nor removes from deficiency to perfection.
Locomotion is a kind of motion, and the eternal does not removel

to perfection, since it does not move. /Now the perfect object

2

is that which has® a fixed state, whereby it excels; while the

deficient object is that which has no fixed state, whereby it

- oo
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may excel. The eternal cannot be deficient, for it cannot remove
to a state whereby it may excel, since it cannot ever move,
neither1 to (a state) more excellent nor to (a state) more
deficient than it; the eternal is, therefore, of necessity
perfect. |

Now, inasmuch as a body has genus and species, while the
eternal has no genus, a body is not2 eternal; /and let us now
say that it is not possible, either for an eternal body or for
other objects which have quantity or quality, to be infinite in
actuality, infinity being only in potentiality.

I say, moreover, that the true first premises which are
thought with no mediation are: all bodies of which one is not
greater than the other are equal; the distances between the limits
of equal bodies are equal in actuality and potentiality; that
which is finite is not infinite; /vhen a body is added to one of
equal bodies it becomes greater than the others, and greater
than what it had been before that body was added to it; whenever
two bodies of finite magnitude are joined, the body which comes
to be from both of them is of finite magnitude, this being
necessary in (the case of) every magnitude as well as in (the

case of) every object which possesses magnitude; the smaller of

1 J_\“ " ",,’. ARomith_:;ga.:.J.
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every two generically related things comes after the larger, or
after a portion of it.

/Now, if a body has infinity, then whenever a body of
finite magnitude is separated from it, that which remains of it
will either be a finite magnitude or an infinite magnitude.

If that which remains of it is a finite magnitude, then
whenever that finite magnitude which is separated from it is
added to it, the body which comes to be from them both together
is a finite magnitude; though that which comes to be from them
both is /that which was infinite before something was separated
from it., It is thus finite and infinite, and this is an impossible
contradiction,

If the remainder is an infinite magnitude, then whenever that
which was taken from it is added to it, it will either be greater
than or equal to what it was before the addition,

If it is greater than what it was, then that which has
infinity will be greater than that which has infinity,’ /the
smaller of two things coming after the greater, or after a portion
of it, and therefore the smaller of two bodies which have infinity
coming after the greater of them or after a portion of it -if the

smaller body comes after the greater, then it most certainly comes

after a portion of it— and thus the smaller of the two is equal

1 4_) 2\3&/‘\)\1" , following AR in adding QJ , on the basis
of its repeated usage (cf. this same sentence and 115.1 above);
compare also UG, 202.22,
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to a portion of the greater., Now two equal things are those
whose similarity is that the distances between their limits are
15 the same, and therefore the two things /possess limits -for

"equal" bodies which are not similar are those (in) which one
part®is numbered the same, though (as a whole) they differ in
abundance or quality or both, they (too) being finite- and thus
the smaller infinite object is finite, and this is an impossible
contradiction, and one of them is not greater than the other.

p.116 /JIf it is not greater than what it wasa before it was added
to -a body having been added to a body and not having increased
anything- and the whole of this is equal to it alone -it alone
being a part of it- and to its (own) part, which two (parts) join,
then the part is like the all, (and) this is an impossible con-
tradiction,

5 /Tt has now been explained that it is impossible for a body
to have infinity, and in this manner it may be explained that any
quantitative thing cannot have infinity in actuality. Now time
is quantitative, and it is jmpossible that time have infinity in
actuality, time having a finite beginning.

Things predicated of a finite object are also, of necessity,
10 finite. /Every predicate of a body, whether quantity, place,
movement or time -that which is segmented through movement- and

the sum of everything which is predicated of a body in actuality,

s>, as at AR I: 203.3, Ms. as AR ,}.?.
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is also finite, since the body is finite. Now, the body of the
universe is finite, and also, therefore, is everything predicated
of it afterwards.

As it is possible through the imagination for something to
be continually added to the body»of the universe, if we imagine
something greater than it, then continually something greater
than that--there being no limit to addition as a /possibility—
the body of the universe is potentially infinite, since potenti-
ality is nothing other than the possibility that the thing said
to be in potentiality will occur. Everything, moreover, within
that which has infinity in potentiality also potentially has
infinity, including movement and time. That which hasl infinity
exists only in potentiality, whereas in actuality it is impossible
for something to have infinity, for (reasons) which we have given
previously, /and this is necessary.>

Tt has thus been shown that it is impossible for time in
actuality to have infinity. Time is the time, il.e., extension,
of the body of the univérse. If time is finite, then the being3
of (this) body is finite, since time is not an (independent)

existent, /Nor is there any body without time, as time is but

lReading g“S).)\ Z)\;ﬁ as UG 203.19, instead of the ms. LS.)-“ )&9 .
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the number of movement, i.,e., it is an extension counted by
movement, If there is movement, there is time; and if there
were not movement, there would not be time.

Movement is the movement of a body only:

If there is a body, there is movement, and otherwise there
would not be movement. Movement is a kind of change; the change
only of place, (either) of the part of a body and its center, or
of all the parts of the body, is spatial movement; the change of

place which is brought about by the /limits of the body, either

115

in nearness to or farness from its center, is increase and decrease;

the change only of its predicate qualities is alteration; and the

change of its substance is generation and corruption, Every change

is a counting of the number of the extension of the body, all
change belonging to that which is temporal.

If, therefore, there is movement; there is of necessity a
body, while if there is a body, then there mst of necessity
either be movement or not be movement.

/If there is a body and there was no movement, then either
there would be no movement at all, or it would not be, though it
would be possible for it to be. If there were no movement at
all, then movement would not be an existent. However, since body

exists, movement is an existent,l and this is an impossible

15-2)7-9‘(56))_)’." r}| ,),‘;_), emending the ms.r}\ )\‘
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at all, if a body exists. Therefore, if there is (a body), then
whenever there is an existing body,1 there is the possibility
that there will be2 existing movement.

Now movement necessarily exists in some bodies, for that
which is possible is that which exists in some possessors of its
substance; as the (art of) writing which may be affirmed3 as a
possibility for Muhammad, though it is not /in him in actuality,
since it does exist in some human substance, i.e., in another
man, Movement, therefore, necessarily exists in some bodies,
and exists in the simple body, existing, moreover, necessarily
in the simple body; accordingly body exists and movement exists.

Now it has been said that there may not be movement when a
body exists, Accordingly, /there will be movement when body
exists, and there will not be movemenf when bodyA exists, and
this is an absurdity and impossible contradiction, and it is not
possible for there to be body and not movement; thus, when there
is a body there is movement necessarily.

Tt is sometimes assumed that it is possible for the body of

Lreadingly grge Lo -2~ with the ms. ARl) g (2 ~—2" -
2Reading (aL:i:gG’) C)~;:3'. 1&1(;_5:,9*) ‘;)~;;; .
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the universe to have been at rest originally, having the possi-
bility /to move, and then to have moved. This opinion, however,
is false of necessity: for if the body of the universe was at
rest originally and then moved, then (either) the body of the
universe would have to be a generation from nothing or eternal,

If it was a generation from nothing, the coming to be of
being from nothing being generation, then its becoming is movement,
in accordance with our previous classificationl of movement,

(viz.) that generation is one of the species of movement, /If,
then, body is not prior (to movement, movement) is (of) its
essence;2 and therefore the generation of a body can never precede
movement., It was said, however, to have been (at rest) orig:i.nza.]_ly,3
without movement: Thus it is, when there is no movement, and it

is not, when there is no movement, and this is an impossible
contradiction and it is impossible, if a body is a generation

from nothing, /for it to be prior to movement.

If, on the other hand, the body (of the universe) is eternal,
having rested and then moved, it having had the possibility to

move, then the body of the universe, which is eternal, will have

1Read1ng erbn the ms., rejecting AR's emendation of WJ
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moved from actual rest to actual movement, whereas that which is

eternal does not move, as we have explained previously. The body

of the universe is then moving and not moving, and this is an
impossible contradiction and it is not possible for the /body of
the universe to be eternal, resting in actuality, and then to
have moved into movement in actuality.

Movement, therefore, exists in the body of the universe,
which, accordingly, is never prior to movement. Thus if there
is movewment there is, necessarily, a body, while if there is a
body there is, necessarily, movement,

It has been explained previously that time is not prior to
movement; nor, of necessity, is time prior to body, /since there
is no time other than through movement, and since there is no
body unless there is movement and no movement unless there is
body. Nor does body exist without exﬁension, since extension is
that in which its being is, i.e., that in which there is that
which it is; and there is no extension of bbdy unless there is
movement, since body always occurs with movement, as has been
explained. The extension of the body, which is always a concom-
itant of the body, is counted by the movement of the body, which
is (also) always a concomitant of the body. Body, therefore, is
never prior to time; /and thus body, movement and time are never

prior to one another,
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It has, in accordance with this,l already been explained
that it is impossible for time to hzve infinity, since it is
impossible for quantity or something which has quantity to have2
infinity in actuality. All time is therefore finite in actuality,
and since body is not prior to time, it is not possible for the
body of the universe, due to its being, to have infinity. The
being of the body of the universe is thus necessarily finite,
and it is impossible for the body of the universe /to be eternal.

We shall, moreover, show this by means of another account--
inasmuch as that which we have said (here) has been explained—
which shall add to the skill of the investigators of this approach
in their penetration (of it). We therefore say:

Composition and combination are part of change, for it is a
joining and organizing of things. A body is a long, wide, deep
substance, i.e., it possesses three dimensions. Tt is composed
of the substance which is its genus, and of the long, wide and
deep which is its specific difference; and it is that which is
composed of /matter and form. Composition is the change of a
state which itself is not a composition; composition is movement,
and if there was no movement, there would not be composition.

Body is, therefore, composite, and if there was not movement,

J‘Beadlng )‘3, as the ms. (for Us _)\3 ?) AR O3 t_o .
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there would not be body, and body and movement thus are not prior.

to one another.

/Through movement there is time, since movement is change;
change 1s the number of the extension of that which changes, and
movement is a counting of the extension of that which changes.
Time is an extension counted by movement, and every body has
extension, as we said previously, viz., that in which there is
being, i.e., that in which there is that which it is. Body is
not prior to movement, as we have explained. Nor is body prior
to extension, which is counted by movement. /Body, movement and
time are therefore not prior to one another in being, and they
occur simultaneously in being., Thus if time is finite in
actuality, then, necessarily, the being of a body is finite in
actuality, if /composition and harmonious arrangement are a kind
of change, though if composition and harmonious arrangement were
not a kind of change,l this conclusion would not be necessary.

Let us now explain in another way that it is not possible
for time to have infinity in actuality, neither in the past nor
future. We say:

/Before every temporal segment there is (another) segment,

120

until we reach a temporal segment before which there is no segment ,

i.e., a segmentary interval before which there is no segmentary

lReading \...y):) with the ms. AR omits L .
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interval. It cannot be otherwise—-if it were possible, and after
every segment of time there was a segment, infinitely, then we
would never reach a given time--for the interval from past infinity
/to this given time would be equal to the interval from this

given time regressing in times to infinity; and if (the interval)
from infinity to a definite time would be known, then (the
interval) from this known time to temporal infinity would be

known, and then the infinite is finite, and this is an impossible
contradiction.

/Furthermore, if it is so that a definite time cannot be
reached until a time before it is reached, nor that before it
until a time before it is reached, and so to infinity; and (if it
is that) the interval can neither be traversed nor brought to an
end ; then the temporally infinite can never be traversed so as to
/reach a definite time. However, terhination at a definite time
exists, and time is not an infinite segment, but rather is finite
necessarily, and therefore the extension of body is not infinite,
and it is not possible for bo@y to be without extension. Thus
the being of a body does not have infinity; the being of a body
is, rather, finite, and it is impossible for body to be eternal.

/Tt is (also) not possible for future time to have infinity
in actuality: for if it is impossible for (the interval from)
past time to a definite time to have infinity, as we have said

previously; and times are consecutive, one time af'ter another
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time, then whenever a time is added to a finite, definite time,
the sum of the definite time and its addition is definite. If,
however, the sum was not definite, then something quantitatively
defiinite would have been added to something (else) quantitatively
definite with something which is‘quantitatively infinite having
been brought together by them both,

/Time is a continuous quantity, i.e., it has a division
common to its past and future. Its common division is the
present, which is the last limit of past time and the first limit
of future time., Every definite time has two limits:. a first
1limit and last limit., If two definite times are continuous
through one limit common to them both, then the remaining limit
of each one of them is definite and /fkmowable. It has, however,
been said that the sum of the two times will be indefinite;T it
will then be both indefinitely 1imitea and definitely limited,
and this is an impossible contradiction., It is thus impossible,
if a definite time is added to a definite time, for the sum to
be indefinite; and wh.ene'ver2 a definite time is added to a definite
time, all of it is definitely limited ultimately. It is, therefore,
impossible for futurevtime to have /infinity in actuality, and let

us how complete this second section.
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p.123 The Third Chapter of the First Part

10

An investigation whether it is or is not possible for a
thing to be the cause of the generation of its essence, shall
now follow the previous (discussion). We say that it is not
possible for a thing to be the cause of the generation of its
essence. /I mean by "the generation of its essence" its becoming
a being, either from something or from nothing ——generation
usually being predicated, in other places, of that which comes
to be particularly from something— for it is necessary that (a
thing) will be either an existent and its essence non-existent;
or it will be a non~-existent and its essence existent; or it
will be a non-existent and its essence non-existent; or it will
be an existent and its essence existent.

If (a thing) were a non-existent, and its essence were non-
existent, then it would be nothing, and its essence would be
nothing; and nothing is neither a cause /nor an effect, for both
cause and effect are predicated only of something which has
existence of some sort. Thereforel it is not the cause of the
generation of its essence, since it is no cause whatsoever,
However, it has been said that (a2 thing) is the cause of the

generation of its essence, and this is an impossible contradiction.

his. V51, arOB).
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Thus1 it is not possible for a thing to be the cause of the
generation of its essence, if it is a non-existent and its essence
is non-existent,

A similar thing would occur if a thing were a non-existent
and its essence were existent. For, again, if it were a non-
existent, it would be nothing, /and nothing is neither cause nor
effect, as we stated previously. Therefore it would not be the
cause of the generation of its essence. As, however, it has been
said previously that a thing is the cause of the generation of
its essence, this is an impossible contradiction, and it is not
possible for a thing to be the cause of the generation of its
essence if it is a non-existent and its essence is existent.

It would appear from this discussion also that the essence
of a thing is different from the thing; the differences being
that which make it possible /for someﬁhing to occur to one and
not to the other., If, therefore, it would occur that a thing
were a non-existent, its essence would be an existent; its essence
then would not be it, though the essence of every thing is that
thing. Thus a thing would not be itself and it would be itself,
and this is also an impossible contradiction.

A similar thing would occur if a thing were an existent and
its’essence were non-existent; I mean that its essence would be

different from it, since that /which occurs to a thing would be

lReading (yamal® with AR. Ms. is illegible for first letter.
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different from that which occurs to its essence. It follows
necessarily from this, as we stated previously, that a thing
would be itself, and it would not be itself, this also being an
impossible contradiction. It is not therefore possible for a
thing to be an existent and its essence not existent.

A similar thing would occur if a thing were an existent and
its essence were an existent, and it were the cause of the
generation of its essence, For if it were the cause of an essence
which it generates, then its essence would be its effect, and
the cause is different from the effect. It therefore would/
occur that a thing would be the cause of its essence, whilé its
essence would be its effect. Its essence would then not be it,
though the essence of every thing is that thing, Thus it follows
necessarily from this kind (of argument) that a thing would not
be itself, and that it would be itself, and this is an impossible
contradiction; and it is not possible, assuming a thing were the
cause of the generation of its essence, for it to be an existent
and its essence an exisfent.

Similarly, if it were a non~-existent and its essence were
non-existent, and it were the cause of its essence, /and its
essence were also the effect; it would occur that a thing would
be itself and it would not be itself. It is not, therefore,
possible for a thing to be the cause of the generation of its

essence, and this is what we wanted to clarify.
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Inasmich as this has been explained, we now say that every
utterance must be either meaningful or not meaningful. That which
has no meaning has nothing of which inquiry can be made; philos-
ophy is concerned only with that of which inquiry can be made,
and it is not in the nature of philosophy to employ that of which
no inquiry can be made.,

/That which has meaning must be either a universal or par-
ticular thing. Philosophy does not inquire into particular
things, for particular things are not limited, and that which
cannot be limited, knowledge cannot comprehend. /Philosophy is
knowing the true nature of things. It therefore inquires only
into universal, delimited things the true natures of which know-
ledge can comprehend perfectly.

Universal general things must be either essential or non-
essential. I mean by "essential" that which establishes the
essence of a thing, namely, that by the existence of which the
being of a thing is sustained /and maintained, and by the absence
of which the destruction and corruption of a thing occurs: as
"1ife",1 by which the sustenance and maintenance of a living
being occurs, and by the absence of which the corruption and
destruction of a living being occurs, Life is essential in a

living being, and the essential is that which is called sub-

stantial, for the substance of a thing is sustained by it.
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The substantial mist be either a collective or separate
thing. The collective refers to many things, each one receiving

10  its definition and name from it, and it /thereby combines them.
That which refers to many things, in that each one receives its
name and definition from it, can refer either to individuals
—as "man", which refers to each one of the units of man, i.e.,
every human individual, and this is what is called "species",
since it is one species referring to every one of these indi-

15 viduals— /Jor it can refer to many species, as “aﬁimal", which
refers to every species of animal, such as man and horse; and
this is called "genus", since with one genus it refers to every
one of these species.

As for the substantially separate entity, it is that which
distinguishes between the definitions of things; as the "rational,
which differentiates some living beings from others. This is
called a "specific difference", due to its differentiating some
things from others.

20 /As for that which is not essential, it is contrary to the

p.126 foregoing description, and it is that the sustaining /and main-
taining of which is due to something which is its substrate;
while its absence is due to the absence of that thing which is
its substrate. Therefore that which is non-essential is in a
substance which is its substrate and is not substantial., On the
contrary, it accompanies the substance and is therefore called

accidens.



10

15

128

That which is in a substance must be either in one thing
alone, by which that thing and none other has a specifiic property,
as laughter in /man and the braying in a donkey, this being
called a property, as it characterizes one thing; or it will be
in many things, common to them ail, as the whiteness in paper
and cotton. This is called a common accident, due to its con-
dition, in that it happens to many things.

Thus, every utterance has a meaning which will be either a
genus, species, individual, specific difference, property or
/common accident. Together these compriseA two things, substance
and accidens. The genus, species, individual and specific
difference are substantial; while the property and common accident
belong to accidens; and every utterance will be either universal
or particular, and either collective or sefa.rate.

Iet us now, since the foregoing has been discussed, speak
of the number of ways "one" is predicated. We say that "one" is
predicated of /every continuum, and also of that which doesn't
receive multiplicity. it is thus predicated of (many) kinds of
things, including the genus, species, individual, specific
difference, property, common accident and all that has preceded.

The individual will be either natural, as an animal or plant,
and what is similar to them; /or an artifact, as a house and what
is similar to it. A house is continuous by nature, though its

composition is continuous by accident, viz., through the (builder?'s)
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technique. It is one by nature and its composition one by
technique in that the composition can become one only through
an accidental unity, while the house itself is one through a
natural unity.

"One" is predicated also of ."all“ and "part", "whole" and
/Msome", Tt has sometimes been thought that there is no differ-
ence between "all" and "whole", in that "all" is predicated of
things having both similar and dissimilar parts: as in our
remark, "all the water", water being one of the things having
similar parts; and "all the body", body being composed of bone,
flesh and such, having different parts; and "all the people",
/these being different individuals, However (there is a differ-
ence between "all" and “whole"): "Whole" is not predicated of
things having similar parts —one does not say, "the whole
water"— for "whole" is predicated of an aggregate both heteroge-
neous by accident andl in some sense unified, though each diverse
element is sustained by its own nature without the other, the
name "totality" referring to it.

"A11", however, is predicated of every unified thing in
whatever way the unity comes about. Therefore one does not say
"the whole water", since water is not made of /heterogeneous
things each of which is sustained by its own nature, One says,

rather, "all the water' since it is a unified thing.
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In a similar way there is a distinction between "part™ and
p.128 "some", /"Part" is predicated of that which enumerates and divides

the "all" into equal amounts; while "some" is predicated of that
which does not enumerate the all (uniformly) but divides and
apportions it into unequal amounté; it does not establish equality
among the "somes" which comprise the all, for then it would be
"part" of the all.

"One" is, then, predicated of each one of the predicables,

5 and that which derives from the predicables, whether /genus,
species, individual, specific difference, property, common
accident, all or part, whole or some. As for the genus, it is
in each one of its species, since it is predicated of each one
of its species univocally, while the species is in each one of

10  its individuals, since it is predicated of each one of /its
individuals univocally, The individual is one only by position,
in that every individual is divisible and therefore not one by
essence. The individual unity is separable from individuals,
and is not essentially one; the unity which is in it, through
its position, is not in it essentially. It therefore does not

15 have true unity. /That which, in something, is not in its true

naturel essential, is in it in an accidental manner, and that

which occurs accidentally to a thing does so in virtue of something
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other than itself. That which occurs accidentally is anm effect
in that in which the accident occurs. An effect is a relative
term, the effect coming from an agent. Thus unity in the
individual is, necessarily, an effect of an agent,

The species is predicated of a mltiplicity of individually
different things, Multiple, inasmich as it has many individuals;
and also as a composite of things, inasmch as it is composed of
genus and specific difference; /as the human species, which is
composed of living, reasoning and mortal (elements). That which
is a species through its essence is mltiple, by way of its
individuals and its being composite. The unity it has is by
position only, in a non-essential sense, and therefore its unity
is not true unity. Unity is thus in the species in an accidental
manner, and that which occurs accidentally to a thing does so in
virtue of something other than itself., The accident is an effect
in that in which the accident occurs. An effect is /a relative
term, the effect coming from an agent, and unity in the species
is also, necessarily, an effect coming from an agent.

The genus which indicates the essence of the thing is
predicated of many things different in species. The genus is
mltiple, inasmuch as it has many species, each one of its
species being both an independent substance and many individuals;
and each one of its individuals being also an independent sub-

stance. The genus is mltiple in this way, and its unity is
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also not true unity. Unity is therefore in it in an /accidental
manner, and that which occurs accidentally to a thing does so in
virtue of something other than itself. The accident is an effect
in that in which the accident occurs. An effect is a relative
term, an effect coming from an agent, and unity in the genus also
is, necessarily, an effect coming from an agent,

The specific difference which indicates the quality of a
thing is predicated of a multiplicity of things different in
species., It is predicated of each one of the individuals of
those species of which a specific difference, which indicates a
quality, is predicated. It is multiple by way of the species
and the individuals of which the /species are predicated, Its
unity is also not true unity, and it is therefore in it in an
accidental manner, and that which occurs accidentally /to a thing
does so in virtue of something other than itself. The accident
is an effect in that in which the accident occurs. An effect is
a relative term, an.efféct coming from an agent, and unity in
the specific difference is also an effect coming from an agent,

The property, which indicates the existence of a thing, is
predicated of one species and of each one of its individuals.

Tt is not a part (of the thing), since it is indicative of its
existence., It is multiple, because it exists /in many individuals
and because it has movement and movement is divisible., Its unity

is also not true unity, and it exists therefore in an accidental
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manner, and that which occurs accidentally to a thing does so in
virtue of something other than itself. The accident is an effect
in that in which the accident occurs, An effect is a relative
term, an effect coming from an agent, and unity in the property
is also an effect coming from an‘agent.

The common accident is also predicated of many individuals.
Tt is mtiple since it exists in /many individuals. Tt will be
either a quantity, receiving augmentation and diminution, it
being divisible; or a quality, receiving the similar and dis-
similar, the stronger and weaker, and receiving divergent
(qualities). It is multiple, and its unity is also not true
unity. It is therefore in it in an accidental manner, and that
which occurs accidentally, as we stated previously, is an effect
coming from an agent. Thus the unity in a common accident is
also an effect coming from an agent.

The all which is predicated of the predicables has portions,
in that every one of the predicables is /a portion of it. The all
which is predicated of one predicable also has portions, in that
every predicable is a genus, and every genus has many species,
and every species has individuals, The all is thus multiple,
in that it has many divisions., Its unity is also not true unity.
Tt is therefore in it in an accidental manner, and it therefore

comes from an agent, as we said previously, concerning that which

occurs in an accidental mannere.
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Similarly, the whole is also multiple, in that it is predi-

p.131 cated of a multiplicity of combined things. /Its unity also is

10

not true wnity, and it is in it in an accidental manner. It is
therefore in it as an effect coming from an agent, as we said
previously. |

A part will be either substantial or accidental, and a
substantial part will have either similar or dissimilar parts,
/That which has similar parts is like water,. the part of which is
completely water, All water receives division into parts, and a
part of water, if it is completely water, is multiple. That which
does not have similar parts, i.e., that which has different
parts, is like the living body'which is (made) of flesh, skin,
nerve, arteries, veins, ligaments, peritoneum, diaphragms, bone,
brain, blood, bile, phlegm, and everything from which the living
body, which® does not have similar (parts), is composed. /Further-
more, every one (of the parts) of the living body we have men-
tioned receives division into parts and is also multiple,

The accidental part inheres within the substantial part; as,
for example, the length, breadth and depth in the flesh, bone
and other parts of a living body; and the color, taste and other

accidents which are distributed in the distribution of the
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substantial (parts). The accidental part has, therefore,t parts,
and is also multiple, and the unity in the part is also not true
unity.

/Both natural and accidental continuity have parts: as a
house, whose natural continuity is its shape, having sides; amnd
whose accidental continuity, i.e., the technical, is achieved
through combination of its component parts, like stone, mortar2
and (other) parts of its structure. It is also multiple, and
its unity is not true unity.

The one has also been predicated in relation to other things,
among some of the things which we have previously mentioned:

/as the mile, for one says, "one mile", since it is all of (many)
stadia and part of a parasang, and in that it is continuous and
combined, as stadia are continuous and combined, and it is the
whole of its stadia; and in that it is separate from /other
miles, i.e., those whose totality is a parasang. The unity in
this is also not true unit&, but rather it is an accident.

The wnity in everything which we have defined is not true
unity. Rather it is in each one of them in that each one is
not divisible with respect to its (actual) existence. The unity

in them is in an accidental manner, and that which occurs
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accidentally to something /is not part of its essence. That which
occurs accidentally to a thing comes from something else, and
therefore an accident in something which receives an accident is
an acquisition from something else, and is an acquisition from

a donating agent., It is an effect in that which receives the
accident. An effect comes from an agent, in that the effect and
the agent are in a relation where one does not precede the other,

Furthermore, everything which is an accident in one thing
is essential in another thing, in that everything which exists
in one thing by accident is in another thing by essence, /Since
we have explained that the unity in all these things is by
accident, no part (of the unity *» +he things discussed) by
essence but rather by accident,-ii; unity which occurs in a
thing by accident is acquired from that in which it occurs by
essence,

Thus here is a one, true,,necessary, uncaused unity, and
this is ev1dent1 from most of the things which have been discussed
prev1ously We say:

/The natures of every predicate, in that which takes a
predicate, i.e., everything which the sense perceives and the

2

essence of which the intellect comprehends, must™ be either one
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or multiple, or one and miltiple together, or some of these
things one and not multiple at all, /while othersl are miltiple
and not one at all,

If the natures of every predicate were multiplicity only,
then participation in one state or one concept would not occur.
This occurrence exists, however, i.e., the participation in one
state or one concept, /and therefore unity exists with mlti-
plicity. We had, however, supposed that unity is not an existent;
(therefore) unity is an existent non-existent, and this is an
impossible contradiction,

If, furthermore, every predicate were multiplicity only,
then there would be nothing contrary to multiplicity, in that
the contrary of multiplicity is unity, and there would be no
contrary., If there were no contrary to predicates, they would
both /occur and not occur, in that participation in one state
or one concept does occur. This however, is an impossible
contradiction, and it is not possible unless there is unity.

If, furthermore, tﬁere were mltiplicity only without unity,
then it would be dissimilar, in that similarity has one thing
which is common to all its members, with which they are similar
to one another, and thére is no "one" with miltiplicity, as we

have supposed. Thus there would be no one thing common to all
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its members, and it would be both dissimilar and similar, through
the absence of unity. It would thus be a similar dissimilarity

15 /together, and this is an impossible contradiction, and it is not
possible for there to be multiplicity unless there is unity.

If, also, there were miltiplicity only without unity, it
would be moving, in that if there were no unity, there would not
be a state which remains one, and if there were not a state which
remains one, there would be no resting, as repose is that which
occurs in a state which remains one, unchanging and non-
transferable., If there were no resting, there would be no
repose; and if there were no repose, there would be movement.

20 /If'there were multiplicity only, it would also be non-
moving, in that movement is alteration, either in place, quantity,
quality or substance, Every alteration is to something else,

p.13, /and that which is other than multiplicity is unity. If there
were no unity, there would be no alteration to multiplicity.
We had supposed that unity does not exist, and thus an alteration
to miltiplicity would not exist, and movement would not exist.
Thus, if there were multiplicity only without unity, it would be
without both movement and rest, as we stated previously. This
is an impossible contradiction, and it is not possible (for
there to be miltiplicity) unless there is unity.

5 /If, also, there were miltiplicity only, then it would

have to be (composed) either of individual members or not of
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individual members at all. If it were (composed) of imdividual
members, then either the individual mltiplicities would be

units or would not be units. If they were not units, and the
multiplicity were not reduced to units at all, then the multiplicity
would be infinite.

/If a section were separated from the infinite, everything
of that which is divisible being greater than that section which
is separated from it, then the separate part would be either
finite in multiplicity or infinite in multiplicity. If the
section were finite in multiplicity, an infinity of multiplicity
already having been supposed, then it would be both finite in
miltiplicity and infinite in multiplicity, and this is an impos-
sible contradiction.

/If the section were infinite in mltiplicity, it being
smaller than that which is divisible, then infinity;‘would be
greater than infinity, and this is an impossible contradiction,
as we stated previously.

There would thus bé individual mltiplicities, being necessary
units, and unity would exist, in that every individual is one;
and then there would be multiplicity only and non-multiplicity
/only, in that unity would exist with it, and this is an impos-

sible contradiction.,
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If, furthermore, mltiplicity were not (composed) of indi-
vidual members, there would be no muiltiplicity at all, in that
the concept of multiplicity is a combination of individuals. It
would then be non-miltiple and multiple together, and this is an
impossible contradiction, and it is not possible (for there to
be multiplicity) unless there isT unity.

p.135 /If, also, there were multiplicity only without unity, then
all the individual multiplicities would be non-definite, in that
the terminus of one is dependent upon the concept of one, and if
there were no one in mltiplicity, there would be nothing definite.
If there were nothing definite, then there would be no terminus.
However, the individual multiplicities are definite, and they
would thus be definite and non-definite, and this is an impossible

5 contradiction, and it is not possible for unity not to /occur,

If, also, there were multiplicity only without unity, then
miltiplicity would not receive number, in that the principles
of number are units, as number is a multiplicity composed of
units, and the distinction of one mltiplicity from another is
by units. If there were no units there would be no number, and

10 if there were multiplicity without units, it would not be /numbered .
Now multiplicity is numbered, and units occur with multiplicity.

However, we had supposed that units do not occur with it, and
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this is an impossible contradiction, and it is not possible for
units not to occur,

If, also, there were multiplicity only without "one", there
would be no knowledge, in that knowledge impresses /the descrip-
tiont of that which is known intd the soul of the knower as one
state, for if it were not impressed as one state in which the
soul of the knower and the description of that which is known
are united, there would be no knowledge. Knowledge does exist,
however, and the one state does exist, and unity exists, We had,
however, supposed that unity does not exist; this is therefore
an impossible contradiction, and it is.not possible for unity
not to occur.

If, also, there were multiplicity only without "one", as
every2 predicate either will be a thing Jor will not be a thing,
and if it were a thing it would be oné, and unity would exist
with multiplicity; since we had supposed that it is mltiplicity
only, it would then be multiplicity only without unity and
multiplicity and unity, and this is an impossible contradiction.

/If the predicate were not a thing, then mltiplicity would
not be compiled from it, nor, moreover, would it be multiplicity.
It had, however, been supposed that it is mltiplicity, and it

would then be multiplicity non-miltiplicity; this is an impossible
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contradiction, and it is not possible for unity not to occur.

It shall now be clear that it is not possible for some things
to be multiplicity only, in that it is /not possible for any
thing to be multiplicity only, since it will either be a thing
or it will not be a thing, and if it were a thing it would be
one, and if it were not a thing, it would not be multiplicity.

It is, however, multiplicity, and this is an impossible contradic-
tion, and it is not possible for some things to be multiplicity
only without unity.

/It is, moreover, clear from all these investigations that
it is not possible for things to be ml’oiplicitvaithout unity,
in that it is impossible for (even) some things to be multiplicity
without unity,

Similarly, it is clear that it is not possible for unity to
oceurt without mltiplicity, nor (may even) some things have unity
without multiplicity.

We say: if there were unity only without multiplicity
contrariety would not exist, for that which is /other than a
contrary is (another) contrary, and otherness occurs in at least
two things., Two things are multiple, and if there were no
mltiplicity there would be no contrariety, and if there is

contrariety, there is nmltip]icity; Now contra.riety exists,
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and therefore multiplicity exists; we had, however, supposed
that multiplicity is not an existent., It would thus be an
existent non-existent, and this is an impossible contradiction,
and it is not possible for multiplicity not to occur.

If, furthermore, there were unity only without mltiplicity,
then there would be no exception, in that exception only occurs
either to one or to more than one thing, among things which are
not excepted. /Thus, if there were exception, then mltiplicity
would exist. Now the exception and that which is excepted do
exist, and multiplicity thus exists., We had, however, supposed
that mltiplicity does not exist. It would thus be an existent
non-existent, and this is an impossible contradiction and it is
not possible for multiplicity not to exist. |

/If, also, there were unity only without multiplicity, then
there would be no differentiation, in that two things are the
Jeast in which there is differentiation, and two and more things
are a multiplicity. If there were no mltiplicity, there would
be no differentiation, a.nd if there were differentiation, then
mltiplicity would exist. Now differentiation exists, and there-
fore multiplicity exists. We had, however ,1 supposed that

mltiplicity is not an existent .2 Tt would thus be an existent
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non-existent, this' is an impossible contradiction, /and it is
not possible for multiplicity not to exist,

If, furthermore, there were unity only without multiplicity,
there would be neither agreement nor disagreement, conjunction
nor separation., For two things are the least in which agreement,
separation, disagreement and conjunction will occur, and two
things are multiple., If there were no mltiplicity there would
be neither agreement nor disagreement. /Now agreement and dis-
agreement exist, and therefore multiplicity exists., We had,
however, supposed that it did not exist. It would thus be an
existent non-existent, and this is an impossible contradiction,
that there may not be multiplicity.

If, furthermore, there were unity only without multiplicity,
then it would have neither beginning, middle nor end; for this
will not occur except in something which has parts, /and the one
has neither beginning, middle nor end, However, the beginning,
middle and end exist, and thus an object which has parts exists.
Every object which has parts is more* than one, and miltiplicity
exists in it. We had, however, supposed that multiplicity does
not exist, and this is an impossible contradiction, and it is
not possible for /multiplicity not to occur.

If, furthermore, there were unity only without miltiplicity,
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then there would be no figure, for figures are made either from
arcs or chords, or from that which is composed of arcs and chords,
either from arced or chorded surfaces or from that which is
composed of them both,

The circle and sphere have a'center and circumference, and
that which is composed of arcs or arced (surfaces), or /(of) a
line or linear (surfaces), or of arcs or an arced (surface
together), or of a chord and chorded (surface) together, has
angles and sides, and has multiplicity. If figures exist, then
mltiplicity exists. We had, however, supposed that multiplicity
does not exist., Multiplicity is thus an existent non-existent,
and this is an impossible contradiction, /and it is not possible
for there not to be multiplicity.

If , furthermore, there were unity only without mltiplicity,
then it would neither move nor rest; for that which moves moves
by transference, either to another place, quantity, quality or
substance; and this is mltiplicity.

That which rests rests in a place. Moreover, some of its
parts are within others. Place and parts /are each multiple,
for parts are more numerous than a part, and a place has a high
and low, front and rear, right and left.

Place by nature necessitates the existence of multiplicity,
in that place is other than that which occupies a place; and

place (necessitates the existence of) that which occupies a
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p.139 place, /(as) increase necessitates the existence of that which
increases, decrease necessitates the existence of that which
decreases, alteration necessitates the existence of that which
is altered, generation necessitates the existence of that which
comes to be, and corruption necessitates the existence of that
which perishes. The negation as well of all these necessitates
the existence of multiplicity. For (the terms) "not generating",
"not perishing", "not increasing", "not dwindling" and "not
altering", are subject and predicates; a subject of which
negation is predicated for delimited things.

5 /If there is rest there is multiplicity, and if there were
not? multiplicity there would be neither rest nor motion. Now
rest and motion exist. Therefore mltiplicity exists, We had,
however, supposed that multiplicity does not exist. It would
therefore be an existent non-existent, This is an impossible
contradiction, and it is not possible for there not to be
mltiplicity.

It shall now2 be ciear that it is not possible for even
10 one thing not to have mltiplicity in it; /for if mltiplicity
were not in it, it would be neither moving nor at rest, and
nothing sensible or attached to the sensible can avoid the species

of movement and rest. It is thus not possible for there to be
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one thing without multiplicity in it.

If, furthermore, there were unity only without multiplicity,
there would be neither part nor all, for the all is an association
of parts, and two is the least of that which may be associated,
and two things are a multiplicity. If there were no /mltiplicity
there would be no all, and if there were no all, there would be
no part, for the all and the part are related things in which
each side is rendered necessary through the necessity of the
other; or, either of them® being invalid, its invalidity renders
the other invalid. There would, then, be neither all nor part
to things; however things are all and part. All and part would
then each be an existent non-existent, and this is an impossible
contradiction,

/Furthermore, the part is one, so that if there is a part,
there is unity; if, also, there is a part, there is an all, and
if there were no part, there would be no all, If there were
neither part nor all, there would not be anything, If there
were nothing, then there would be no sensible or intelligible
object at all, nor any sensible or intelligible unity at all,

/If , moreover, there were no part, there would be no> unity;

and, (as) when there is no part there is no all, there would

then be no unity either. We had, however, supposed that there

s
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is unity. Unity would thus be an existent non-existent, and
this is also an impossible contradiction, and it is not possible
for there not to be multiplicity.

It has now been clarified that it is not possible for any
of the things which we have mentioned to have unity without
miltiplicity, for it would be neither part nor all, as we have
stated previously. /Thus it is clear, from all these investiga-
tions, that it is not possible for there to be multiplicity
without unity in any of the things which we have mentioned;
while it is clear from some of these investigations that it is
definitely not possible for there to be anything having unity
without multiplicity in it.

Tt is thus evident that it is not possible for there to be
unity only without multiplicity, nor multiplicity only without
unity, and nothing which we have mentioned can be free ‘either
from multiplicity or from unity.l /It is necessary, therefore,
that the things which we have mentioned be miltiple and one,

As, moreover, it is now clear that the natures of things
have unity and mltiplicity, the unity mst be either separate
from the multiplicity or associated with it, If the unity were
separate from the miltiplicity, it would be necessary that there
attend unity only, that contradiction which attends the unity

which we have mentioned previously; and (there would attend)
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that which is multiplicity only, /that (contradiction) which
attends the multiplicity which we have mentioned previously.

/It remains, therefore, that unity is associated with
multiplicity, i.e., associated with it in all of the sensible
objects and whatever is attached £o the sensible objects, in
that whatever contains mltiplicity contains unity, and whatever
contains unity, contains mltiplicity.

As it has now been explained that the association of
miltiplicity and unity is in every sensible object and that
which is attached to /the sensible object, this association has
to come about either through chance, i.e., coincidence, without
a cause; or through a cause. If the association were through
chance, then there would be a separation (between multiplicity
and unity) which would be attended by the same absurdity which
attended our investigationsl concernihg the existence of mnlti-
plicity without unity. How, furthermore, would it be possible
for mltiplicity and unity, being separate, to be together?
Multiplicity 1s but the)hultiplicity of units, i.e., a colléction
of single entities, and unity necessarily occurs with multi-
plicity and it cannot be possible otherwise.

Moreover, assuming unity and multiplicity were separate

things,2 how would it be possible for there to be unity only,
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since they are two things, and two things are a mltiplicity.
It is thus not possible that these two things be like this
(separate). We can, then, attribute that which is "caused" by
chance as being due to separation; this is two (things),1 /and
it is also attended by that contradiction which we mentioned
previously. It is, therefore, not possible for there to be
(things) which are separate which then come together by chance,
i.e., without a cause.

Tt therefore remains that their association2 is caused,
from the beginning3 of the object's coming to be.

As it has now been explained that the association is caused,
the causé mst be either from itself, or the association will
ha've4 another cause other than itself, outside of and separate
from it. /If the cause of its association were from itself,
then it would be part of it, and that part would be prior to
the rest. As by itself the cause precedes the effect, as we
have explained in our writing concerning the separation (between
cause and effect), that (cause) which is one of the sensibles or
is attached to the sensibles, i.e., 5o all things, /would be
either unity only, mltiplicity only, or an association of multi-

plicity with unity. Now there would be attached to unity only
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(and to muiltiplicity only) that which is attached to the multi-
plicity and unity which we have previously studied., /The unity
and mltiplicity (of the cause) ought, then, to be associated,
and their association may be either by chance or through a cause,
either of their own or from someﬂhing else.

There would be attached to an association by chance that
contradiction which we have previously mentioned; while in an
association caused by themselves, the association would be a
cause (caused) by itself, this going on indefinitely, and there
would be a cause of a cause and a cause of a cause until infinity.
It has, however, been explained that it is impossible for there
to be an actuai infinite thing, and it is thus not possible that
/the association of unity and multiplicity is caused by themselves.

Nothing remains, therefore, other than that their association
ha‘ve1 another cause, other than themselves, more illustrious,
noble and prior to them, since in essence the cause precedes the
effect, as we have mentioned previously in the writings in which
we have spoken of them éeparately. This cause is not associated
with them, for, as we stated previously, being associated would
require, in the associated things, a cause which emerges from
the associated thing; and if this were the case, causes

could emerge indefinitely, and an infinity /of causes
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is precluded, as we stated previously, since it is not possible
for there to be an actual thing having infinity.

Furthermore, (the cause of the association of mltiplicity
and unity) is not in that which is generic to them, for things
which are in one genus are not prior to one another in essenée;
as, for example, the human and equine (species) in the genus of
living being, neither one preceding the other in essence, The
cause, however, does precede the effect in essence, and therefore
the cause of the association of multiplicity and unity with
mltiple-single things is not in the genus.

20 /As it is not with them in genus, it is not with them in
having one likeness: for that which is alike occurs in one
genus and in one species, as a red (with) another red object,
and a figure and another figure, and similar things. Thus the
cause of the association of multiplicity and ﬁnity'with mltiple=-
single things is neither in genus, nor likeness nor resemblance,
but rather it is the cause of the association's generation and
consolidation, more elevated, noble and prior to it.

p.143 /It has thus been explained that all things have a first
cause, which does not have their genus, and has no resemblance
nor likeness, nor association with them. It is, rather, superior,

more noble and prior to them, being the cause of their generation

and consolidation.
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This cause must be either single or multiple: if it were
multiple, then it would contain unity, since multiplicity is
but a collection of units, and it would /then be multiplicity
and unity together, The cause of multiplicity and unity would
therefore be unity and multiplicity, and a thing would then®
be the cause of itself, The cause, however, is other than the
effect, and consequently a thing would be other than its essence,
This is therefore an impossible contradiction, and the first
cause is neither muiltiple nor multiple and single. Nothing
remains, therefore, other than that the cause be single only,
in no way accompanied by multiplicity.

Tt has, then, been shown that the first cause is one, and
that the one exists in caused things. /We have, furthermore,
previously discussed the number of ways one is predicated of
sensible things and of things attached to sensible objects.
Therefore we ought now to conclude this part and to explain, in
that which follows this part, in which way one exists in caused
things, what is true unity and what is unity metaphorically and

not truly; and let us now conclude this part.
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The Fourth Chapter of the First Part

Let us now speak of the way in which unity exists in the
categories, of that which is /truly one, and of that which is
one metaphorically and not truly§ and let us accordingly discuss
first that which has to take precedence. We say:

The large and small, long and short, much and little are
never predicated absolutely of anything, but, rather, relatively;

for the "large" is predicated only in relation to something

~ which is smaller than it, and the "small" in relation to something

which is larger than it. Conseq_uentlyl /largeness is predicated
of trivial things when they are“ff*ared to trivialities smaller
than them, while smallness is prédiéated of a mountain when it
is compared to another mountain larger than it.

If the large -as, similarly, the small- were predicated
absolufely of those things of which the large is predicated,
the infinite would have no existence whatsoever, neither in
actuality nor in potentiality, since it would not be possible
for /another thing to be larger than that of which largeness
had been predicated absolutely. The absolutely large will then
not have infinity either in actuality or in potentiality, for

if another object were larger than it in actuality or in
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potentiality, it would not be the absolutely large object, since

it would have become small. This cannot be, the larger object

being the smaller or the equal of another, and this is /an

impossible contradiction, and thus nothing may be larger than

the absolutely large object either in actuality or in potentiality.
There would then exist a large (object) of which nothing

is double, neitherl

in actuality nor in potentiality. Now
doubling something is multiplying its quantity by two, and
mltiplying a quantity by two exists, in actuality or /in poten-
tiality. Thus multiplying the absolute large by two exists, in
actuality or in potentiality, and therefore the absolute large
has a double. The double is all of that which has the double,
while that which has the double is half of the double., Half is
part of the all, and that which is doubled is part of the double.
Thus the absolute large would be both all and part, Further-
more, if /double the absolute large were not larger than the
absolute large, it would be equal or smaller than it. If it
were equal to it, an ugiy absurdity would occur, viz., the all
would be equal to the part; and this is an impossible contradic-
tion, Similarly, if double the absolute large were smaller than
the absolute large, the all would be smaller than the part, and

this is most absurd and uglye.
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As the all is larger than the part, double the large which
was considered as absolute /would be larger than the large which
is considered as the absolute large. However the absolute large
was intended to be that of which nothing is larger, and therefore
the absolute large would not be the absolute large, Either, then,
there will be no (absolute) large whatsoever, or there will be
a relatively large, since the large is not predicated other than
absolutely or relatively.

/If the absolute large were not large (absolutely), it
would be an existent non-existent, and this is an impossible
contradiction; while if the absolute large were the relatively
large, absolute and relative would be synonymous terms for the
same thing, viz., that another thing is smaller than it; since
it has been explained that there can never be a thing which does
not have something larger than it, either in potentiality or in
actuality.

/In this manner it may be explained that there cannot be
an absolute small, and that the small also occurs only relatively.

While the large and small are predicated of all quantitative
things, the long and short are predicated of all quantitative
things which are continuous, and they are specific to the con-
tinuous and not to other kinds of quantity. /They also are
predicated relatively only, and not as an absolute predicate,

and the explanation of this resembles that which we explained
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previously regarding the large and the small,

As for the little and the much, they are the property of dis-
crete quantity. That which occurs to the large and small, long
and short will occur to the much, in that it will not be predicated
absolutely, but relatively, and ﬁhe explanation of this lies in
that which we have explained previously, the method being the
same,

15 /Tt has been supposed, however, that the little may be
predicated absolutely, it having been supposed so because if the
first number is two, and every number other than two is greater
than two, two is then the least of the numbers, and two is then
the absolute little, since it is not "much" whatsoever, as no
number is less than it,

If one were a number, nothing would be less than one, and

20 one would be the absolute little, /This supposition, however,
is not true, for if we were to say that one is a number we would
be supposing something ugly and most shameful which would attach;
to us due to this, Forlif one were a number, then it would be
a certain quantity, and if one were a quantity, then the property
of quantity would be attached to it and attend it, i.e., it would
be equal and non~equal.

p.147 /Moreover, if the one were to have units, some having

lReading @s\oil)... \_._Q)G AR \._v\‘




10

15

158

equality and some not having equality, then the one would be
divisible, for the smaller one would be after the larger one or
after part of it, and the larger one would therefore be a part
and the one would be divisible. Now the one is not divisible,
and its division would then be ah existent non-existent, and
this is an impossible contradiction. /The one is therefore not
a number,

Do not, incidentally, infer from our remarks concerning
"one" that the hyle of the one, i.e., the matter which exists
with the (numeral) one, is one., This existent is not one, and
the things which are composed in this way are numbered and are
not number. As in our saying "five horses", the horses are
numbered by five, a number having no matter, the matter being
only in the horses. Do not, therefore, take our remarks
concerning "one" to refer to /that which is unified by "one',
but rather to unity itself, and unity is never divisible,

Now if Mone" were a number and not quantitative, while the
remaining numbers -i.e., two and more- were quantities, then
Mone" would not be subsumed in quantity, but would be subsumed
in another category; and "one"™ and the remaining numbers would
then be said to be numbers homonymously only and not naturally.
"One", then, would not be a number naturally, but homonymously,
since numbers are not /predicated other than in relation to "one"

thing, as medicines to medicine and cures to a cure,



How, however, could it be possible for this supposition to
be true, i.e., that if "one" were a number, then the property
of quantity, which entails being equal and non-equal, would have
to attend it, so that the one would have units, some equal and

others larger or smaller than it? For if this were to attend

p.148 the one, then it would also /attend every number, i.e., that it

10

would have a namesake equal to it, a namesake smaller than it,

and a namesake larger than it, and the three would (each) have

three, some equal to each, and others smaller or larger than each;

and this would be necessary in every number., Now, if this is
not necessary in (all) numbers, of which there is no doubt, then
it is not necessary in'oneness.

/Furthermore, if the meaning of our remark, "the property of
number and all quantity entails being equal and non-equal®, were

that every number has a number like it and a number not like it,

viz., larger or smaller than it, then "two" would not be a number,

since no number is smaller than it, but only larger. If, however,

it were necessary that two be a number, since it has an equal,
viz., another two; and a non~-equal, viz., more than two; then it
would be necessary for "one" to be a number, since it has an
equal, viz., another one; and a non-equal, Vviz., more™ than /it,
i.e., two and more., "One" would then be a quantity, and "one"

and the rest of the numbers would be subsumed in quantity; and
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since "one" would not be a number homonym.ously1 it would be (one)
naturally.

"One", in addition, cannot avoid being either a number or
not a number, and, if a number, then either even or odd; if even,
then it would be divisible into two parts of like onenesses, and
"one" is indivisible, It would then be indivisible and divisible,
this being an /impossible contradiction. Moreover, if it had
units in it, it would be composed of units; and it is (also)
composed of itself, so that it would be one ard units. "One',
however, is one only, and not units, and it would thus (both)
be units and not units, and ‘this is also an impossible contra-
diction,

If the one cannot be even, then it is odd. The odd is that
of which each of the two sections into which it is divided is
not of like onenesses, "One" would then be (both) divisible
(and) non-divisible, and units (and) non-units, and /this is an
impossible contradiction, /and one, therefore, would not be a
number,

However, this definition whereby the odd number has been
defined may be considéred as not logically necessary except
after it is clarified that "one" is not a number. For otherwise,

what prevents one who says None is a number", from defining the

1 (-M,)Jl ( o\.}-—i'\g), AR a2, note 5 suggests possibility
ofr_oujl, . Ms, "},,y( ", apparently corrupt.
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odd number as the number both parts of which, if divided into
two parts, would not be of like onenesses? "One" would then
belong to the odd number, since the odd number does not have to
be divided necessarily.

Since it does not appear as.a necessary consequence of this
investigation that "one" is not a number, we then say:

The element of something from which the thing is constructed,
i.e., from which the thing is composed, is not the thing (itself),
as the phonetic particles from which speech is composed are not
themselves speech, since speech is a composed sound, an object
indicating something temporal, while a particle is a /natural
sound and not composed. Now number is acknowledged by all to
be composed from units, "“one" being the element of number and
therefore not a number, Consequently one does not have an
element from which it is composed , which would also be the
element for that which is composed from the one. The one would
then be number, its element being the element of everything
acknowledged to be numbers, and it would then be possible for
"one" to be a number,

It might, accordingly, be considered that one is the element
of two, and two the element of three, since /two exists in three.
Therefore it might be considered that since two, which is a
number, is the element of three, therefore one, being the element

of two, could be a number, This supposition, however, is not
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true, since two, though considered as an element of three, has

an element, which is one; while one, though the element of two,
has no element (itself). One is not composite, and is thus
distinguishable from two in being simple; while two is a composite
composed of the simple one. It is not, of course, possible for
/some numbers to be simple, viz., the element, meaning by simple
not composed of anything; and some composed of this simple
(element).

It may, however, be thought that this sort of thing is
possible with the substance of a composed thing, i.e., (with)
the body which is composed of two simple substances, viz., matter
and form; in that it has been said that /substance is three-fold,
the two simple substances which are the matter and the form,
(and) that which is composed from them, viz., the formed matter,
i.e., body; and it may be thought that it is also possible for
number to have on the one hand something simple, viz., the one
from which the acknowledged number is composed; and, on the other
hand, the acknowledged number ﬁhich is composed from the simple
one,

This supposition is not, however, true, in that the compari-
son is the reverse (of that which it'has been represented as
being): for the /first simple substances from which a body is
composed are matter and form; and the body, being composed of

the substances of matter and form, happens to be a substance,
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since it is (composed of) substances only; it is, nevertheless,
a body in its own nature, i.e., composed of matter and dimensions
which are its form; and it will not occur either to matter alone,
or to a dimension which is the form alone, to be a body, since
that which is composed of them both is a body only.

15 /Similarly it does not follow that one, since it is the
element of an acknowledged number, should be a number. It is,
rather, because number is composed of units that it is a unit;
as body, being composed of substances, is a substance. Moreover,
as regards things from which (other) things are composed, these
elements being parts of that which is composed from them, nothing
precludes our giving the composite entities the names and defini-
tions of the elements, i.e., their substantial and not accidental
names, as "alive" in Malive things" and "substance" in "substances".

20 /One, therefore, is an element of number and not at all number.

Since, therefore, it is clear that one is not a number, the
p.151 definition said of number shall then encompass /number fully,
viz., that it is a magnitude (composed of) onenesses, a totality
of onenesses, and a collection of onenesses., Two is, then,ythe
first number, and two is therefore the smallest (number) in its

nature; and anything else should not be considered, for it will
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not be (as) small in its nature. Hence smallness is attached to
two only when it is related to that which is more than it, amd
therefo'rel it is small only because all numbers are more than it.
Consequently /it is small only when related to number, but when
its nature is considered, it is (seen to be) double the one, the
sum of two ones, and composed of two ones, Now that which is
composite has parts, and is the whole of its parts, the whole‘
being greater than the part; consequently two is not (absolutely)
small in its nature,

Now , neither big nor little, long nor short, many nor few
are predicated absolutely, (but ratﬁer) relatively; and each one
of a pair is related /to the other only in'the same genus, and
not in another genus. For example, magnitude, 1f it is (predicated)
of body, can be related only to (magnitude of) another body, and
not to (that of an) area, line, place, time, number, or (any
other) predicate, For one does not say that a body is greater
or less than an area, line, place, time, number or (any other)
predicate, but rather than (andther) body; /and similarly for
any other magnitude, its being said to be greater or less than
something not in its genus would not be a true statement.

An area, likewise, is not said to be greater or less than

a line, place, time, number or (other) predicate, but rather
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than (another) area. Nor is a line greater or less than a place,
time, number or (other) predicate, but rather than (another)
line; nor is place greater or less than time, number, or (other)
predicate, but rather than (another) /place; nor is time greater
or less than number or (another) predicate, but rather than
(another) time; nor is number greater or less than (another)
predicate, but rather than (another) number; nor is a predicate
greater or less than (any) one of the rest of the magnitwudes,

but rather than (another) predicate (of its kind).

/Similarly, that a body is longer or shorter than an area,
line, place, time, number or (any other) predicate would not be
said to be a true statement, and if it were supposed that a body
is longer or shorter than an area, line or place, it would be a
false supposition; since, if it is supposed that the length of
a body is longer or shorter than the length of an area, /line
or place, then it is the length of each one which, of the dimen-
sions related to it, is a single dimension, and the single
dimension is line, Accordingly, we.believe that a body, area,
line or place is ionger or shorter (than the others) only if
the line of one is longer than the line of the other, all these
belonging to continuous quantity.

Time too belongs to continuous quantity, though it is
completely apparent that time has no line, /for one does not

say, "a body is longer or shorter than time"., It is evident
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that length and shortness are not predicated, in those thingsl
of which length and shortness are predicated, other than for
that which is in a single genus, i.e., in body only, or area
only, or place only, or time only; and, regarding number and
predicate, length and shortness do not occur to them essentially,
but are predicated of them by virtue of the time in which they
occur. Thus, one says "a long number"; i.e.y (one which occurs)
in a long time; and similarly, one says "a long predicate", i.e.,

15 (oné which occurs) /in a long time, and neither predicate nor
number bears the names "long" and "short" in its essence.

"Many" and "few" are likewise not predicated, in that of

which they are predicated, viz., in that of which number and
predicate are predicated, other than in a single genus; for %a
predicate is more or less than a number" would not be said to
be a true statement, nor would "a nunber is more or less than a
predicate"; but rather, Ma number is more or less than (another)

20 number," /and “"a predicate is more or less than (another)
predicate.”

p.153 /The foregoing having been clarified, the True One, then,
cannot be related to that which is of a similar genus to it,
If it were to have a genus, it would have been related to that

which is of a similar genus to it., Consequently, the True One

1‘1?. Ms. apparently as ARU, but see his note 5.
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has no genus whatsoever, We have already stated that what has
a genus is not eternal, and that the eternal has no genus.
Consequently the True One is eternal, and in no way whatsoever
ever becomes multiple; and the (True) One should not be spoken
of /in relation to something other than itself. It therefore
is that which has no matter through which it is divisible, nor
form composed of genus and species, that which is sq,béing
multiple through that of which it is composed; neither is it
ever a quantity nor has it quantity, that which is so, being also
divisible, since every quantity or quantitative thing receives
addition and subtraction, and that which receives subtraction
is divisible, the divisible being multiple in a certain way.
Multiplicity has been said to be in every one of the predicables
and in that which is attached to them, /as regards the genus,
species, individual, A(Speci_fic) difference, property, common
accident, all, part and whole; and similarly "one" is predicated
of every one of these;1 consequently the True One is not "one®
of these.

Since motion in that which belongs to this -viz., the body,
which is formed matter- is but a transfer from place to place,
as either an increase, decrease, generation, corruption /or

alteration, it is multiple. For place is a quantity and is
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divisible; and that which exists in parts is divisible through
spatial divisions. It is therefore mltiple, and therefore
spatial motion is miltiple,

Increase and decrease are likewise multiple; the motion of
the termini of that which increases (and) decreases being
divisible, since they exist in spatial divisions between that
which was the terminus of the body before the increase and that

20 which is the terminus of the /body in the increased terminus;
and similarly between that which was the terminus of the body
before the decrease and that which is the terminus of the
decreased terminus,

p.154 /Similarly, as regards generation and corruption, (the
period) from the beginning of generation and corruption to the
end of generation and corruption is divisible into a temporal
division in which generation and corrﬁption occur. The motion
of all increase and decrease, generation and corruption, is

5 divisible; and likewise an alteration /to the contraryl and an
alteration towards completion are divisible in the altering
divisions of time,

A1l motions are then divisible, and are also unified, in
that the wholeness of every motion is one, since unity is
predicated of the whole in a general sense; while the part is

(also) one, since "one" is predicated of the part in a general

1 J;e,\), following AR's emendation. AH 32 3—m® , cloger to
" sy 5 an" of ms., but out of context.
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sense, Since consequently multiplicity exists in motion, the
True One is not motion,

10 /As every thing perceived through the sense or intellect
either exists, in itself or in our thought, as a natural existent;
or, in our speaking or writing, és an accidental existent, so
motion exists in the soul; i.e., the thought passes from certain
forms of things to others and among various dispositions and
passions which attend the soul, such as anger,l cowardice,
rejoicing, sadness and similar things. Thought is, therefore,
miltiple and (also) unified, since every multiplicity has a

15 whole and a part, in that it is numbered. /These accidents of
the soul, then, are both miltiple and unified in this manner,
and the True One is not soul.

The end result of thought, whenever it proceeds along correét
paths, is toward the intellect. Intellect is the species of
things, since the species is jntelligible, as well as that which
is above them. Individual things, on the other hand, are sensible,
meaning by "individual", particular things which do not give the

p.155 things their names nor their definitioms. /When, however, they
are united with the soul they are intelligible, Through the
union of species with it the soul is an intelligence in actuality,

whereas before their union with it the soul was an intelligence
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in potentiality. Everything which is potentially something can
be brought to_actuality only by something else, That which
brings something from potentiality to actuality is itself in
actuality, and that which brings the soul, which is an intelli-
gence in potentiality, to be an intelligence in actuality, i.e.,
with which the species /and genera, the universals of things,
are united, is the universals themselves. It is through their
union with the soul that the soul intelligizes, i.e., that it
has a particular intellect which brings universal things ﬁo the
soul.1 As universal things emerge from potentiality to actuality
in the soul, they are the acquired intellect of the soul which
the soul had in potentiality; and they are the intellect in
actuality which has brought the soul from potentiality to
actuality. The universals are therefore mltiple, as we have
stated previously, and consequently the intellect is multiple.

/It has been thought that the intellect is the beginning of
that which is multiple, being united in a way, since it is a
whole, as we stated pre§'iously, and unity is predicated of the
whole. However, the true unity is not intellect.

Since in our speech there are synonymous names, as shafra

(a large knife) and madya (a butcher?’s knife), which are synonyms
because of the slaughtering iron (common to them), "one" is

predicated of the synonymous, and madya and shafra are said to

™ s .
L s olls) B oL, as an mr 2ol
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be one. This one is also multiple, in that its matter and that

which is predicated of its matter is multiple; for the slaughter-
15 ing iron which is the /matter of the synonymous, viz., the madya,

shafra, and sikkin, is divisible into parts, and is mltiple,

and the names predicated of the slaughtering iron are also

miltiple, The True One is, therefore, not (identifiable by)

Synonymous names.,

Moreover, since in our speech there are homonymous names,
as the animal who is called "dog" and the star which is called
"dog", they are both, therefore, said to be one in name, viz.,
"dog"., The matter of this dog, however, is multiple, viz., the
animal and the star. No member of this homonym is a cause of

20 the other, in that the /star is not a cause of the animal nor
the animal a cause of the star, A homonym is occasionally found
in which some members are a cause of others, as that which is
written, pronounced and thought of, and the actual quiddity;
for the writing, which is a substance, is indicative of the
pronounced term, which is (also) a substance; and the pronounced
term, which is a substance, is indicative of that which is
thought , which is (also) a substance; and that which is thought,

p.156 which is a substance, is indicative of the quiddity, /which is
a substance.
"One" is predicated of all of these, i.e., Of the quiddity

in its essence, and in thought, speech and writing. The quiddity
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in its essence is a cause of the quiddity in the thought, the
quiddity in the thought a cause of the quiddity in the speech,

and quiddity in the speech a cause of the quiddity in the writing.
This kind of one is also multiple, since it is predicated of

many (things), /and the True One is not of a homonymous kind.

Since "one" would be predicated of things whose matter is
one, but for their differingl in a certain way, either being
active, passive, related (to something else), or having other
kinds of differences; as the door and the bed whose matter is
one, viz., wood or any matter from which things of different
shapes are made; so it may be said that the door and the bed are
one through (their) matter. They are also multiple by virtue
of their matter, since their matter is /mltiple and divisible
into parts; and by virtue of their shape. Those things, like-
wise, which are one through (their) first matter, i.e., through
possibility, are multiple by virtue of (their) matter, since it
exists for many shapes,

Things predicated of something to which something else is
necessarily attached are also said to be one through (their)
matter: corruption, for example, which is predicated of that
which undergoes corruption, has generation attached to it, since
corruption of that which undergoes corruption is generation for

another (substance). Thus it may be said that that which undergoes

Yys., as AH, o2\, AR s,
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generation is that which undergoes corruption through (their)
matter, this being in actuality. /This too is multiple, however,
since the matber belongs to a number of shapes.

This kind of one, viz., one through their matter, is also
spoken of in potentiality for those things predicated of some-
thing to which something else is attached; swelling, for example,
which is predicated of that which is swelling, has contraction
attached to it, for that which has swelling has contraction in
potentiality. The swelling, contracting thing is said to be
one, i.e,, that which swells is that which contracts, This is
also multiple by virtue of the matter, since the matter, /as
regards the shapes, viz., the swelling and contracting, belongs
to several (things). The True One, however, is never spoken of
in a material way, and is not predicated as on.el by the kinds of
one which are in matter,

/One, as has been stated previously, is predicated of that
which is indivisible. The indivisible is indivisible either in
actuality or in potentiality: the indivisible in actuality is
either like that which is indivisible because of its hardness,
as a diamond, i.e., it is divisible with difficulty -this having
parts necessarily, since it is a body, and it is multiple-; or

like that which is very small, (too small to be divided by) a

lMs., as AH, _).9}_3). AR_,,‘_,, and see his n.6.
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dividing instrument., Such a thing is said to be indivisible,
/since there is no instrument which can divide it., It has,
however, parts, for it is a certain magnitude, since smallness
is attached to it, and it is therefore miltiple,

That is also said to be indivisible in actuality which,
even if continually divided, would not leave its nature for
another; rather, each of its divisions would bear its defiﬁition
and its name., Take, for example, all the continuous magnitudes,
i.e.y body, area, line, place and time: a division of body is
body, /a division of area is area, a division of line is line,

a division of place is place and a division of fime is time,
A1l of these are not divisible in actuality nor in potentiality
to another species, and each one of them continually undergoes
division and multiplication in its own species.

Body is also miltiple through its three dimensions and six
limits, area through its two dimensions and four limits, and
line through its (single) dimension and two limits. /Similarly
place is multiple according to the dimensions of that which
occupies the place and its limits; and likewise time 1s muiltiple
through its limits, which are two instants of time which define

its limits, similar to the definitions of points for the limits

of the line., Likewise everything which hag similar parts is said

to be one, in that it is indivisible, i.e., each of its sections

bears its definition and its name. Tt is also multiple in that

174
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it is indivisible, i.e., each (section) /may continually be

divided.

A thing is also said to be indivisible, in actuality and

.in potentiality, when, if divided, its essence is nullified.

As, for example, the single man such as Muhammad and Sa€id,

and the single horse such as the scout and the one with a tether,

p.158 /and whatever is like this as regards every natural individual

10

provided with a shape, or accidental individual of this sort, or |
species, genus, Specific difference, property or common accident;
if divided it is not itself. This thing is, however, multiple
through that of which it is composed, and through its continual
separability also. A1l of these, in addition, are said to be

one because of their continuity also.

/That which is indivisible, in that it is not divisible into
another species since it is not contihuous, is also said to be
one. A thing of this sort is said (to be one) in two ways: one
is because it is not continuous and has neither a position nor
a common (factor), as the numerically one. It is not a continuous
thing, i.e., such that it would have dimensions and limits,
being thereby continuous; it, rather, is not divisible and not
separable., This is also miltiple by virtue of its subjects
which we enumerate, for it is the numerically one which is the.
measure of all /things. The other (way in which this non-continuous

category is said to be one can be seen from the example of )
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phonetic particles: they are not contimuous and (have) no
position, for the reasons whereby the numerically one is indi-
visible; but the phonetic particle is the measure of words only.

That which is of this sort (i.e., indivisible) in that it
is not divisible into another species, since it has no part like
it nor any likeness other than itself, is (also) said to be one,
and 1t is also (possessed of a) common (factor). That which is
like this is said (to be one) in two ways: one is that it has
/positions; as, for example, the point of a line, which is its
limit, has no part, in that it is the limit of one dimension,
and the limit of a dimension is not a dimension. It is muiltiple,
however, in its subjects, i.e., past and future times to both of
which it is common,

That which is indivisible by virtue of its whole is (also)

said to be one. A ratl, for example, is said to be one since if

something were separated from the whole of the ratl it would be

negated, and "one" would not at all occur to the ratl., /For

this reason it is said ﬁhat the circular line is more deserving

of the (predicate) "one" than are other lines, since it is all

of the definition, haVing neither deficiency nor excess but

rather a perfect whole, That which is like this /is also multiple,
through its separability. Iastly, (it is such that) for all of
which one is predicated, the indivisible is more deserving of
unity than are all the other kinds of one, and its unification

is more intense.
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It has thus been explained from what we have said that the
one is predicated either through the essence or through the
accident: as for the accident, it is like the kind (of one)
which is predicated (either) by homonym, or by synonyms or (by)
including meny accidents together; /as our saying, "the writer
and the orator are one", when they are predicated of one "male",
or of one "man"; or, "the man and the writer are one", and what-
ever is like this,

As for (that which is one through the) essence, it is the
remainder of that which is said to be one of those things for
which we mentioned one is predicated, in all that whose substance
is one. Its first division may occur either through continuity,
which is in the domain of matter, or through form, which is in
the domain of species, or through the name, which is in the
domain of both together, or through the genus, which is in /the
domain of the first.

The one through continuity is that which is one through
its matter or through its ties. It is that which is said to be
one by number or by figure. The one through form is that whose
predicate is one. That through the name, i.e., that which is in
it so through analogy, is one, the one through analogy
being that being whose relations are the same, as medical things
/all of which relate to medicine.

Of all kinds (of one) which we have mentioned, i.e., the
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one through number, then the one through form, then the one
through genus and then the one through analogy, the latter follow
the former and the former do not follow the latter. I mean by
this that what is one through number is one through form, and
what is one through form is one through genus, and what is one

20  through genus is one through relation; and /what is one through
relation is not one through genus, and what is one through genus
1s not one through form, and what is one through form is not one
through number,

p.160 /It is therefore1 clear that the opposite of unity is
mltiplicity, and multiplicity is predicated of every one of
these kinds: multiplicity is thus predicated of something
either because it is not continuous, being discrete, (or) because
its matter is divisible into forms, or its forms into a genus,
or (its genus) into that which is related to it. It is, moreover,
clear that being is predicated of everything whose cause is one,

5 and that being is predicated for that /which the types of the
one enumerate,
It has thus been explained that the True One is not one of
the intelligible things, and is neither matter, genus, species,
individual, specific difference, property, common accident,

movement, soul, intellect, whole, part, all or some. It is also
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not one in connection with anything else, but is an absolute
10 one, neither augmentable, /composed (nor) multiple. Nor is it
one of the sort which we mentioned in which kinds (of one) exist,
(of) all the kinds of one which we mentioned, and that which is
attached to their names is not attached to it. Since the things
which we have mentioned are more simple and yetl do not belong
to it, i.e., are not predicated of it, (things which are) more
mltiple are not predicated of it either,
The True One, therefore, has neither matter, form, quantity,
quality nor relation, is not described by any of the remaining
15 categories, and has neither a genus, /specific difference,
individual, property, common accident nor movement; and it is
not described by any of the things which are denied to be one
in truth. It is, accordingly, one only, pure, il.€., (having)
nothing other than unity, while every other one is multiple,
p.161 Unity, therefore, when an /accident in all things, is not
the True One, as we stated previously: the True One being one
through the essence which is never mltiple in any way, nor
divisible in any kind (of divisibility), neither by way of essence
nor by another way, neither time, place, subject, attribute, all
5 or part, and neither into substance nor into accident, nor [ever

by any kind of divisibility or mltiplicity.

1 ij. AR L. Ms. apparently as AH, ‘d'.
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As for all the kinds of one other than the True One, when
they occur in whatever they are, it is by accident. That which
enables the accident to occur, in everything which is in something
by accident, is other than the accident; whatever this thing is,
it is in it either through accident or essence, and it is impos-
sible for things to be infinite in actuality. Consequently the
first cause of unity in unified things is the True One which
does not acquire unity from another, as it is impossible for
acquired things to be reciprocal without an initial limit.

/The cause of unity in unified things is accordingly the
True One, the First, and everything which receives unity is
caused, every one other than the One in truth being one metaphor-
ically and not in truth. Every caused unity passes from its
unity (that of the True One) but to that which is other than
its being, i.e., the True One is not multiple with respect to
its existence. The caused unity is a mltiple and not an absolute
one, meaning by “absolute one" that which is not multiple at all
and the unity of which is nothing other than its being,

/Inasmich as unity and mltiplicity together are in every
sensible object and that which is attached to it, and the unity
in it is entirely an effect from an agent which occurs accidentally
in it and not through (its) nature, and multiplicity is, neces-
sarily, a group of single units; then it is necessary that there

would never be multiplicity if there were not unity. Accordingly
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every multiplicity comes to be through unity, and if there were
no /unity the multiple would never have being. Hence™ every
thing which comes to be is but an affection in which that which
had not existed comes into being. Consequently2 the emanation
of unity from the True One, the First, is the coming to be of
every sensible object and what is attached to the sensible object;
and (the True One) causes every one of them to exist when it
causes them to b33 through its being. Therefore4 the cause of
coming to be is due to the True One, which does not acquire
unity from a donor but is rather one /through its essence.
Moreover, that which is made to be is not perpetual, and that
which is not perpetual is created, i.e., it comes to be from a
cause; consequently that which is made to be is created.

As the cause of coming to be is the True One, the First, so
the cause of creation is the True One, the First; and it is the
cause from which there is a beginning of movement, i.e., that
which sets in motion the beginning of movement; meaning that
"that which sets in motion® is the agent. As the True One, the

First, is the cause of the beginning of the motion of that which

lys, V5\5. aROSY.
2. V509, 4RO\,
JReading (S3p2- ARGS9~ -

bys , \3}3. AR()_'»\}.
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comes to be, i.e., that which is affected, it is the creator of
all that comes to be; and as there is no being /except through
the unity in things, their unification being their coming to be,
the mainstay of everythihg is due to its unity. If the unity
departed (from a thing), it would revert and perish, together
with the departure (of the unity), in no time. The True One is
therefore the First, the Creator who holds everything He has
created, and nothing is free from His hold and power unless it
reverts and perishes,

Inasmich as that which we wanted to clarify concerning the
distinction of ones has been explained, -to show that the True
One is the donor, the Creator, the mighty, the holder (of all
together); and what the ones by metaphor are, i.e., through
the bestowing of the True One, /Who is greater and more exalted
than the_attributions of the heretics- let us now complete this
section and follow it with its natural sequel, with the assistance
of Him who possesses complete power, perfect potency, and an
emanating generosity.

The first part of the book of Yatqib ibn Ishaq al-Kindf is
completed., Praised be God the Master of the worlds, and blessings

upon both Mihammad the prophet and all his people.
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Commentary

"al-Mu¢tagim Billah": The son of Harun al-Rashid and the slave

Marida, al-lu‘tasim succeeded his brother al-}a’min as the eighth

‘Abbasid caliph, reigning from 218/823-227/842 (cf. the succinct

summary of his life given by K. V. Zettersteen, Ell iii: 784, and
see the list of primary historical sources given there). Al-Kindi
dedicated treatises to both caliphs, as well, particularly, to
al-Mu‘tasim's son Ahmad, his pupil (ef. Walzer's enumeration of

these treatises, "New Studies on al-Kindi," Greek into Arabic,

p. 176 £.).

"May Allah grant you long life;.." This opening phrase in
particular (literally, "May Allah prolong your duration"), and
the entire passage to line 7, "...and purify you from all types
of vice", is the type of invocation al-Kindi uses when addressing
the céliph or his son; compare AR I:244, II:48 (and I:214, which,
from its many literal and stylistic parallels with the above, mst
also have been intended for a member of the royal household) .
When addressing friends or colleagues, al-KindI's invocation is
usually brief and to the point. Cf. AR I: 186, 19/, 201, 265,
353, 363; II: 40, 64 and passim (cf. further other sources,

assembled by Walzer, Studi su al-Kindl II, op. c¢it., p. 47, n.2).

"Indeed, the human art which is highest in degree and most

183
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noble in rank is the art of philosophy."C;L;\;Jz)\(BLQ? ol
WL G P LY, PR VS Ao
This sentence is similar in structure and wording to that
below at 98.1, and like it is ultimtely inspired by Met. VI 1.
1026a 21-22 (though possibly also reflecting the influence of
Met. I 2. 982b 3f.). As in the Met. VI passage, al-Kindi proceeds
to esteem philosophy above all other pursuits, and "First
Philosophy" above all other kinds of philosophy. Between the
opening and closing sentences of this passage, however, he follows

another Metaphysics source, and this beginning sentence itself

indicates additional sources upon which he drew.
In his treatise "On the Definition and Description of Things"
(4b% Rida I: 173), al-Kindl presents a description of this sort
as one of the "ancients" (qudama’) definitions of philosophy:
;1J:t;¢9 : [;}J\jlé Al %9»4»(:‘\~k2\\de£;9;,
F-J\ P v - 9 g.’.’.z\d;e)l Together with al-Kindi's

five other definitions of philosophy (ibid., pp. 172, 173), this

has been translated by S. M. Stern: "They also defined it from its
pre-eminence, saying: Art of arts and science of sciences." (cf.

Isaac Israeli, op. cit., p. 28). As Stern remarks there, this

"On Definitions" passage "derives mostly from the Alexandrian
commentators of Aristotle, among whom it became a convention to
include in the introduction to their commentaries on the Isagoge

an enumeration of the various definitions of philosophy." Thus
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this definition is found in Amonius as TEAVS) TEXwS¥
Koc:- ;77‘(.0'7'/;,&7 2174.0'-7'7/1.;5‘/ (cf. his "In Porphyrii
Isagogen", CAG iv/3, p. 6; and cf. as well the "Prolegomena' of
Elias, CAG xviii/l, p. 8, and David, CAG xviii/2, p. 20. While
this definition, attributed to Aristotle, is said to be derived
from the "pre-eminence" of philosophy (51736016); cf. Ammonius
p. 2, Elias and David, loc. cit.), al-Kindi says that it is due
to its olc However we choose to translate this =-and while
Stern renders it without comment as "pre-eminence", perhaps "the
reason’ (for its pre-eminence) would be better- it appears that
al-Kindi is alluding with this word to his Alexandrian source's
discussion of this definition; for Ammonius (pp. 7f.) Elias

(pp. 20f.) and David (pp. 39f.) explain, within their discussion
of this definition, the meaning of various terms and subjects,
reasoning that philosophy is the most‘comprehensive of all, the
"mother of sciences").

The above FP description of philosophy is, then, a paraphrase
of the Alexandrian definition at one or two removes; which
definition itself relies upon Aristotelian passages such as those
quoted above (Compare, further, the eleventh century Arabic
commentary on the Isagoge, modeled along simllar Alexandrian lines,
referred to by Stern, op. cit., p. 14, n.1). Al1-Kindi here,
moreover, qualifies the philosophical art as "human", though the

immediately following definition carries a similar qualification
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(see below). This emphasis upon philosophy as a "human" endeavor
serves to distinguish it from the "Divine science", rJ‘jl
_)uz\/' s i.e., prophecy; a distinction al-KindI makes explicit,
e.g., in his treatise "On the Quantity of Aristotle's Books ..."

(Abt Rida I: 372, and cf., R, Walzer, Una Scritto Introduttivo

allo Studio di Aristotle, op. cit. p. 395. It is philosophy as

a science which -without supernatural intervention or theological
assumptions~ slowly yields knowledge to the person intensely
trained and persistent, with which al-Kindi is here concerned
(ef. FP 102.15). Though he is far from denying the validity of
prophetic knowledge (cf. Walzer, "New Studies on al-Kindi", Greek

into Arabic, pp. 177 ff.), al-Kindi attempts in this treatise, as

in most of his philosophical writings, to prove his case without

resort to extra-philosophical means.

"The definition of which is knowledge of the true nature of things,
insofar as is possible for man'; r———/\-‘\b_,_ea— S.):J‘
. . by . - A N
U\-Nﬂ‘uw -/.)'2,) \d."L___h-&” 94‘ .
cf. Aristotle's description of philosophy in Met. II 1. 993b 20
2 S Ths alplelen
as a "knowledge of the truth", EMOTAn T9s aqUELES
translated by Astat (Bouyges, I: 11) as é__}l .
¢ ’A Ie “‘-
That Aristotle here understands "the truth", § KA f T E¢ ,
as equivalent to the ultimate nature of things, the first principles

of being, is clear from the sequel to this passage as well as
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from his use of the term in the same way elsewhere. Cf., e.g.
Met. I 3. 983 2 (vhen it is used synonymously with T&3V
GvTewv), 7. 98% 20 (when it occurs with Tav &PXDY), and
elsewhere (see Ross, let. I 3. 983b 2n.)

Such an ontologically oriented definition is also found in
the Alexandrian commentaries to the Isagoge mentioned above, and
al-Kindi is reading Aristotle here through their eyes; consulting,
in the process, his adaptation of an Alexandrian source in "On
Definitions" (Abu Rida I: 173). Thus the two definitions of
philosophy said by the commentators to be taken from "“its sub ject",
"the knowledge of beings qua beings" (or "the real nature of
beings"), ava’?ms 7v Svrewv [ Fvra Eorl; and "the
knowledge of divine (i.e., eternal) and human affairs"”, JV&,O-‘S
belwy 76 Mot &wdew mlvarv TTx Jpx TwY
(ef. Ammonius op. cit., pp. 2, 3; Elias, op. g}j_, p. 8, David
op. cit., p. 20), are apparently conflated by al-Kindi in "On
Definitions" (ibid .) into one definition (the mortal aspect of

the second definition apparently being viewed sub species

aeternitatis): "Philosophy is the knowledge of the eternal,

universal things, of their existence, essence and causes, insofar

as is possible for man", ‘r——"/l‘c‘ M‘ U‘s
W, 2o L S A A V)

. . o, o - (and Cf. Stern, Q-E' g_j-_to’ po 29)0
u\..w_-)})\ as\p_>2
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This definition now appears in abridged form in FP as above, with
the "true nature of things" representing all the adjectives used
in the longer definition, and the tag "insofar as is possible for
man" retained.

Throughout FP, al-Kindi is éctually following the first of
the above Alexandrian definitions, as his formulation of the
definition here indicates; though he is doubtless convinced that
from the study of beings per se there emerges whatever knowledge

we may have of the Divine and of "eternal" things.

"insofar as is possible for man":()\..u—'a\“z\jw J_>~0-) .
As noted above, the reason for al-Kindi's use of this term here
is probably because of its occurrence in the equivalent "On
Definitions" definition of philosophy. The reason for its
appearance there, furthermore, may be traced with some certainty,
and bears upon a1-Kindi's further composition of this FP passage.

The phase in question is actually used by al-Kindi in "On
Definitions" in another definition of philosophy as well, that
which al-Kindi says is taken from its Mactivity" ( Jxs).
"Philosophy is resemblance to the actions of God, may He be
exalted, insofar as is possible for man." ( ol

6\ b sk SO a Mol aioh Aew
Q\ M AR I: 172). This is a translation of

one of the Alexandrian definitions (said to be taken from the

188
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Naim", TEA@S, of philosophy), incorporating as well part of their
explanation of the definition. The definition itself, going back

to Plato's Theatetus 176 B, is simply of philosophy as "becoming

like God insofar as is possible for mnt, Spolwars Qg mare
70 Suverov °’CV9€“’377"10 ; which resemblance (Stern, op.
cit., p. 29, Massimilation") is then qualified as being not to

God directly but to His actions (Stern, ibid. p. 30, "yorks") or
faculties, E‘véga—ecw. and Su Vof/tus. (It is apparently this
explanation of the definition, emphasizing God's actions
évépyecne /' Jlmsl uhich accounts for al-kindl's
description of this definition as being from its "activity",

L).zi) . These actions are viewed, broadly, as His knowledge and

benevolent action, ﬂpgvo:.a_ , which man is to imitate. Yet
neither man's knowledge nor his deeds can be the same as God's,
since the substance (oc’;a-foc) and perfection (7&*8&5175) of
the two beings differ, God, e.g., knows all simultaneously and
eternally, man does not. (cf. Ammonius, op. cit., pp. 3, 4;
Elias, op. c¢it., pp. 8, 1éf.; David, op. ¢it., pp. 2, 34f. See
too Stern, op. ¢it., pp. 29, 30 and Altmann, ibid., pp. 197 ff.,
for the widespread use of this definition among Hellenistic
and Islamic, as well as Jewish, authors).

It appears, therefore, thaﬁ as the resemblance to God is
understood by al-KindI's source to be achieved in part through

knowledge, which knowledge 1is considered as limited by man's
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very nature, al-Kindi gives the definition of philosophy which
involves knowledge, in both "On Definitions" and here, that
qualification which he also appends, following his source, to
the definition of philosophy involving resemblance. Moreover,

al-Kindi reads the next line of the Metaphysics with this

resemblance-definition in mind (see the following note), and it

is this qualifying phrase which serves to bridge the two

definitions for him,

97.93 . "The aim of the philosopher is, as regards his knowledge,
to obtain the truth, and as regards his action, to act truthfully."
A St e ghy bt ) ks PGy ki 025
cf. Met. IT 1. 993b 20, "the end of thec;retical knowledge is
truth, while that of practical knowledge is action', egw@nka' s
HEV a'o\t.e Tél)\os &/\7652413 ,T]deflkis' J‘é",a)roy..
This is translated misleadingly by Astat (Bouyges, p. 11), "the
end of knowledge is to obtain the truth, and the end of virtue
(sic, probably a scribal error for "action",d..g'.)l , as Bouy%es .
suggests n.2) is to act truthfully," L}J"‘ %V\ ’1\")“\3\;
& L J-"J J “’M ‘2‘-’\-‘.9 . Al-Kindi is apparently following
Astat's text, explicitly considering both knowledge and practice
of the truth as the "aim" of philosophy. In this he (and possibly
Astat) is influenced by the two-fold division of philosophy into

LY P 4 .
QGWPQTLKO\V KL ﬂeaKIZKOVcommon in the Alexandrian
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prolegomena (cf. Ammonius, op. cit., p. 11, Elias, op. cit.,

p. 26, David, op. cit., p. 55); which division constitutes the
two ways man is thought to resemble God. (Cf. F. Rosenthal, "From
Arabic Books and Manuscripts VI: Istanbul Materials for al-Kind1
and as—SaragéE," JAOS 76.1 (1956), p. 27 £., for the further sub-
division of these pursuits common in late antiquity, which sub-
division al-Kindi is reported elsewhere to have made.) As
mentioned in the preceding note, the resemblance-definition is
said by the Alexandrians to be from the "aim" of philosophy, and
al-Kindi's sentence here emphasises this term, giving the essential
part of thé explanation of this definition without explicitly
referring to it. It appears likely, therefore, that al-Kindi is
incorporating yet another "definition" of philosophy into this
paragraph, managing to utilize three of the four Alexandrian kinds
of definitions, those from the "pre—éminence," "subject" and "aim"
of philosophy, omitting only that definition taken from its

etymology (cf. Stern, op. cit., p. 29),

"not that the activity is endless, for we abstain and the activity

ceases, once we have reached the truth" l‘_,.,._/__,‘._u M\ g
- ) -1\ . . .o
04‘ L}J.\; \,:' l_,.)‘ )\5 ‘)-!‘J)l f'M-‘) t)"“‘"" u\? .
This sentence, and particularly its first part, probably

originates in Astat's translation of Met. IT 1. 993b 22; '"practical



192

men study not the eternal but what is relative and in the present,
0l 70 &iday XM’ & meds 7& Koe vo'v Oswpoioev oL
ﬂ@KKTlKOLAs’_c'é.t, following a reading preserved by Alexander of
‘Aphrodisias, renders this rather heavily: ntheir aim (sc, that

of practical men, though As:c,é't‘s Vreference to them is awkward)

is not (to study) activity per se, nor is (their) continued

(concern) with activity related to endless (i.e., eternal

principles); rather, their aim is to study action (literally,

o act") for another reason, relative and timely; W 5, '}
. o of 2250 Lsa bl s 251500 Vo St )
W\ qolee v‘&).J(Bouyges, p. 11).

Al-Kindi's sentence, unlike Astat's, may well refer to theory

s

(f_a'_._}_.}_ﬂ__ ) as well as practice (famal ), viewing the activity (£fi%1 )
of philosophy in all its aspects és of limited duration. This
would reflect the Alexandrian comparison (in their explanations
of the resemblance~definition) of the ngotions" of man with those
of God, in which man's knowledge (and certainly his acts) is
deemed non-eternal (cf. the two preceding notes) . Al-Kindg. has

been alluding to the explanation of this resemblance-definition

sust before, and it is likely that he is still under its influence;

moreover, his use of fifl here may not be simply borrowed from

Astat's text, since it is this term which he says characterizes

the resemblance—definition of philosophy. Al-Kindi may, therefore,

be emphasizing in this manner the absence of any permanent
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conjunction or union with God through the philosophical endeavor.,
He does not, we know, assert such a relationship elséwhere, but
his contemporary coreligionists would have been reassured to hear
that he did not envision any such religious or mystical role for
philosophy. |

As for the terminology of the latter part of this sentence,
cf. al-Kindi's explanation of the metaphoric sense of _fi‘l in
his treatise "On the True, First, Perfect Agent ..." (AR I: 184):
"(Activity is) that the effect of which ceases with the cessation

of the agent's affection (infi¢al fa®ilihji,which stands for "the

agent's actionﬂ, viewing each created action as essentially an
affection, with The Creator the only real agent capable of action;
cf. ibid., p. 183, and see AR note, 184 n.l and above, p. 68 ff;);
as walking vis-d-vis the walker: when he abstains from walking,
the walking ceases with the cessation of the walker's affection."
(idl s e G S} ¢80 2 45 SV 2 20m30 DKL L ( Jsd)l)
il 22y (il (0 G2 08 s 3) )5 (a0
MU‘ )". While this sentence is apparently the s;urce
for (or shares a common source with) the key wording of the FP
remark above, the disﬁinction drawn between fifl and ‘amal in the
short treatise is foreign to our longer work. This is, then, in
miniature, another example of a1-Kindi's borrowing of phrases from

one context and inserting them into another.
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e don't find the truth we are seeking without finding a cause':
;'\'L;J"‘c U“ 6;'\ Q'U\"JL)Q" ->~"’ \.WJJ This sentence closely
follows Met. II 1. 993b 23, "now we do not know a truth without
ijscamm",ozk'zhuev Se 1o &XQQES Avey TYS “27{“5;
faithfully translated by Astat (Bouyges, p. 12) as L(,—u) ))
"the cause of the existence and continuance of everything is the
True One",\}L' oiliy b 5! dpry sley.Cf. let. IT 1. 993
27-30, "that is most true which causes subsequent truths to be
true. Hence the principles of eternal things must be always most

true....nor is there any cause of their being, but they are the

~N
cause of the being of other things" ( ‘;A’] gérrarov TO fOLS

3c—re'eoz.s alTeov TOU ‘o’u\qéénv eivac. SEC TAS TV
Sel Svrewv &pxks Svuykwiav Zel Eivos KANOET TATUS...
oo 8¢ EkeEivous «iTiov T EcTe TOU edvame, aM’ Enelvm
yols €A oLs),

The shift in subject number and thus in concept from Aristotle's
first principles to al-KindI's Frinciple, from truths to The True

One (or Truth), may be accounted for in part by Astat's translation

. & .
of the above Met. passage, line 27 (Bouyges, p. 13): ol r _,\..q’
P sl 2 ata s JaYl G
O _p \” $Lz._ﬂ\“ W 9 L}H
This would ordinarily have been read, "it is known that the

first truth is the cause for the truth of subsequent things",
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a reading that would have been reinforced by Asjcg.t's transla-
tion of the following line (28) of the Metaphysics: JWL 9
S -
- . s . . -,
‘oo \-‘?”‘\»b'. -y OL,S U aks J ) O3S ol .

This would probably have been understood to mean that "the

»

principles ( J_;‘) of the cause of beings must neceséarily
be true and eternal", again conveying to the reader the notion
of basically one cause of beings. (Compare with this Ishiq
ibn Hunain's more accurate translation of the Greek text
(Bouyges, loc. cit.): \;).9\ u‘; L')}| PS5O \»—*‘3

Azadale 0 il N G s LN
O3S ot P31 N s I LN
L) U (P L> 50l sl ol

.G O

Al-Kindi , of course, needed little prompting for his view
of creation as dependent ultimately on one source, which is the
major theme of the treatise, though it was convenient for him to
nfind" the doctrine in his Aristotelian model. Similarly, al-Kindi
was quite familiar with the tern al-haqq, the "True One"/"The

Truth", used as an epithet for and description of God in the
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Koran (cf., e.g., Suras xx: 114 and xviii: 44) and in philosophical
sources (cf. the second note below). He himself uses the term in

this context a number of times throughout his writings (cf. AR I:
160-162, 182-183, 215, 373).

97.13l "in that each thing which has being has truth", q) a;:‘l ‘\)\..-_K .)’9
&das> cof. Meb. IT 1. 993b 30, of which al-Kindi's passage could
well be a literal translation; "so that as each thing is in respect
of being, so it is in respect of truth" (L@ EKoLO"TOY &S 3'Xﬂ-
Tou g?wu , 007w moe 7]s &M AedRs ). Astdt's trans-
lation of this passage (Bouyges, ibid .) is not actually as precise
as al-Kindi's: M"the truth of everything must necessarily be like
its be:i.ng",4«'«._3-/%‘*'-'.'.’l J:*“ 5\;-":"\“ O .>-°"-3 J{%U‘ ._,..b—‘_9’
though in light of al-Kindi's sentence this partly illegible hit
word could well have been originally (pace Bouyges, n.5) 4\_5;0,' .
Al-Kindi's use of anniya for being here is thus in all

probability taken from Astat's translation of e?wu. ; a trans~

lation which Astat uses elsewhere in the Metaphysics as well (cf.

Met. 1041a 15; 1042b 283 1043a 1 and 1047a 20). Al-Kindi uses
the term here as a synonym for the previous sentence's "existence',
J bask which duplication may be accounted for by the fact that

in the next sentence al-K:'Lnd':i needs both terms to express his idea.,

132 "The True One exists nécessarily, and therefore beings exist",

25790 O O5) > 929 L‘\jk.'ol R Al-Kindi is led to this
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conclusion by the foregoing paraphrase of the Metaphysics (particu-

larly 11. 28-30), having substituted, following Ast3t's lead, the
"True One" for the first "principles" of things. As worded, how-
ever, this sentence and the entire paragraph has a decidedly
Neoplatonic coloration, the existence of beings seen as deriving
from the (necessary) existence of the True One. In aéserting the
priority of the True One to being, al-Kindi clarifies the previously
expressed relation between being and truth, modifying thereby his
Aristotelian source and foreshadowing his treatise's conclusion
(cf. FP pp. 161, 162).

A1-Kindi would have found support for an interpretation of

the Metaphysics in these terms in the Theology of Aristotle, where,

oo the statement is found that the Creator is "the first being,
v '

the true one" ( ,:,AJ .‘;3,,?)\ ‘L:’Q\ ), the cause of all other beings,

both immaterial and material (cf. A. Badawi's edition of the

Theology in his Plotinus Apud Arabes, p. 26; translated by G. Lewis

in Plotini Opera, ed. P. Henry and H. R. Schwyzer, I1: 231. See

also Badawi, p. 112 (Iewis, p. 271), equivalent to Emn. ¥V 1. 55 4)e
In his treatise "On Explaining the Active, Proximate Cause of
Generation and Corruption" (AR I: 215), al-Kindi actually describes
God as "the true Being", Q.Ll {S\Jl (1iterally, "The Being, the
True One"), referring to our treatise for elaboration.

The various meanings of anniya (and not ;ggixg, as AR prefers;

of. FP 97, n.2) and its possible derivations have received much



attention; cf., e.g., the studies of M. Y. D!'Alverny ("Anniyya -

. . ~
Anitas", in Melanges offerts a Etienne Gilson, Toronto, 1959,

pp. 59-91), R. Frank ("The Origin of the Arabic Philosophical
Term & ", Cahiers de Byrsa, 1956, pp. 181-201), and S. Van
den Bergh (E12, I: 513). These and other scholars have shown

that the term was used in both a narrow and broad seﬁse. The

narrow sense was first discussed by S. Munk (in his French edition

of Maimonides' Guide for the Perplexed, Paris 1860 I: 241). He

suggested that "quoddity" be used to express anniya when it
denoted the existence of a particular thing, an x that is (used

in Mlle, D'Alverny's words, "avec un sens d'affirmation

existentielle", op. cit., p. 73); without regard to determining

what the x is, its definition (i.e., anhiza as opposed to méﬁiyg,

the Scholastic existentia and essentia). A1-Kindi uses both

these terms in "On Definitions" (4R I: 173), reflecting- via the
Alexandrian commentators-~ the distinction Aristotle makes in

Anal. Post. II 1. 89b 24 between 76 87e and 7o 28 ga'nv,

translated by Abu Bishr Matta as 8292 4\)’\ and _,49\. (1\_@_9_1.23
Agiggﬁ, ed. A. Badawi, Cairo, 1949, II: 4Q7).

The broad sense of anniya, however, denotes not only being
in general, the equivalent of hggixg and wujud; but also, at
times, Messence" (which latter translation Lewis chooses for the
Theology passage quoted above; and cf. further, A. M. Goichon,

Iexigque de la langue Philosophique D'Ibn Siné, Paris, 1938,

198



98.1

199

pp. 9 ff., and S. M. Afnan, "Philosophical Terminology in Arabic

and Persian", Leiden, 1964, pp. 94 ff.).

It does not appear that al-Kindi is using annlya in its
narrow sense here, nor again at p. 120, though he may be so
using it (though not necessarily in the strictest sense of
"quoddity") at pp. 101 and 130. He seems rather to be saying

that beings owe their nature (viz., existence) to God, the source

of being.

"The most noble philosophy and highest in rank is the FP,
i.e., knowledge of the First Truth who is the cause of all truth"
(3 r\swl«u’\ﬂwl T Lossh s At A0

UayJS ks 5053 oW ). wnile Yet. II 1. 9%a 1 fF.
speaks of the need for a first cause, and 993b 27 asserts that
"that which causes derivative truths to be true is most true"
(Ross), it appears that al-Xindi is digressing briefly from his

Alpha elatton source here, returning to it at p. 102 with a

paraphrase of the earlier section of II 1. 993a 31-b19.
The short section which this sentence introduces is a fitting

conclusion and sequel to that which precedes it, and like it 1is

also composed of an adaptation of the Metaphysics in a Neoplatonic
direction, and the incorporation (at p. 101) of remarks from the

Alexandrian Isagoge commentaries (for which cf. Stern, op. ¢it.,

pp. 13 ff). The actual sections of the Metaphysics which al-Kindi
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may be paraphrasing in the above sentence--as at 97.8 above—
could be Met. I 2 982a-b 10 or (and?), more probably, Met VI 1
1026a 18-31. While the former passage is not extant in any of
the medieval Arabic translations, the contents of the latter
passage and Astat's translation cbntains some of the very terms
al-Kindi uses, or their equivalents.

Thus 1026a 21: "and the most noble science (or philosophy,
SCe Theology) must deal with the most noble genus" (kor.\c rév
yepedsToernv el nzez 7O TipulddTRTOV yévos s?wxn)
which Astat renders (Bouyges, op. ¢it., II: 707) O .36.- U‘U'u'f I

syl J...;U Sl el 5 unile at lines 29f. "first

philosophy" (1790'177 ¢L>\oa'o{3f.oz., g)__,&" A )V Bouyges, p. 713)
is related to an "immovable (and separately existing) substance"
(Tes odaia &m’w]ros ) s )=~ _ms\e _0Oy2), Though
Aristotle is referring to substance ih a generic sense (cf. there
above, 11. 16 ff.), it ié easy for al-Kindi, having read the
Theology, to regard Aristotle's njivine" subsbances (7 felo /’\.-.‘-:"’9‘
2_0VV O») as a singular and unique entity, the "First Truth",
prior and thus, to al—Kindi, the cause of all subsequent truth.

This relating of priority to causality could have followed
from familiarity with the quest for the causes of being with
which Met. VI 1. is concerned; as well, perhaps, from the somewhat
ambiguous remark in line 30 that the science of the immovable

. P (3 » - n
substance will be muniversal in this way, because it is firsth,
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\ 9’)\ </ </ ’
Kat MEXZONIVU QUuTwS O7¢ 7Zpwrh. This is translated quite

[ 4
ambiguously by Astat, p. 713 Bouyges, as J _91#’ \..g;\ wl
0‘” "‘6’ While fa-huwa awwal (for which there are variant

readings of wa-huwa...) may be understood as a circumstantial

clause, and thus faithful to the 'Greek, Averroes for one understood
the sentence to read 2 _5»)\ \.}7,3 JJ‘ ”.J y "and it is first
in this way" (ibid., p. 714). Al-Kindi may well have so read,

seeing the "way" in which theology is first as causal.

"Therefore it is necessary ... its cause." Compare here Met. I 1.
981b 27 ff,
"object of knowledge": al-ma ©lumat. While this is the word

which is found in the MS., and though it may be acceptable in
itself and in the context, it rather seems to me that a scribal
error may well have occurred, and that the original word was

al-ma€1ulat, "effects". This proposed emendation would continue

the dichotomy of cause and effect, ‘illa and ma <Jul, begun in
the preceding line; and the translation would then be, "since we
have complete knowledge of every effect only when we have obtained

full knowledge of its cause."

"Every cause...object." Assuming al-Kindi is paraphrasing Met.
I 2. in the preceding sentence, he could have been led by the

opening of Met. I 3. (983 a 2/,~32) to this remark; which is,



hovever, common enough in Aristotle and subsequently. (Cf., e.g.,
Physics II 3. 194b 16 ff., Met. V 2. 1013a 2/ ff., and see the
following note.) Stern has, in fact, shown that a reference to

the four causes is given in a Hellenistic interpretation to

Posterior Analvtics II 1. 89b 24 which links them with the four

types of inquiry in a manner similar to that given below (cf.

Isaac Israeli, p. 18). This interpretation (preserved by the

late Greek commentator Eustratius, CAG, XXI/I. 9) was probably
relocated fully in an introduction to philosophy of the sort which
al-Kindi has been using in this section, though extant Greek texts
speak only of the four types of inquiry (cf. the note to 101.51
below). Then again, al-Kindi could have learned of this relation-

ship from a commentary on the Posterior Analytics, though we have

no evidence of an Arabic translation of such a work, or of the
Post. An. itself, in his time. Yet al-Kindl must have been
familiar with the Aristotelian work, if not with commentaries
upon it, even if only in a second-hand and incomplete way, for he
is reported to have written one if not two commentaries of it.
Cf. the Fihrist, pp. 249, 256, 257; Walzer, "New Light on the

Arsbic Translations of Aristotle", Greek into Arabic, p. 98;

Peters, op. cit., pp. 17-20.) Whether or not al-Kindi is here
showing a familiarity with a Post. An. commentary tradition, his
use elsewhere of this Aristotelian work, to which he had no direct

access, supporbts our conjecture that the preceding sentence may

202
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well be a paraphrase of let. I, knowledge of which he would also
have acquired indirectly. Thus superficial familiarity with a

text did not, it seems, deter al-KindI from paraphrasing it or

commenting upon it,

"material, formal, efficient...final": a\,ls\g ( 5,,%.'_/@}.9
and owaeads, given actually as nouns and not ad jectives.
Compare G. Lewis' translation of the similarly worded Theolog'x

of Aristotle, op. cit., II: 486: "the ... causes of the universe

are four, namely Matter, (al-hayula) Form, the Active Cause and

Perfection" (al-tamim; Arabic edition by A. Badaw?., op. ¢cit.,

p. 4).

’ .
"that for the sake of which there is an object": ats| U~ Lo
t s O\, rendered as "at which a thing aims" by S. M. Stern

in his translation of this and the following passage, to line 14,

op. ¢it., p. 13.

"Scientific inquiries are four": 'A__,,:.(\.-Jl g__AJLLJI y
A_w % cf. Elias, op. cit., p. 3, David, op. git., p. 1.
Stern has analyzed this entire passage and traced its history from
Aristotle, through the Alexandrian introductions, to the Isagoge,

to Islamic and Jewish sources, op. cit., pp. 13-23.

"as we have determined elsewhere in our philosophical treatises™:

203

p- i n AJ Ll_,,\;ﬁ O Z-J’J‘J:-’ d\a.»k\;
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Al-Kindi is possibly referring to his commentary (possibly

commentaries) on the Prior Analytics, for which c¢f. above, note

to 101.3; or (and?) to his treatises based upon the Isagoge.

He is reported to have written a number of such treatises, all
unfortunately still lost, dealing explicitly or implicitly with
the themes of the Isagoge and of its commentators; cf. Fihrist,
I: 256, and cf. Flligel, Al-Kindi, pp. 36-38, nos. 7, 8, 25, 27,
32 (and see Baumstark, op. cit., p. 161, and Stern, op. cit.,
p. 31, n.1l). The four epistemological categories are also
referred to in al-KindI's (j“&")‘ U\.u.p)‘ U’ o._)\.;{
(ef. F. Rosenthal, "Al-Kindl and Ptolemy", op. cit., p. 441), a
work with which FP has also other points in common (cf. below,

notes to 102,15-19, 103.9).

"only of the existence (of something)": __k,a) 2\;&“ oS
which might be rendered as the "quoddity", whether there is an X.
Cf. above, the note to 97.132. While his commentators treated of
this question, as noted above, Porphyry himself incorporates only
the "what! and "which" queries into his discussion of predicables,
the "whether" (and ™why") things exist being the sort of
ontological question he deliberately excludes from consideration

in the Isagoge (cf. A. Busse, Isagoge et in Aristotelis Categorias

Commentarium, CAG IV/I, p. 1; missing in the IMS. from which the

Arabic translation of the Isagoge has been edited, but supplied
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by Stern in his article, "Ibn al-Tayyib's Commentary on the

Isagoge!, BSOAS XIX.3, 1957, p. L24).

101.8-10 '"what" investigates the genus...™which",,.its specific difference
..."hat" and "which" together...its species": O l...u*;’ U'
Lo o 520t e Sl s e (e 808 S pir
These correlations are found already in the Isagoge, Porphryry
being followed in this by the commentators: for “genus",
predicated of ¥ €orev cf. Busse, op. ¢it., p. 2 (Arabic mi_huwa
"in translation of Abu Uthman al-Dimashdl (d. ca. 900), edited

by A. Badawi, Mantiq Arist@ (Qrganon Aristotelis), Cairo, 1952,

IIT: 1024; following Aristotle, Topics I 5. 102a 31 ff., rendered
into Arabic by the same al-Dimashql, ed. Badawi, op. cit., II: 476.);

for the "specific difference", literally just difference,

J;,@ae« / J...aj , predicated of T/ocav r(. ZrnV/ g_SI
J,D d\-—"“’ , cf'. Busse, op. cit., p. 3 and 11; Badaw1,

op. ¢it., III: 1026, 1046. (Al-Dimashqi also translates the T
6‘}‘2411 and Wacev ¢ of 17,10 Busse as mahiya and kaﬁ?ixg
respectively, Badawi, p. 1058.) At 15.2 Busse (1054 Badawi),
both types of the above sentences are mentioned together; while
species is spoken of as a result of the determinations of genus
and differentia at various places in the work (cf. Busse, 9.3,

13.23, 20.7, equivalent to Badawi 1038, 1052, 1064).

01,11 "its final cause™: 2\.‘30\..3.“ W S, a different though
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obviously related nominal form to that given above at 101.32, and

cf, note there.

"matter...genus;...form...species": é_y { 5_/).0 ¢ U.M’l_,,ﬂa} .

Cf. the Isagoge, 11.15 Busse (1047 Badawl), where man's genus is
said to be analogous to his matter (:/’1\7 /wddda), the specific
difference to his form (/LOP¢")/ /g_‘u;_g_). (When this is repeated
at 15.6 Busse (Badawi 1054),11.091?6 is rendered as khilga.) At
3.22 Busse (Badawi 1027), however, the species is said to be
predicated of form; the interdependent nature of species and
specific diffeerence permitting both éxpressions s as al-Kindi

proceeds immediately to explain,

"knowledge of the specific difference...species!: f(l-f» Q"J

J..ﬂ_},“ ‘l\-‘ £ gl , literally, "knowledge of the specific

difference being in the knowledge of the species", Cf., Isagoge,
10.1 ff. Busse, (1041 Badawi).

"When, therefore, we obtain full knowledge of its matter, form

and final cause, we thereby obtain full knowledge of its definition™:

Al bode, }/,,4») Lo_,.w(\.., CLst 150
\u‘7;>‘ S r\au>\*4a:-§ )25 That the

complete definition of a thing includes both its subject matter

(ﬂﬂbf(etfwwv, rendered here by al-Kindi in terms of matter and

form) and aim (73’4\05 , equivalent to al-Kindi's final cause),
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is asserted by Elias, op. cit., p. 5.19 ff., and David, op. cit.,
17.31 ff. (and cf. Ammonius, op. cit., 1.18 ff.). Al-Kindi thus
again refers, obliquely, to the two most important definitions

of philosophy which the Alexandrians had discussed (cf. above,
notes to 97.9), and again emphasiées the goal as well as the
subject matter of philosophy. Though ordinarily--and in actual
practice even for al-Kindi--the definition of a thing does not
require more than knowledge of its genus and specific difference,
the larger perspective within which al-Kindi views philosophy
requires acknowledgement of a teleological force as part of the
very definition of an object. Al-Kindi is thus led naturally to

speak next of the first cause.

"The truth requires ... failed to acquire." Al-Kindi returns

here to Met. II 1, from which he drew his remarks above at 97.8-14.
As his previous statements were based upon the latter part of

that chapter (993b 19-31), ﬁhis passage as well as lines 10-12
below, are paraphrases of its middle section (993b 11-14, 16-19).
At FP 102.5-9 al-Kindi borrows from the beginning of this

chapter (993a 31-b 4), and then at 103.1-3 he returns again to

its middle (993b 15-16). A chart of these comparable passages

is as follows:
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FP Met. IT 1.
97.8-1, 993b 19-31
102.1-4, 10-12 993b 11-14, 16~19
102.5-9 993a 31-b 4
103.1-3 993b 15-16

Met. 993b 11-14 enjoins gratitude for those whose views we
might share, as well as for thosé who have expressed more
superficial (gﬂérfc»\oct. S7e ©o v ) views, Implicit in this
distinction is the assumption that one wants to share views worth
sharing, viz., significant (non-superficial) ones. Astt's
translation (op. c¢it., pp. 8, 9), which al-KindI follows, makes
this explicit: "it is not right for us only to thank one who
has uttered an important remark ( -LLJ~?’.LL9§ ), of those with
whose views we may be associated; rather is it also right for us
to thank those who have uttered a smail, insignificant remark
( L/L,;ﬁ .L/:-——-~—£.l{;;é )"

Aristotle stresses that one should be grateful even for
superficial thinkers with whom one does not agree, since their
views at least helped train the mind. To al-Kindi it is the
ma jor benefactors of the truth (as well as the minor) who have
performed this service. This change of subject--accomplished in
part by inverting the sentence order of his source--renders
al-Kindi's text different from Aristotle's. The Stagirite appears

to be saying that, while knowledge of the truth is a collective
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effort, some views are philosophically valid and should be accepted,
while others have a kind of historical validity only. Al-Kindi
ignores this distinction, apparently believing that in general
previous philosophy is true, though not complete. This total
though qualified acceptance of past philosophy is of a piece with
al-Kindi's non-historical approach in other treatises; an approach
characterized by a broad, purportedly harmonizing compilation of
views, rather than by a critical analysis of them (cf. his various
definitions of philosophy I: 172 f., and of the soul, I: 272-282.

See too Walzer, "iew Studies on al-Kindi," Greek into Arabic,

p. 201.)

102.1-2 "The truth requires that we don't reproach ... Serious benefits
to us" {)_,_L\ r_\) 9‘ UL‘ K-*‘-’-" e
This sentence paraphrases Astat's translation quoted in the

preceding note, reversing the style of its presentation.

fo . 5
102.3 "Kindred and associates":JEErQ’L’ué\_,ah—)\ - Cf. Astat's use of
VJULA(for Kou/.ﬂrxl-'l'a of 993b 12) in the phrase

translated above, 102.1-4 note, "of those with whose views we may

be associated".
. .
\.a))\a\
C.JV!; W This statement is an elaboration of 993b 14: aac oc
. oV
ouve L& AovTo TC. 2'74/ ¥=P gf,./ 77,74-,(7nv //«

02.3~, "they benefited us ... approaches and instruments": -

ﬁ
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("these ... contributed something, by developing before us the
powers of thought", i.e., following Ross, Met. I: 215, "they

formed our g Ecs by practice"). Astdt's translation (Bouyzes,

9.2) is as follows: \-‘L.’ uﬂ—"'—"h T4 rr‘.gv-’ bj\‘\ﬂ/"s ’
"they have helped us by their prior progress in iﬁquiry." Al-Kindi's
explication of this passage indicates more than a slavish depend-
ance upon Astat's written work. Al-Kindi may also have consulted
Astat for explanations of difficult passages, having commissioned

him to translate the Metaphysics. To the degree that our text

amplifies Ast3t's translation, it might be the "report® (Khabar)

of the Metaphysics which al-Kindi is said to have written (erf.

Fihrist, op. cit., p. 251). Of. further below, 103.1-3.
A1-Kindi's usage of afadfyd, which he again employs in the
related passage below at line 11 (and cf. note there), probably

’ V4
comes from Astat's translation of W P EC AQ PepEY  there

(line 18) as |5 daiwl (op. cit. line 4).

102.4, "the real nature of which they failed to acquire": \J_/-Aﬂ\«'
WJ{? U“' . This emphasiées the essential failure of
prior philosophical attempts more than Aristotle does in the

corresponding Metaphysics passage; and may also allude to al-Kindi's

subject--al-haqq, the Real one—-whose "real nature", hagiga, has

not, in al-Kindi's estimation, been fully understood.

.02.51 "o the distinguished philosophers before us": CX-"'J,"M.)SS-
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L;.Lé L!f.“'“’“‘\‘;'“ U~ particularly Aristotle (and cf. below,

103.1), whose view in 993a 31-b 4 al-Xind3 now in effect quotes
(with modifications) to line 9, following Astat's translation.

As the ms. of this section of Astdt's work is in poor condition
(op. c¢it., p. 3, lines 2 and 3), we may reconstruct it from
al-Kindi's passage, and further verify the latter's use of Astat
by comparing al-Kindi with Ishdq b. Hunain's later translation.
The one significant difference from the translation may be assumed

to be 'al-Kind{'s own contribution.,

tour co-linguists": \us\ua) ._\D’\ , following the translation
suggested by F. Rosenthal, ("Al-Kindi and Ptolemy", op. cit., II:
45.) As Rosenthal has pointed out (based upon remarks in the
u.,Ja..wJ\ asl ) = and our text), al-Kindi considers
himself largely as an interpreter of Greek learning to the Arabic

speaking (and reading) world,

"no man ... can attain the truth": u—wu\ u*_,-;\[,l\ & .J

Astat (ibid.), (J""""u\ o )—"'_ﬁ RV Y r" with the rest

mitilated. Cf. Ishaq's translation, Bouyges 3.7, )-;\ .z_,.igr)
AL 2}\—' A o~ WV = translating 993a 31, ,«eé’éva

SUvao Q¢ GLJeZ'v aﬁr;;s (Tf]"s w\r]@ecas)

' - o
"by the power of his own pursuits": %J»’.;?-ﬁ - This phrase is

lacking in Aristotle, and may well represent for al-Kindi a
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gesture towards religious tradition. The pious would have
appreciated what could be taken as recognition by a philosopher
that only with God's help can a man attain the truth, even as he

is unable to do so unaided. Cf., for a similar expression, 97.9

above.

"that which the truth deserves": [',-L\ 3-9\.:._,..._.) \..J ’

I'd
reflecting Aristotle's &! tS of 993a 31; given by Ishaq
(Bouyges, 3, 7, 8) W\-’ ./,,.3.) .

"nor will the (philosophers as a) whole comprehend it": P V)
W‘\e . The translation of 993 1, pgj7T& WEVTRS
amo TUJXO/CVEJ-V s "nor do we collectively fail", is
missing in the extant Astat version. Ishag renders it 0>V,
(y\s o—Lh s , "nor (does the truth) depart from all
men collectively". This negative phrase, containing both a
negation and a negative-value verb, may have confused al-Kindi
(and possibly Astat), as it might have the anonymous author of
the marginal notes to the extant ms. (Cf. Bouyges, Notice, op.
cit., p. L, 2°). This person wrote ambiguously--in what Bouyges
calls "une traduction paraphrasée" MU\ L}“ (",;\ \q”l
()ﬁ&,,-"'-’ (ibid., p. LVII). This could be translated either "moreover,

the truth (is attained) collectively", which gives aidan a converse

meaning in the total context but which represents the original

meaning of the Greek; or straight forwardly as "likewise the truth
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(is not attained) collectively", which would be similar to al-Kindi.
On this latter reading, however, there is ostensibly a glaring
discrepancy between this statement of al-KindI's and the following
sentence but one, which affirms that man does, collectively,
achieve considerable truth (line 9). This may be resolved by
assuming that al-Kindi is distinguishing between collective know-
ledge which does not know all the truth ( & _}\,t in the sense
of comprehensive truth), and collective knowledge which knows
"something of great worth", Moreover, al-Kindi may be qualifying
the philosophical endeavor by implying that in his opinion neither
singly nor collectively can philosophers, "by the powers of their
own pursuits" (cf. the second note to 102.6 above), attain the

truth.

"Rather each of them ... worth is assembled from this". Having
apparently digressed from his Aristotelian source to establish—

or at least allude to—his fidelity to religious belief, al-Kindi

now proceeds to follow his Metaphysics source quite closely. He
employs nala, Mattain" here (as at lines 4 and 6 above) for Astat's

- P 4
(and Ishaq's) adraka, the Greek E€77¢ EXANELY of 993 2,

"It is proper that our gratitude be great': ,’Llh) ul U‘""‘"‘"

L’.X—\-v , using a nominal form of shkr, which root Astat employs

verbally in the sentence which serves as the base for this passage

(cf. above, note to 102.1-4); al-Kindi paraphrasing both Astat
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and his own parallel sentence above, 102.1 f,

"even a little (of the truth) ... much (truth)":, .. \}-A' s

(,A—\ S J,i.é Following but inverting the order of Astat's
translation to Met. 993b 11-13 (Bouyges, pp. 8, 9): V f’

Lo\ V90 e

"since they have shared with us ... approaches to the truth",
This paraphrase of Met. 993b 14 corresponds to that given above
at lines 3 and 4, though the terminology is mostly different.
A1-Kindits\G _,SJ-»'I and UJ ) _,«\7:-# are equivalent to Astat's
\a_,p\;l ; the former's _/Kﬁ and ujuo like the latter's LJ‘Q’P ;
while C)\o_,."a..” echoes rr—',)..e;) (and cf. the note to 102.3-4
above for\-;_,)b’i ). '

"If they had not lived": b{)—j, ‘-)))1 (Va‘\’ s following
Astat on Met. 993b 15 practically verbatim (op. cit., p. 9.2).
However, while Astat goes on to translate Aristotle faithfully,
referring the subject to "Tim3*Tus" (Timotheus), al-Kindi makes
this a general remark concerning all those who have contributed

to the truth; and then he paraphrases the Timotheus reference

below, at 103.1 f.

- o, 5|
"hidden principles ... hidden conclusions”: Wl.}l_,ful (and
not ‘5\:3..4‘ , as AR) ... ;’\:.5.9‘ Jyﬁfw ; as "principles" and

Meonclusions" (literally, "firsts" and "lasts") are an obvious
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match, so the adjective with each is likely here to be the same.
Moreover, the principles, or premises, here require "intense
research", which is so only if they are difficult to comprehend.
Al-Kindi is thus speaking generally, expressing gratitude to all
philosophers who have clarified the issues from beginning to end.
(For awwal in a more specific, logical sense, cf. below, 114,.12.)
This passage may, in addition, be a faint echo of Met. 993b 18,
19, translated by Astat (op. ¢it., p. 9.4) rather well . Whereas
Aristotle is speaking of "some" philosophers to whom we are
indebted, who in turn are yet indebted to "others" (Lo _,DT in
Astdt), al-Kindl speaks of "firsts" and "lasts" ( Jbv‘_:’\ ). He
thus converts Aristotle's reference to a chronological order of
philosophers into a statement concerning the logical order of

philosophical knowledge.

nintensive research, necessary perserverance and love of its
toil ... elegant insight and fondness for perserverance': 0 Sans
u-g")‘./\’l;'b PRSI VY e c._—-xu‘./\‘-el.) o..)“.)-“ r_)_’)_: ot
Cf. the similar terminology al-Kindi employs, in his P ols
U"’B’)l ae\_a)\ , to describe what is necessary for an
understanding of astronomy (as quoted by F. Rosenthal, op. cit.,
II: 44L). He also acknowledges there the successive labors and
cumulative knowledge of prior scholars, an acknowledgement which

Rosenthal calls "daring", for the challenge it represented to the
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traditional view of knowledge as that received by {hSpiration.
Rosenthal, however, finds that this view of al-Kindl's was current
in his time and afterwards, among lMuslim scientists (and philosophers);

and traces it for al-Kindi to Theon of Alexandria's Commentary on

the Almagest (ed. A. Rome, Studi e Testi 72 (Citta del Vaticano,

1936), p. 325; for which compare Ptolemy's Syntaxis Mathematica,

ed. J. L., Heiberg, Opera (Leipzig, 1898) I: 1, 7.25 (English

translation by R. C. Taliaferro in the series Great Books of the

Western World (Chicago, 1938) XVI: p. 6. See too Rosenthal, op.

cit., pp. 445-446). We thus have here an example of al-Kindi
expanding upon an Aristotelian text with material borrowed from

another Greek source. Cf. further below, 103.9 f.

"Aristotle, the most distinguished of the Greeks in philosophy,
said": J\}ch\ S U’:“?L’J"‘“ ‘/'-:‘."" U““JU’J}Z"“J‘\\:\J ’
using the same ad jective as above, 102.5. While the passage
there, particularly lines 7-9, is essentially an unattributed
quotation from Aristotle's work (cf. note to 102.5), the following
is actually a paraphrase (however different) of the Metaphysics, .
though claiming to be a quotation, Taking such liberties with
sources is not unusual in medieval writers, and is, as we have

already seen and will see, quite characteristic of al-Kindi's

method .

"Tt is proper for us to thank the fathers ... attaining the truth".
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This particular paraphrase of Met. I: 993b 15-16 uses a similar
opening phrase as at 102,10 above, the source of which passage,
at Met. 993b 11, precedes the Vet. source of this sentence. In

inserting remarks between these sentences, al-Kindi has lost the

Metaphysics thread of continuity,' So he begins, as it were, again.
Aristotle wrote, at lines 15 and 16, as follows: &¢C ,a—gv g&e
Tepbdbeos /_«.} §a—évam) ﬂo)./\;]v Xv pedrarrocloy odx
éfiopev - &2 Se pn Pelves, Tepd feos odm av gyévero
("If there had been no Timeotheus, we should not have mich lyric
poetry; and if there had been no Phrynis, there would have been

no Timotheus"). Astdt translates this quite accurately, | 9 c‘\;’u
o*'_)\.,,«,bus_ r—‘ WJ‘,‘J’\‘ LJC.. IJ » understanding eAoTocZ et
in the general sense of "musical composition", ( O J_,,U\ g.v_jb ’
literally "composition of melodies"). Al-Kindi is in the dark

(as was, no doubt, Astdt) concerning the identity of Phrynis and
Timotheus, whom he apparently regards as father and son (they

were not related, though both were fifth century Athenians

associated with the development of the nome form of poetry; and

cf, further, regarding them, the entries in Pauly-Wissowa, Real-

Encyclopadie der Classichen Altertumswissenschaft s Zweite Reihe

VI: 1331, no. 9 and XX: 1, p. 925). Al-Kindi's view of their
relationship may well be based on his understanding of Astat's

use of Kana--for )c}\m/«u.--as connoting "to be born%; which
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is a meaning of the Greek verb when predicated of persons. This
again raises the possibility that al-KindI consulted with Astat

to determine the possible meanings of difficult passages in the

Greek (cf. above, 102.3-4 n.)

103.9 '"our practice in all our compositions": Z:-f"’ G’U‘a\s
\:D\Sﬂy y S, €.8., in his treatise on the Almagest, in the
introduction to which (fol. 56b) al-Kindi makes the same type of
statement as that which follows (cf. Rosenthal, op. cit., p. 445).
This method is one which Ptolemy says he practiced (cf. sources
listed in note to 102.15-19 above), and while al-Kindi admits
there that he is following Ptolemy's example, he omits this
attribution here. It may well be that he assumes his auditorse
and readers——are familiar with the Ptolemy work and/or method,
having heard him lecture on it; and that mention of Ptolemy here
is superfluous. DMoreover, that this is (also) al-Kindi's method
is indisputable, as evidenced from both these works and many

others, in which predecessors' ideas are presented both with and

without proper attribution.

o\l | grl 979

103,11 "insofar as is possible for us":

(and the second note there) above, and see too 102.6 above.

. -
103.13 "acclaimed for speculation" JJZJLM““ . The fifth

form of the verb well expresses al-Kind?f's contempt for those
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who consider themselves capable of reasoning properly. "Nazar"

is used to express the dialectical process, "speculation" in the
sense of general reasoning, the sense which is implied also in

the terms raly and ijtihad below, line 15 (cf. Ell, nazar, iii,

889). Though he does not mention by name the people against whom
he is inveighing here, it is not difficult to deduce their identity,
from this and the following lines. They must be the mu‘tazila,

sometimes called ahl al~nazar (cf. J. Schacht, The Origins of

Muhammadan Jurisprudence, Oxford, 1950, pp. 128, 258); men well

known for their relatively extreme acceptance of the validity of
reason in religious argument., As he does not go into detail, here
or elsewhere, it is difficult to be certain what in particular
al-Kindi objected to in the Kalam method (and cf. above, introduc-
tion pp. 72 ff., for further discussion). He is most certainly not

criticising the use of reason, but rather what appears to him as

its misuse.

"If they are crowned undeservedly with the miters of truth":

O Ui (oo G O\l Lo 010 s
evoking of monarchic imagery is repeated in the following line
and below ét 104.4. Clearly, al-Kindi is referring to intellectuals
who are in positions of authority (and cf. 104.5) and who enjoy
royal approval, howvever unworthy of it they may be. The only

theologians who were in this favored position at the time of
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al-Kindi's composition of this treatise were the mu tazila (cf.

above, introduction, p. 4 ). Therefore, barring the possibility
that this is a later interpolation, the muétazila must be the
objects of al-Kindi's indignation. This is, moreover, confirmed

by internal evidence in the folloﬁing lines,

"it is due to their narrow understanding of the methods of truth
and their scant knowledge of what Majesty requires as regards

opinion and judgement in those common universal usages which

preva11 among them": G;\g_,a)u\ O W Ry

SN PV 95 G\ - also
‘7) AN YU A S\ 3 s,

The "usages" which al-Kindl is deprecating are probably the

arguments or locutions which preoccupy the mu‘tazila, and which

al-Kindi does not deign to call "proofs" or tdefinitions". His

contention is that the muttazila have a narrow understanding of

true methodology, and little knowledge of the dubious merits
and serious limitations of "opinion" and "judgement", terms with
which their method is associated.

Now while "opinion" (ra’y) and "judgement! (ijtihad) may
be seen in the mu<tazila scheme as Synonyms for individual
reasoning in general (cf. Schacht, op. ¢cit., PP- 98, 99), as
used by al-Kindi, both should be contrasted with "knowledge"

(ma¢rifa), bearing in mind his definitions of ma‘rifa and raly

220



elsewhere. In his treatise "On Definitions and Descriptions of
Things", we read that "knowledge" (or "cognition", as Stern
translates, Isaac Israeli, p. 54) is "an opinion which does not

¢ 1. o % .
cease": J‘" v UESY ’L)_,-n)‘ (AR I: 176); while

"opinion" is an "estimation which appears in word or writing.

It is also said that it is a type of psychic belief, in one of
two contradictory things, which can cease; and it is also said
that it is estimation with the judgement established for the
person judging, opinion thus being the resting of estimation':
HNase LSO, Joa (2 oUW LRI 58 s’
O o\eist (s Ui o 5ol el glizel au )
P sis At D\ e AN ) W ¢ As Lo

. W' u_,C_-au,\,‘g LSlJ.‘.’ (AR I: 168, and compare Stern's
translation, ;ggg;)

To these definitions should be added that of "estimation",

said to be "a judgement of the apparent nature of a thing; not,
it is said, of its true nature; and an explanation without proofs

or demonstration, so that the person judging it way cease his

judgement : (\df—i)l}éJl e (j“‘i*J|LJ§JL *\niﬂkJ\~,£D<jJéJ|
BVo s O Ot ¢ Az O VI
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Used Jo Lo ol s Gam e O\o L Vs

(AR I: 171, and compare Stern's translation and comments, op. cit.,

pp. 63, 64.)
To al—KindE; then, "opinion" is a kind of articulated
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"estimation", an expressed view which may be strongly, but not
necessarily correctly, held; and certainly not a view for which
the holder has a logical demonstration. On the other hand, as
"an opinion which does not cease", "knowledge" undoubtedly derives
its permanence from conformity'with the truth; a truth, it may
be assumed, which can be rendered into "proofs or demonstration".
In this connection it is worth noting that Isaac Israeli, who
follows al-Kindi quite closely in these definitions, has one for
"true knowledge" not found in the al-Kindi treatise extant, but
which is certainly Kindian in derivation; "Definition of true
knowledge: True cognition confirmed by syllogism and established
by demonstration" (following Stern, op. cit., p. 54). This is
rendered in the original, as discovered by H. Hirschfeld, ("The
Arabic Portion of the Cairo Genizah at Cambridge", JQR XV, 1903,
p. 690) as: .fl;]'T)(X Ag1yn PTXX 7x aryrx Tn
JHIIIX AANIA OX X NAPPh ), AL-KindT hinself discusses
scientific syllogisfns",a:t""{ M\&J\ , elsewhere, d'escribing i
the apodictic as those which are always true ( _,fo ‘J’\-‘.’MZ"A
A0\, N P 0309 5\, of. "on the Quantity of the
Books of Aristotle ...", AR I: 380, 381, also edited by M. Guidi
and R. Walzer, Studi su Al-Kindl I, op. cit., pp. 400, 401 Arabic,
415, 416 Ttalian; and translated into English by N. Rescher,
"p1-Kindi's Sketch of Aristotle's Organon", op. cit., pp. 54, 55).

His criticism of the m<tazila, therefore, is that they scant
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demonstrative proofs and are not sufficiently aware of the logical

inadequacy of their kind of reasoning, "general" in the sense of

being non-apodictic,

103.15 "of what Majesty requires": .A.)_\J..y_)) M\o’ , l.e.,
which methods merit being argued before the caliph or members of
the royal family; al-Kindi implying that ra’y and ijtihad are not

worthy of such an audience.

104.1 M"as well as to the dirty envy which is a capability of their
animal souls": l{},.,*_Jifﬁ o L;;:;;L'n .>UthLJ zaj'l/JL)_’
‘iﬁ‘ﬁjﬂﬁJ‘. Al-Kindi here begins to level a series of personal
charges against his opponents, for which unfortunately we have

little specific corroborating evidence. That the muftazila were

generally intolerant and capable of cruel, inhuman acts has been
mentioned in the introduction, as has‘the later indignity which
al-Kindl suffered under al-Mutawakkil (see above, p. 4 f.).
Clearly, the environment was such that suspicion and charges of
deviationism, encouraged by personal slander, were rife. A1-Kindi
attributes such behavior to a combination of jealousy, vested
interests, and wrong ideas.

In referring to the "animal soul", al-Kindi is alluding to
the tripartite Platonic division of the soul, which he discusses
at greater length in his "Treatise on the Soul: A Summary of the

Writing of Aristotle, Plato and Other Philosophers" (AR I: 273-280).
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There the parts of the soul (called at p. 273 both "faculties"

and "souls") are divided into the "rational", "spirited" and
"appeti'bive",.o\g-"W‘J M\ 4 W\ a_soJl |
the Platonic Aoaca'ru«év) éuluost 57,5 ana &rme 90/4_772#(5\/
(cf. Republic IV: 4393 5 ff. and elsewhere). The "appetitive"
faculty is then compared to a pig and the "spirited" to a dog,

while the rational faculty is likened to an angel (AR I: 274,

a passage which has also been retained among the sayings of al-
Kindi collected by al-Sijistani; cf. Atiyeh's edition of the

Muntakhab Siwdn al-Hikmah, no. 5, pp. 218 Arabic, 240 English).

Again, at the end of the treatise (p. 279), emotional indulgence

$
is associated with animal behavior ( r"’ y?‘“ E'-b ). Envy, one

of such emotions, and as such a function of the "animal soul',

is specifically referred to in al-Kindi's treatise On Definitions,

where it is described as a consequence of an intemperate possessive
desire (AR I: 178, 179, and cf. the Republic IX: 580d 10ff.; see

too the second note below).

"obscuring their thought's perception from the light of truth by
darkening its veils" 'Eﬁ /WT a\{)w O’ L-—“’w-’
GJ"-/_}’ OF . This sustains the literary metaphor and
philosophical allusion of the preceding part of this sentence,
and like it derives from either the "Preatise On the Soul" or a

similar source., Throughout that treatise, and particularly in
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AR I: 27/-276, al-Kindi speaks of Mthe light of the Creator®,

6)‘?‘" —_9° , from which the individual soul comes and to which
it goes, when it separates itself from the body, i.e., from non-
theoretical objects. The rational soul thus has as its natural

object the radiant world of eternally true entities, and ultimately
the Source of all truth.

AN . 1 - . -
"humanly virtues" :@Lma\!’LLw\ , by which al-Kindi would
think of the four Platonic cardinal virtues (and probably sub-
divisions of them as well), which he gives as the meaning of this

term in his treatise On Definitions and elsewhere; describing each

with its excesses and deficiencies, and advocating for each

observance of an Aristotelian mean, JlJusJ! (cf. AR I: 177-

179, and al-Sijistani, op. cit., nos. 104, 108, pp. 236, 238 Arabic,

256, 257 English). For Plato's d’osbza.) &VSQOLL'G, 0“’-’¢€°"¢"7

and d'ckozLOO’Jw] , al-Kindi has WS 5_,.?;\5‘ £ 5\(@ and
Jaz“ (and. cf. R. Walzer, "Some Aspects of Miskawaih's Tahdhib

al-Akhlaq ! Greek into Arabic, p. 224). These terms reappear in

one saying attributed to al-Kindi (cf. al-Sijistani, op. g¢it., no.
26, pp. 227, 228, English translation pp. 247, 248) which

incorporates both his combined Aristotelian and Platonic moral

philosophy and his Platonic trichotomy of the soul.

s .
"due to their leadership and traffic in religion": o—2_rd

U"é)\-’ o L’.'J!J As al-Kindi makes clear here and in the



following lines, his opponents are in power, and he boldly calls
for their ouster, accusing them of corruption, hypocrisy,
intolerance and opposition to the truth., The very boldness of

this attack upon the miétazila, however brief and unsustained it

may be, raises the possibility that this entife section may be a
later insertion, written by al-Kindi after their fall from power
and his fall from favor, in an attempt to ingratiate himself with
the new religious officialdom. Against this view, however, it
should be noted that there is no peculiarly'Egiég position taken
in these remarks, nothing said either for or against the eternity
of the Qu'rin, Divine attributes, etc. Moreover, al-Kindi's
criticisms are equally valid against the mutazila and their
theological opponents, since they largely shared the same methods
of reasoning and had common attitudes to a state religion and to
dissent.

There is, therefore, no reason why al-Kindi should not have

spoken so against the m¢tazila while they were in office,

particularly since he too enjoyed at that time the protection of
the caliph and would not have been suspected of actually plotting
politically against the official religion. In addition, as an
advocate of tolerance for diverse ideas, al-Kindi would have been
incensed by the charges of heresy and unbelief, Kufr, which the

m¢tazila threw at their opponents (cf. Goldziher, Vorlesungen,

op. cit., pp. 114-116); and though the charge was officially

226
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proferred only against those who did not accept the createdness

of the Qu’ran and other theological dogmas, we may gather from

al-Kindi's response that many m€tazila had neither a kind word

for philosophy proper nor for a particular philosopher.

"for one who trades in something buys it": Wj Sl ®) V

‘U‘—\.: » reflecting the material as well as social benefits
normally enjoyed by those holding state-supported religious
office. Al-Kindi apparently spurned such official perquisites,
and was reportedly taken to task for not trying, among other
places, to earn a living at court (ef. al-Sijist@nl, op. cit.,
pp. 221 Arabic, 242 English).

"In the knowledge of the true nature of things .... with pre-
cautions against it." The benefits of true knowledge for both
moral philosophy and metaphysics are élso proclaimed in On the
Soul (AR I: 275, echoed by al-Sijistani, op. cit., pp. 218, 219
Arabic, 240 English), showing again the influence of that treatise

on al-Kindi's thinking in this section.

"the true messengers" :;l;)\.,e)‘ )—.\_/ ‘,J| , viz., the prophets
(and particularly, of course, Muhammad), whose message which
follows is simplified so as to be compatible with philosophy.
In this accommodation al-KindI is apparently prepared to minimize

the particular dogmas and "principles of faith" which the
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5,18

theologians and traditionalists emphasized. His very formilation

of religious "essentials" shows a rational bias,

"and that which we shall say now": O ug\:\j o L
The following argument was attributed in antiquity to Aristotle's

Protrepticus (cf. R. Walzer, Aristotelis Dialogorum Fragmenta,

(Firenze, 1934), no. 2, pp. 22-24, English translation by Sir

David Ross, The Works of Aristotle, Vol. XII, Select Fragments

(Oxford, 1952), no. 2, pp. 27-29), and is found in a number of
late Greek as well as Syriac writers (cf. Walzer, "Un Frammento

Nuovo di Aristotele", Greek into Arabic, p. 45 n.5). Al-Kindi

undoubtedly came across it in the samé introduction to philosophy
which has served him above, 97.8 ff. (cf. Elias, op. cit., p. 3.
17-23, David, op. cit., 9. 2-12); he thus returns at the end of

this chapter to the source under whose influence he began it.

"imploring the support of the patron of virtues and recipient of
- 5
good works": le J"L’.’ \-J_‘):J" U')J )"—‘3\*‘ , viz.,

al-Mi‘tasim Billah.

228
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Chapter II: Notes

106.1,2 Chapter Two of the First Part of "The First Philosophy":
s - . . y 5 .
LI Uadddl @ ™1 5L a5 (ol
(literally "The Second Article, being the First Part in 'The

First Philosophy'"), following the phrasing of chapter 3 below,

p. 123. Fann, which I translate as "chapter" and, "literally")
as "article" (for the more usual "kind" or "species"), is
probably a translation of 7’5/)(‘/7 ; it might be used to connote
the introduction of another system or "art" of discussing the

subject, a "treatise", though not a totally independent one s On
the theme (cf. n. 106.32 below).

106.31 "that which ought to precede": 4*-"-}-0 L.a\‘.\‘ y Viz., an
introduction which has contained a definition of philosophy and
an enumeration of the various types of causes; as well as a

general appreciation of previous philosophers and of philosophical

endeavor,

106.3° Mlet us follow this with what follows naturally": M

LML \_,x, o_)\_';,{ \,2 V5, viz., specific arguments

employing philosophical methods and definitions.

106.5,6 M"there are two kinds of human perceptions; one of which is
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nearer to us and further from nature": u;,obj U”L‘““—)“ {fy“
q””b“w""”"‘s » L. 4:)./-" L-O»I Cf. Post. An. I

2 72a 1-5, "I mean that objects nearer to sense ( 7’0\6

gyaralrseov 77's azdefo-ecos 5 s LIUJA ._,J}"

in the translation of Abll Bishr Matti, ed. A. Badawi, Mantiq

Aristu (Cairo 1949) III: 314) are prior and better known to us;

objects without qualification prior and better known are those
further (from sense, & Woppémeov, ‘_.>->¢.) Jis" ).
The greatest universals ( 7'0?. 150.8 oAou ,U—O,‘)“‘TT“ 'J.r,)"

w \o—a\&_/\gl ) are furthest from sense, while particulars

are nearest." Compare this with Physics I 1 184a 16, "the natural
vay (of determining the principles of Fhysics) is to proceed from
the things which are more knowable and clearer to us, to those

s \
which are clearer and more knowable by nature" (7f€¢>u-)(8 Je.

Ex va [vw€¢f¢-w7‘e€wv 7/1-«)\/ 7 050s Mal a—x;b&rreemv

Emr ra o*ozqs.-_-_o"re:pa(, 7'9 9600‘5‘4 Kc«, J""Jf"f“i”'sm i Cyed

(r’t:djl 9 ! /J‘A"U“ U_SCU‘ L""»&'“ u\._—w
s sl ot MM‘J_)"A"_JJI‘\)&S

W' , in the translation of Ishadq ibn Hunain, ed.

A. Badawi (Cairo, 1964) I: 3).
Al-Kindi's statement is compounded terminologically of

elements of both these sources, even as his ensuing remarks draw

upon both books as well as portions of the De Anima and Metaphysics

(and see, in this particular connection, Met. I 2 982a 21y, It
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is likely that he was helped to this eclectic approach by some

commentary to one or more of these books. We know that, except

for the Metaphysics, these works were known in al-KindI's time

primarily through commentaries, often brief epitomes (see Peters,

op. ¢it., pp. 17 £f, 31 £f. and 40 £f.).

. o --) . e .
106.71 "from the beginning of our development": L_,-aw oo Oune

Cf.y eegey Met. I 1 980a 28, "by nature animals are born with

the faculty of sensation'.

106.72 "the sensation common to all animals": Z—w—é"r\")\ u'v-‘“ |

O_'_;—;J*l . Cf. De An. II 2 413b 2, "but it is sensation primarily
~ N e ~ N
which constitutes the animl", 70 & Jgov Sex 7Tgv
> 74 /7 » . . .
140'970-4\/ 7720607'75 3 &r‘)—@ %b uLy;L'L!.)
£ . s .
Ao J-?.' (& ad 5'\_‘,~>'-§H O oS (in the translation

ascribed to Ishdq ibn Hunain by A. Badaw-:'l, Aristotelis de Anima

(Cairo, 1954), p. 32; an attribution which is, however, suspect
(see R. Frank, "Some Fragments of Ishaq's Translation of the De

Anima", Cahiers de Byrsa, (1958-59), VIII, 231-234).). See too

De Gen. Anim. II 23 731b 4.

106.81 "eontact": rmubashara, without the connotation of "direct

contact" or "touch", which would eliminate the significance of
the media through which all perceptions are transmitted (cf. De

An. II 7 418a 26 ff.; 419a 25.)
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106.8° "(perceiving is) timeless and without duration": ¢ Ye_r S
Zb,cj-o -9_3 These attributes of sense perception, as the predicates
of "continuous motion" and ™indivisible change" below in lines
11 and 12, appear to reflect certain remarks Aristotle makes in
De An. IIT 6 and 7 (for the disjointed character of which chapters
cf. D. Ross' edition, (Oxford, 1961) pp. 48, 49). While Aristotle's
subject is ostensibly intellection, much of what he says is
applicable to sensation as well, since he says that "sensation
is like simple assertion or thought" (De An. IIIV 7 431a 8). Now
in 6 430b 29 Aristotle says that "the seeing of a proper object
(of sight) is always true", while in 430a 26 he remarks that "the
thinking of indivisible objects (7eV &&caspérewy , or,
as Ross suggests, loc. cit. and in his note to this passage,

p. 299, "unitary objects") occurs among things concerning which
there can be no falsehood." Thus simple perception is like
basic, i.e., non-composite, intellection; and the indivisible
time in which the mind, by an indivisible action, is said to
think indivisible intelligibles (cf. 430b 6 and 14), may be

equally said of sensation.

.06.9:L "due to the motion": li-ziwdl, in the sense here, and at

line 11 below, of an evanescent, fleeting motion,.

06-92 "its change in every case being through one of the kinds of

mot:i.on":s'.l'\.S_,-J“l él}"s‘ _>.>-’L: J\’.)sd’d_}é;.’ ’
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viz., alteration. Al-Kindi uses "change" and "motion" here in a
loose, synonymous sense, as below at 118,19 (and cf. n. 118.191)-
Aristotle says in De An. II 5 416b 33 that "sensation consists in
being moved and acted upon ... for it is held to be some sort of
alteration" (aANolwo ¢ 5 ,wb.&u!(Badaw?L, op. ¢it.,

41), for which term cf. n. 113.112L below).

106,10 "Its quantity is differentiated by "more" or "less", "equal®
and "unequal", while its quality is contrasted by "similar" and
"dissimilar", "stronger" and "weaker": w\ J./\AJ.J
ﬁ.aug/‘.v_, 20 O L J_g _;)l_,_),.g.ub Al

Lz 2 o S AN 4 ¢ A5 W\J%
i.e., one object of sensation as perceived is compared with
another by various criteria. "Equality" and "inequality", 7‘0\
loov ki Xwveoov (JL,,,.,.J_:\&_) Solae ink.
Georr's edition of Ishaq ibn Hunain's translation, Les Categories

D'Aristote ... (Beyrouth, 1948), p. 332) are particularly

predicated of quantity by Aristotle in Cat. 6. 6a 27; while at 5b
\ 7 c aA/ 3 '
1, "mach" and "little", 70 7oA and 6 O cyos( A
leﬂ' ' 9, Georr, p. 330) are considered applicable as relative
predicates. At Cat. 8. 1la 15 Aristotle mentions the "similar®
\ y -
and "dissimilar", é//uoc.ot. V{22 CzVOIfLGCC‘f— (_J:"SJW!
A\, Georr, p. 344) as the distinctive predicates of quality;
5 w&Aov kel 70
while the predicates of "more" and "less", 7O jJ <
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%rra\/ ( JJS“J J‘SS’\ » ibid.) are also used, in 10b 26 as
general predicates of quality. Al1-KingT mentions "little" and
"much" (J.'."”ﬁ 'J J‘:’.w\ ) among the predicates of quantity below
at 146.12, while in "On Definitions" (AR I: 167) he defines
quantity and quality by their dis.tinctive above-mentioned
Aristotelian predicates., Al-Kindi is reported to have written
two works on the Categories (cf. Fihrist, p. 256, and see Peters,
op. ¢it., p. 11), and, in his brief description of its contents

in On the Quantity of Aristotle's Books » he mentions similarity

and dissimilarity as predicates of quality (cf. AR I: 365; ed,
M. Guidi and R. Walzer, Studi I, pp. 391 Arabic, 405 Italian; N,
Rescher's English translation, "Al-Kindi's Sketch of Aristotle's
Organon," op. cit., p. 51 (reading "shape" (shakl) for "shade").).
Thus, if al-Kindi did not find these various remarks already
brought together in a commentary, it éou]d have occurred to him
naturally to elaborate on the nature of perception by using
criteria taken from the Categories; even as his next association ’
dealing with the internal mechanics of sensation, could have come

to him from a familiarity with the De Anima tradition.

106.12,13 "It (sc. sensory perception) is that which establishes its
forms in the imagination and it (sc. the imagination) conveys
them to the memory; and it (sc. the sensible object) is represented

and portrayed in the soul of (all) living beings: S SJI g

g2 e kbl JL boshoc el o e LSS
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—s! 2 F s saie Joedie , i.e., both men
and animals perceive along similar lines, animals too having an
imaginative faculty and related memory (cf, De An, III 10 433a 11,
De Mem, 1 450a 12-15; and see H, Wolfson's classification of the
various terms used to describe the imagination and memory in their
various aspects, in "The Internal Senses in ILatin, Arabic, and
Hebrew Philosophic Texts", Harvard Theological Review XXVIIT (1935),
pp. 130-133., In comparing the lists of Arabic terms with al-Kindi's
usages here and elsewhere (see below), we may conclude that his
classification is along broad, general lines, though he probably
understood the functions of the various internal senses as
miltiple.). It is, in fact, the "sensational" aspect of imagina-
tion, ¢O<.VT'OLO"ZO(. o 97 7'0(6 s Which animals share with
men, to which al-Kindi is particularly referring in this sentence,
ignoring its more "rational" or "deliberative" character,
¢o¢vra.c'z«. )\D)CG“TU(?, or @ou'\ 8aTLK7/ (cf. De An.

IIT 10 433b 29, 11 A434a 5; though, as S. Van den Bergh points

out, in Averroes! Tahafut al-Tahafut (London, 1954), II: 189,

note to p. 334.6, Aristotle recognized that sensation is never
completely without a rational element); and it is the latter
funection which in man prepares his perceptions for comprehension
by the intellect. That al-Kindi was familiar with this ration-

alizing role of the imagination is evident from his definition of
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tawahhum (ordinarily rendered as "estimation" but used by al-Kindi
as the equivalent of "imagination" in the broad sense) in On

Definitions (AR I: 167): "it is fantasiya, a psychic faculty

which apprehends sensory forms in the absence of their matter.

It is also said that fantasiy®, which is the imagination, is the

presenting of the forms of sensible things in the absence of

their metter". (A\e 49 € e b L 5o, rmJ;Jl
Jl s W Z W Al aNas—oses

NaH_yp2 gz 585 & JiroN 585 ¢ L Ui
! i szﬂ 2\_“,”}..” . This point is repeated in

his treatise On the Essence of Sleep and Vision ’\.,:_@L- S
s .
LJ)‘_} r-_,—s“ (AR I: 295, Latin translation by Gerard

P B I sttt

Philosophischen Abhandlungen des Ya‘qub ben Ishaq al-Kindi

(Minster, 1897), pp. 13, 14), where the imaginative faculty
(3/_)-&0“ ° ‘}}J ) virtus formativa) is differentiated from the
senses by its role as an abstracting agent ("despoiler" in the
terminology used by A. Altmann, who translates this passage in
his and Stern's Isaac Israeli, p. 144; cf. the entire discussion
of the history of this faculty there, and of al-Kindi's influence
on others in dream theory, pp. 142-145.)

Thus it cannot be insignificant that al-XKindI here chooses
to refer to a view of sense perception which ostensibly has

nothing to do with the intellect; and that he mentions two of
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the "internal senses" but omits the third and, for man, the most

important, viz., the rational faculty, in which perceptions

normally culminate., This glaring omission mist be due to his

desire to draw a sharp contrast between sensory and intellectual
perceptions; and to construct a philosophy along lines that are

"ourely" logical and demonstrative.

107.2~4 "The other ... universal and particular". See above, 106.5,6,
and the quotation from Post. An. I 2 72a 4 quoted in the note

there. Cf. too De An. II 5 417b 22, "actual sensation apprehends

individuals, while knowledge apprehends universals.”

“ s . . ) s
107. "things are universal and particular" M9 ad=s L
i.e.,, the totality of things is composed of universal and par-
ticular objects; alternatively, and more probably, al-Kindi's

intention is to say that objects are either universal or par-

ticular,

107.445 "I mean by "universal® the genera of species and the species
of individuals; while I mean by "particular" the individuals of
smcies'b’@ﬁ”é‘l).’y‘.) ¢ é_\_jw u-*‘L@':"" ‘JLOL' (5*-9"
é !yf‘)-‘ UP\":"‘-‘” ;\.,.5}\-: U&L Al-Kindi is interested
in defining his terms with logical precision; and he refers
naturally to the relationship between genus, species and the

specific difference constitutive of the individual with which he
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was familiar from his acquaintance with the Isagoge and/or a

commentary to it (cf. above, pp. 97.8, 101.5).

107.6-8 "Particular, material individuals ... human intellect. Cf.
below, p. 154.17: "(Intellect) is the species of things ... as
well as that which is above them. Individual things, on the

other hand, are sensible"; and see the commentary there.

& o
107.11 "for all representation is sensible", \7’ﬂJLJ55 g}““)\‘)ﬁg

ZLu:,a--”. This is a tautology, in al-Kindi's use of the term
"representation". As remarked above in the note to 106.12,13,
al-Kindi apparently deliberately avoids acknowledgement of the
traditional role of sensory perception, or "representation" in
intellection. It appears that there is for him no epistemic
bridge from genuine sensory perception to intellectual cognition.
A similar impression is received fromvhis treatise On the Intellect
(AR I: 354, edited as well by R. McCarthy in Islamic Studies
(1964) iii, pp. 112 Arabic, 126 English); as Stern remarks in
assessing al-Kindi's treatment of the process of intellection
there (Isasc Israeli, p. 38): nA1-Kindi explains how the objects
of intellection present in the 1intellect in actuality' are
commmicated to the ‘'intellect in potentiality’, and does not

deal at all with the process of apprehension passing through the

senses.!"
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107.12 "Rather are the concepts verified in the soul, validated and

rendered certain through the veracity of the intellectual prin-

ciples which are known necessarily":(y-m&-)' Ji u’ &Md c.)"
Lol 2 yaedt At BloWl Gy Jane Gor,
which principles, have little or nothing to do with the above
classification of individuals, genera and species, being valid at
all levels. Al-Kindi is thinking of universal propositions and
the principles by which they are verified. Basic to these are
the primary logical axions or so-called "laws of thought",
analytical propositions the truth of which mst be intuited. He
confuses the issue by referring to individual noetic concepts,
rany of which are ideas derived by induction, generalizations
based upbn the particular perceptions of our senses, Aristotle
discusses both topics separately (cf. Post. An. I, 2, 3, De An.
III 3, 4, 7, 8), distinguishing in effect between the process of
acquiring ideas, and that of validating statements about such
ideas, in which latter process the "scientific knowledge"
obtained is essentially independent of sense perception (cf.,
Post. An. I 31 87b 27, and see W. Hammond's discussion of the
role of sensory perception and logical premises in Aristotle's
view of intellection, Aristotle's Psychology, London, 1902, pp.
LXXVIII - LXXXII). Al-Kindi apparently blurs this distinction,

despite his remarks below at 111.14 ff.; and the impression is

that he seems to be reading the De Anima with a Posterior Analytics

bias.
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107.13 "as that "it is" and "it is not" camnot both be trme of the
same thing without another (factor) present': _)‘0 J-—V'ﬁ
S s Ay (v 32 Lo_ 5. cf. et TV 3
1005b 19, "(the firmest of all first principles is) that it is
impossible for the same thing to belong and not to belong to the

same thing at the same time and in the same respect': To\ 7&-9

/
OTO <cz./u.oc. OTRpYECY TE Kowe /u.% 57702@X,€Lv & §0vxTov

~ > - ~ ~ ~ > /7
Tw edTe KXe KXTa 70 XUTO (in Astdt's translation,

Bouyges I: 346,01.15_:»3 y‘_, ’M Q_)Q Qs\ &f.\»‘

>

w ,_).C \sce ). Contradiction is, moreover, defined

in Post. An. I 2 72a 12 as "an opposition which of itself excludes
any intermediate": v rc.’qbor'cr'cs S vriOeaes I?S oK
Zore JETX ¢ K“QDOCCUT?/V , of which the last part
of al-Kindi's sentence above - LSJJ.:)UM,'J Aorxe? ~ could
well be an echo. Interestingly, the Arabic translation of Abu
Bishr Mattd is corrupt here (unless we have an editorial lapse),
reading J.J\_Q:J\ &yﬁsi ow\a.llﬁ—'\ (}7/-} u\*‘“ \"")
%\_',?qj,b«v){g! 3_,‘3\ (ed. Badawi, Mantig Aristu II: 314).
Tt may thus be that this passage was not clearly transmitted to

the Arabs; and al-and-i-., whose familiarity with the text was

derivative anyway, could have had this sentence transmitted with

particular imprecision,

108.1 "Thus this perception of the soul is not sensory, is necessary,
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(and) does not require an intermediary: > 9 ‘50 U}J
-b“)bdlzt;s,\lldz’,é'ﬂh >N el | cr, post.

An. I 2 71b 20. At 72a 8 Aristotle explains that an "immediate"

premiss, (&l.lu..z.o‘os , .h/ﬂ))‘ ‘_")\..'> J:S , Badawi, op. cit.,

p. 314) is one to which no other is prior.

108.4 "The common sense will represent it in the soul": uf"-*;’ ‘ ‘\i:“:g
()-""':a':J ‘ d \j“w| . Al-KindI refers here and at line 8

below to the "common sense, Koc lz7\ 0570‘0/)0'45‘, and from such
meagre sources it is difficult to be certain how he<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>