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ABSTRACT

The Muslim philosophers al=KindiI and Avicenna
founded their metaphysical system largely on
concepts that they inherited from Aristotle° of
primary importance among these concepts is that
pf substance, which the Muslim philosophers defined
as that which exists by itself. Thus it may be
éeen that a substance is always a self-subsisting
entity. Opposed to this view is the concept of
gccidenty or property which may accrue to a subs-=-
- tance at any 6ne moment, and which does not @ffect

its substantial existence.

In as much as the concept of substance is
fundamental to al=Kindi and Avicenna, so their
definitions and classifications of it are impor-
tant. For, 'substance' embraces material objects,

souls, and intellects.

On the definition of the material substance
al=Kindi and Avicenna differed widely° They were,
however, agreed in épplying the term ‘substance’f
to every material body, and their disagreement is

seen to be merely a technical one.



Al-KindI and AVicéhna believed in the existence
of the soul, and attempted to prove its substantia-
lity. More difficult to discern is their view of
the faculties of the soul. Other problemStto be
raised are whether the soul may transmigrate, and.
whether all souls may be united into one soﬁl after

death.

The intellect is also a candidate for considera-=
tion as a substance. Some intellects are merely a
faculty of soul, and neither thinker regards these
as substances. Each, however, considers there to
be substantial intellects: one only for al-Kindi,
but many for Avicenna, which he called pure

intellects,

The substantiality of God is a religious
question, and one of importance since Plato. The
attributes off God are limited to a few Neo-platonic
concepts in the eyes of Muslim philosophersg and
neither the Afistotelian substance, nor the Neo-
Platonic hypostasis comes among these. Thus on
religious issues they are finally compelled to
reject Aristotelianism which supplied the founda-=

tions of their metaphysics.
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INTRODUCT ION

The concept of substance has its historical
origins almost entirely in the works of Aristotlea.
Of these, the first to give us general information
on this subject is Categories, which is comprised
, of tﬁree,parts° Chaﬂfers 1-l deal mainly”Wifh "
1angﬁage and terms of predication; chapters 5-9,
withzﬁhe description and properties of each of the
:tten cétegdries, and thevremainder of the book
examines the meanings of terms.such as 'prior'9
'simﬁltaneousf, and ‘motion'. It is in chapﬁer 5
of Categorles that there appears the fundamental A
dlstlnctlon between primary substancesg -as indi-
vldualsg_and secondary substances@:as spe01es and

genus.

Also9 Aristotle devoted his Netaphys1es to a

w1de=rang1ng dlscu351on of the problems of subs-
tance and being. In the first six books, he
introduces his formulations of this questibn,,an@‘
in the seventh and eighth books takes his discussion

of substance to a deeper level than in CategorieSm




In Netaphysics VII Aristotle raises the diffi-
culty of finding an adequate definition b@ |
'substanceé, which he feels to be a fundamental
philosophiéal pr-oblemo1 He gives also a'summary
showing héw the issue was treated by his*prede-
cessors. He states explicitly that the term
'substahce"may be applied to four main objects,
(l)‘thé essence, (2) the universal, (3) the genus

and (L) the substrateo

Metaphysics VII and VIII are devoted to the
queétion of inseparable substances and their
number, and book IX considers potentiality and
actuality. Book Xﬁdealsvwith unity and multipli-
city which, Aristotle claims, are not capable of

being described as substances.

While book XI contributeé little to the |
subjecet at hand, it appears that book,XII is of
the greatest importance. In this text, Aristotle
attempts to prove the existence of an eternal
substance, which he identifies with God. Books
XITIT and XIV examine former philosophers' viewé

of immaterial substances: the Platonist Tforms’,

1. The Basic Works of Arlstotleg ed. by Rlchard
McKeon (New York 19&1) Netaphy51cs VII, 1,y Do 78h




and the Pythagoreah 'mathematical numbers’ .

In De Anima, the problem of the,sﬁbséaﬁiigiit&
of the soul is not treated at lengthg yet it appears
that Arlstotle did not consider the soul to be a
separable substance. No account is'given-Qf“the
substantiality df the inﬁellect9 whenﬁit is_dis=
cussed in book IIT. It is, however, importarit to
note thatrAristotle admitted qnly‘one of h%s two

postulated intellects to be eternal'aﬁd“iﬁmortalo

It seems that al=KindiI and Av1cenna were Well

acquainted with the- above works. of Arlstotle° For

example, al~KindI listed the most important:

Aristotelian works in a letter entitled EI kammiyyat

kutub AristU4Elis, and Avicenna admitted to having’

read Aristotle's Metaphysics forty times.' He also
wrote commentarles on varlous other works,z-
1ncluding Metaphy51cs XII and De Anlmao Thus, they
both were able to adopt Arlstotellan terminology in.

their own investigations into the problem of substance.

1. Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a, ayThal-anba’ I fabaght al=.
attibd’; (Cairo 1882) II, p- 3o (‘-'”» -
2. It appears that Avicenna also wrote a commentary

on Cakegories, although the evidence here is not
entirely conclusive: Ibid, II, p.5. :




Moreover, they were also influenced by the Neo=
Platonist concept of substance. In a Neo-~Platonic

work entitled Aristotle's Theology1 the term

'substance' is employed as a name for the body,
soul, and intellect. God, too, is given the name
of substance in this text.> Both al-KindI and
Avicénna were familiar with this work, the former
having corrected its text, the latter having made
a commentary upon it03 Neither appears to accept
this book as a genuine Aristotelian work; it is
not included in al-KindI's list of the writings

of Aristotle, and Avicenna declared that it is

L

problema‘tié°

In another Néo—PlatOnic work, Proclus'® The

Elements ofiTheology, the nature and the defini-
tion of substance are treated at length. It is
possible that.from‘these and from other Neo=

Platonic works al-KindI and Avicenna have taken

1. Af1UtIn‘ind alfarab, ed. by Badawi (Cairo, 1947)
P37 :
2. See below, chapter 6.

3. Avicenna's commentary of this text is published
in AristU‘ind al‘arab, ed. by A. Badawl (Cairo

1947) p.37-
L. Avicenna, Kit3b al-mab3hith, Ibid. p. 121l.




philosophical concepts such as ‘one’', ‘the first',
'unity?, and "simple’. It is élso‘gléar that the
Neo-Platonic ﬁheory of emanation of intellect was

of considerable importance to the latter philosopher.

The term ‘substance' is generally assumed to
have been first introduced into Islamic thought by
%he»early Muslim theologians;,1 who used it as an
attribute of what they called the "indivisible

particle" (al-juz’alladhi 13 yatajéé%’)o They
7~

beiievedlthat: "there exists nothing but substance
and accident, aﬂd phe physical forms of things
belong to the ciass of acciden.ts,o"2 Also they
held: "the creator is incapable of creating a
substance devoid of an accident, for it is

u

impossible. They meant that every substance
(atom) created by God should have an accidént,
such as motion, colour, or taste, but not gquantity,

for being indivisible, it has no magnitude.

1. 8. Pines, Madhhab adh-dharrah ‘ind al-muslimin,
translated by AbU RIdah (Cairo 1946) pp.L, 5.

2. Guide of the perplexed of Maimonides, translated
by M. Friedlander (London 1881) I, p.329.

30 &3&0 9 p03210




This view of minute indivisible particles is
the first of those basic differences,betﬁeen_the
theologians and ﬁhilbsophersg who believed that
every body has magnitude and divisibility. The
theologians considered the soul as an accident
existing in one of the atoms;,,1 while”théfbhiloso=
phers believed it to Dbe a,sqbstance:éﬁdﬁoffgred
proof to this effect. Lastly the thééfégians do
_not appear to have regarded the 1ntellect as a
substancep but rather as.an a001dental attrlbute;
"JOlned to one of the atoms Whlch constltute theii
Whole of the Lntelllgent belngm 2 Al-Klndl and
Av1cenna accept the substantlallty of the
'1ntellec$o
) ern’his‘bbok Aguiﬁéég Cépléstbﬁ;ﬁgébéhiSes ~
‘the importance of Aristotelian thought in the
Isia@id fheofies of_substanée and aééidentOB He
noldé it to be a defensible view tha%ﬁthe Islemic

philosophers follow this doetrine because it is

1, Ibid., D.320.

2. Ibid .9 Po321,

3. F, C. Copleston, Aguinas (Harmondsworth 1965)
P88,




'Aristotle'sy but, équally9vhe stregSes that they
also consider it tb_bé ggégo Cbnsiderable
attentioh;'thereforé, has been paid in the following
pages both to the comparison of al-KindiI and

Avicenna with each other, and also with Aristotle.



CHAPTER T

The Definition of Substance

The purpose of this chapter is to attempt a
classification of al-Kindi's and Avicenna's defini-
tions of 'substance'. It deals with al-Kindi's
definition first and this will be followed by that

of Avicenna.

A1-KindT in Ris&lah £I hudld al-ashyd’ wa

rusﬁmih§1‘(Aya Sofiya UL832) defines ' substance’ as

follows,

"Substance," he says, "is that whioh is self-
subsistent; It 1s a bearer of the accidents
without any change affecting its essence. It is
qualified by the other categories, Wifhout any

gualification of them being possible on its part.

1. Rasd’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abu-Rldah-
(Cairo, 1950) I, p.16b.

BE I AT I WYY L\Abe}\sﬂﬁ,‘%;\
@ﬂ&o\é‘;@ A3\ siw T cansls
;lk,gjﬁukqsh PR .J(Aa)éuﬁ\sL_J»Sﬁjaolmuéla

Y FESVI R @Lwﬁbujggj\yéi\




Also it is said that it is neither creatable nor
destructible, and nothing that may happen to
cféétable or destructible objects apbliéé to it

essentially°"1

In a British Museum manuscript Which contains
a considerable nuﬁber of al-Kindi's definitions
~and philosophical térmsg the same definition is
5quoted:in this way: "substance is théﬁ;ﬁﬁich is
self-subsistent, and the bearer of tﬁé a§§idents;"2
:The-remainder of the previous definiﬁion is-bmitted
from the Brltlsh Mnseum manuscript, the only other

dlfference belng the use of "wa’l- bamll 11 il a rad"

[»11n this latter, and of the "wa huwa hamll 1i’ 11?;[_
g;ﬁég" in the former. '

V'Al—Kindi in his definition of ’éubsténce"tries
,to dlstlngulsh between two kinds of belng (mawgudat)g
substantial and accidental. He calls the - former
'sﬁbstaﬁce' (gawhar) and the latteﬁ{‘aCcident'

(%*raq)o For a1=Kindi, since substance exists of

itself (al-gd’imWisnafsih), it may bear the accidents

1. Rasa il al-Klndl al=falsaf1yyah9 ed° Abu—Rldah
(Calro, 1950) I, p.1l66.
2, Brltlsh Museum (Add.7433); and S.M. Stern, note on

al-Kindi's treatise -on Definitionl Journal of the
Royal A61atlc Society (London 19599 1960) ‘D33
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(yahmil al-a‘rad) without sustaining any kind of

change or alteration in respect of its essence

(lam tataghayyar dh8tiyyatuh). That is to say,

whenever the substance bears the accidents, it
bears them as something that does not belong to
itself essenﬁially° Consequently the accident
(al‘arad), for al=KindI vafies from bearer to

‘bearer (min himil °il3 himil), that is to say

- ' s
from subject to subject (min mawdd ’ild mawdd‘).

Substanqe9 as it appears from the previous-
definition of al-KindI, is supposed to be des-
cribed or qualified by means of the other
cgtegories withqﬁt being able to be used as a

means of their description (mawsif 18 wasift) .

But it is not made clear in al-Kindi's definition
what kihd of description he means here, and how
the cher Categories‘mayﬂbe employed-in'the des~
cripﬁion of substance. This question will be
considered in conjuctiSﬁ‘with the second of
aleindT's definitions.

It appearéﬁthat al=-KindI, when in the

previbus définition he says that "it is said that



1=

it is neither creatable nor destructible (ghairs

gEbil lil-takwin wa al-fasdd) tries to differen-
tiate betweén what Aristotle calls substance as

a 'formula' and what he calls substance as a
'concrete thing'. Substance as a 'formula' (mithdl),
which is form and matter as such, (and this is as
true for al-Kindl as it is for Aristotle), is
neither capable of generation, nor of destrucfion°
Substahce aé a concrete thing, e.g., material body,
is always capable of generation and destructionj
Aristotle says "since substance is of two klnd59
the concrete thing and the formula (I mean that _
one kind of substance is the formula in its |
generality), substances in'the7former senséfare”‘
capéﬂle of destruction (for they are capable also
of generation), but there is no desfructicn of;

the formulag‘in the sense that it is evér in the-

course of being destroyed-o"1

Therefore it would appear that al-KindI

tries to differentiate between form and matter

1. The basic works of Arlstotley ed. Richard McKeon
(New York, 1941) Metaphysics VII, 15; p.807.




};
(

L 1_:2‘,5

(al-sGrah wa al-mddah) as separable substances, and

form and matter as two elements of one composite
body. For the body is capable of dissolution,
while form and matter, of which it is composed,

can neither be destroyed nor lose their substantiality.

The second of al-Kindi's definitions of substance

should be quoted as follows: from his letter FI annahu

t3jadu Jawshir la.ajsﬁmo1 He ‘says:

"The essential attributes of substance which
diétinguish it from other things. are these: substance,
ﬁhich is self-subsistent, does not depend upon any
other thing for its existence. BSubstance is the
bearer of opposites (hot and cold, etco.)o It'never
changes in its essence. Substance is capable of
being quélified by the rest of the categories?either

univoca11y1or derivatively. The univocal description

'(élénna‘t al-mutawdfI’) consists in'gﬁvihg the name

and the definition to the qualified object. The
derivative description which gives the thing des-

cribed neither its name (directly) nor its definition;

1. Ras8’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. AbU-RIdah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.266.
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and if it does give it its name, it does s6 by deri-

vation (biel’ishtiqag)o"1

There 1s no need for further cons1derat10n in the

cases of substance as belng self-subs1stent (al-ga im

»bj'dhatlh), the bearer of opposites (al hamll 1i’l-

' 1khtilafat), and unchanging in its essence (wa_huwa

£1_‘ainihi lam yatabaddal), for they have Dbeen already

explalned° By the statement that substance ”does not
depend upon any other thing for 1ts ex1stence" al=K1nd1
tries to explain that substance 1s always prlor to the

acq;dent in eXlstence°

‘Let us proceed to the consideration of what

al-KindT calls the univocal (al-mutawdti’) and
the derivativeH(aiemuéashaﬁih) descriptions.

Probably by the univocal deseription (al—nna‘ai al-

mutawagl’) al=K1nd1 means any adequate representa=
tlon of a subgect, which is able to glve both the
name “and the essentlal attributes of the qualifi-
cationftb the subject gqualified. It seems that

al—Kindi uses the concept of the univocal description

1. Ras8’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. 4bf Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.266.




injan'Aristofelian sense° Arlstotle 1n the Categorle
'(Chapter I) says that "on the other hand9 thlngs

h are said to be named unlvocally whlch have both
the name and the definition answering-to~the name
in common. A man and an- ox are both anlmal'p‘and '
these are unlvocally 80 namedo"1 It may be,
hovever, that al-KindI's view of the univocal des-
-cnaptlon is better explained as:follows:s. - If Aﬁis =

sald of B not only A's name, but also 1ts deflnl—

tlon 1s predlcable of B.

As for the derivative description -(al-nna‘t

al=mutashab1h), it seems that thls type of des=

criptlon, for al=Kind1, though it may g:7e a name
?to the subaect descrlbed by derlvatlong-ls yet
unable to determine by that name what the sdbaect
i;ls in 1ts essenceo “For 1nstance, a man may be =
:mu51ca1, and’ he dérives thls name from the word
mnslc s but nelther the neme nor. the deflnltlon
of 'mn81c'-applies to the men as a wholeog Probably
al-KindI in the definition under con51derat10n
holds the view that if A is said of B, nelpher

~A's name (_e_xé-ept-_ by derivation), nor its -definition

10 The Works of Arls‘totle9 ed. W. D, Ross (Oxford
~1955) Categorles I.. See Mantig Arlstuy ed.
Badaw1 (Calro 1948) P 3o
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is p?ediéable of Bs  Aristotle has éxPréssed;the
same view. He says, "things ére.said to b§ ﬁéhed
{derivatively', which derive their name ffom some
other name, but differ from it;iﬁ terminati_ono
Thus the-grammarién derives his name from ﬁhe word

. 1
'grammar’ "

In the preceding definition al-KindI says
‘explicitly how the categories are predicable of
substance, Acqording to al=KindlI, éome of the
categorieSiare predicable of substance ﬁnivocaliy

(5i—l=taw§§u’), the other predicable of substance

“aéfivat;vely (bi=1;£asha buh). The categories of
genus (al-jins), species (al-naw‘), individuai
(al-shakh8), and differentia (al=fagl) are predi-
cable ofisﬁbstance univocally. In %hese categories
not only the name but also the definition applies
to the’s‘ubstanceq2 From aléKindT'Sfpoint of view
there is no subsfantial distinction between them

and the substance which they are predicable of.

1. The Works of Aristotle, ed. W. D. Ross (Oxford
1955) Categories I.

2. Ragd’il al-Kindl al-falsafiyyah, ed. Ab¥ RIdah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.267.




The categories of quality (al-kaif), quenbity (al-kem),
etc. are only predicable of>substan§e ﬁefiyativeiyo
They are only abie to qualify thefsubséahée'by
recounting the accidental attributes it possesses,
therefore, according to al-KindiI, there is n6

essential correlation between them and the substance

of which-they are predicabil.eo)l Thus, while these ‘
1atter>cétegories;are themselves not to be thought

of as substances, those which are predicable univo-=

cally are in fact substances,

It has been explained in the firét definition
what substance is for a1=K1nd1, and 1n the second
definition what he means by unlvocal and derlvatlve
descriptions. Still, it'seems, there~is_another
definition of al-KindI's that needs to bé éqnsidered;

which may help to illuminate his line of thought on

this matter. Al-KindI in his book FI al-falsafash
aleﬁﬁ1§92 says '"there are two kinds of sﬁbStances;

one is called ‘collective' (;j8mi‘) and the other is

1. Rasa il al-KindlI al-falgsafiyyah, edo Abu Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, p. 267,

2. Ibid., D97



‘calledv'differentiai“ (mufarrig). The collective
substanéé:is predicable univdcally, either of
 individua1s( e.g. the term 'man' as a general
expressioni is predicable of every individual of
the human species) or i%;is—ﬁreééé&b}@ of.many

species, and this is what is called genus.

The differential substance (al-jawhar al-
mufarrig) is that which differentiates befﬁeen
the definitions of things, like the eXxpression
"rational’ (‘ZEgil) which differentiates man from
other kinds of animals, and this is -what is -

called a differentiao"2

It seems that the term ‘collective’ (ggg;‘)
for al—Kindi means grouping one term under another
in a:series from genus to individual. Therefore
al=-KindI haé grouped genus (al-jins), species

(al=-naw®), and individual (élmshakhé) under'the

concept of 'collective substance’ (al-jawhar al-

jEmi‘). The term'differential’' (al-mufarrig)

for al-Kindi means being able to -distinguish

one thing from another. For instance,

1. i.e. a form of speech.

2. Rasd’il al-Kindi al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abd RIidah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.125.




the expression-'rationai‘ (‘Agi ) 1s capable of
dlfferentlatlng man from beast, essentlallyo

'Probably it is in thls sense tnat;al~K1nd1 has

considered the differentia (a1~fa§1) to be a

~ differential substance:(jawhar mufarrig).

It appears that al-=KindI, in his- classification
of substanCe into 'collective' (;igmi* ) and |
dlfferentlal (mufarrlg), does not follow
Arlstotle s dlstlnctlon of substance 1nto primary

(Jawhar awwal) and secondary substance (Jawhar

thanl) | Aristotle holds that primary substance
is the 1nd1v1dua19 and that nothing except Speqies
"and-éenus is a‘secondary substance. Aristotle
says, "when we exclude brimary substances;:ne
concede to species and genera alone the name
secondary substances_, for these of all predlcates

convey knowledge of primary substanceo"2

Although
Aristotle has recognised the differentia (al=fa§l)

as a substance, for he says, "it is also. the case

1. Wo D. Ross, Aristotle (New York 1962) p028°

2. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. by Richard
~ McKeon (New York 1941) p.10.




that the differentiae cannot be present in a
subject,"1 yet he does: not say what;kind of

substance the differentia is.

It is probable that al-Kindi has“made here
- some development of Aristotle's classlflcatlon
of substances. It seems that al—Klndl is
grouping what Arlstotle calls prlmary and
secondary substance, 1nto one class of substance
which he calls the 'collective substance (al-

’1awhar al-jami‘), and has applled to the

dlfferentla the term 'dlfferentlal substance

(alegawhar al-mufarrlq)°

There is an addltlonal p01nt of dlfference
between Aristotle and al-KindI that needs to be
noticed. Aristotle has considered substance as
something simple- (basi}) and as cnebby nature

(WEhid bi’l-tabI‘ah).> Al-KindI does not appear

to agree with Aristotle on this particular point.

1. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. by Richard
McKeon ‘New York 1941) p.l10.

2. The Works of Arlstotle, ed. WsD.Ross (Oxford

1955) I, the Categories V; and: .‘The Basic Works
of Aristotle, ed. Richard ‘McKeon (New York

1941) Metaphysics V, 6; p.760.
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For al-KindI neither the collective substance (al-

Jawhar al-j@mi‘) nor the differential substance

(al-jawhar al-mufarriq) is simple nor does it have

an essential unity. More informatioﬁ concerning
ai=Kindi§s view of the non-simplicity of substance,
and the inapplicability'of this term as an attribute
of God will be considered in the sixth chapter of

this thesis.

No consideration of the meaning of ‘substance’
would be complete without a mention of the meaning
of "accident' also. To conclude our discussion of
al-Kindi's concept of substance, therefore, we
must consider in brief, what ‘accident'® (al-‘arad)
means to al-Kindi. 1In the passage from which the
previous definition of ‘substance' is quoted,
al-Kindl defines ‘accident’ (al-‘arad) as follows.
He says: "That which is not essential should not be
seli"=subsistent° It is always present in a substance,
without being capable of existence apart from it.
That is why the non-essential is called accident."
And he continues: "The accident may either be

present in one subject, attached to it as a peculiar
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broperty, like 1aughiﬁg for a human being, and
Bfaying for a donkey. Each is peculiar to one
individual as belonging to that alone. This sort
of accident is called property (kh%%ah); or it
may be present in many things, as white which is
present in every white object like cotton and

paper. This is the general ac:cideni'”,")I

Accident (al-‘arad), in the previous defi-
nition of al-Kindi, is not self-subsistent. It
always exists in something else. This something
else is what al-KindI calls subject (mawdd‘).
Therefore the accident is aiways present in a
subject. Al-KindI in his definition of ‘accident’
is very near to Aristotle'’s line of thought, which
is that accident is '"both predicable of subject

and present in a subjectgﬂz

As is clear, al-Kindl
&
distinguishes between property (al—kh§sgh) and

general accident (al‘arad al—-‘Zmm).

1. Ras8’il al-KindI al falsafiyyah, ed. Abd RIdah
(Cairo 1950) I, pp.l26, 126,

2. The Works of Aristotle, ed. W. D. Ross. (Oxford
1955) I, The Categories 2.
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Let us proceed now to a discussion of Avicenna's
‘definition of 'substance’. The first of Avicenna's
definitions will be quoted from his letter FL°1l-

- . . :
hudud. He says, '""'substance is a common name;

ohe speaks of substance with referénce to essence
ih the case of anything whatever, such as man and
whiteness. The term 'substance' is also predicable
of every being which exists in itself, because, in
order to realise this actual existence, it needs
to join itself to some other essence. This is

what they mean by substance as a self-subsistent

entity.

Everything in this state, whose character it
is to receive opposites when they are consequent
upon it, can be called substance. And the term
'sﬁbstance' can be used with reference to any
essence which does not dwell in the receptacle of

substance (kull dhdt laisat £I mahalljawhar)o2

And it can be said of any essence which does not

1. Avicenna. Tis‘ rasg’il f£I al-hikmah wa
al=tabI‘iyyat. (Constantinople 1298) p.60.

2. i.e. which does not dwell in matter. See
Avicenna al-Najah (Cairo 1938) p.200.



exist in a subjecto1 Upon thls, an01ent phllo—
sophers have agreed fron}(Arlstotle° They mean by
that which is not in a subject, that whlch exists
subsisting of itself, unconnected with.matter,
though it could, we will grant, be in matter,

for matter could not be something in actuality

without it.

Therefore every existence such as whlteness,
heat and movement, is a substance accordlng to
-the»flrst_meanlng° The first pr1n01ple (al-

mabag‘aléawwal) is a substance according to the

1. Avicenna's use of the term ‘essence' (dhdt)seems
to be identical with his use elsewhere of the
‘term 'quiddity' (mZhiyyah) e.g. he says "There
are four substances, quiddity without matter,

- matter without form, form without matter, and
that which is .compound of matter and form.'"
Avicenna; ‘uylin al-=hikmah, ed. Badawi (Cairo
195&) p.l8.,

2. Aristotle in. Metaphy31cs X1I, 7, uses this
concept. He says, '"The flrst mover, then,
exists of necessity, and in so far as it
exists by necessity, its mode of being is

good, and it is in this sernse a first principle."

See The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed: R. McKeon

(New York 1941) p.880. For Avicenna, it appears

that the first principle is a pure intellect
(‘agl mahd). He says, "The first principle is

an intellect totally abstracted from matter ...

And its existence is a first existence to be
emanated from the First Being." Av1cenna9
Tis® rasd’il £I al-hikmah wa &lstabi‘iyyat.

(Constantinople 1298) p.56.
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second, fourth, and the fifth meaning, and it is
not substance according to the third meaningo
Matter is a substance according to the fourth
and the f£ifth meaning, and it is not substance
according to the second and the third meaning.
The form is a substance according to the fifth
meaning, and it is not a substance according to

the second, third, and the fourth meaningo"1

The first meaning of the preceding defini-
tion, of Avicenna, shows that the term 'substance’
is predicable of anything that exists, such as
whiteness and heat, when referring to them in
their essence. What Avicenna has in mind is
that everything which is of the nature of white-
ness and heat, for example, in so far as it is:

an abstract existence, may be called substance.

According to the second meaning of Avicenna's
definition, the term 'substance’ is predicable of
every being which exists in itself (li-kulli

mawjdd li-dh@tih). That is to say, every being

which is self-subsistent (gE’im bi-dhdtih) can

1. Avicenna, Tis® rasi’il £I al-hikmah wa
di:babI‘iyyat. (Constantinople 1298) p.56.
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be called substance in relation to its essence. For
according to Avicenna every self-subsisting being,
in so far as it is a substance, should derive its
existence from an essence (dhdt). This second
meaning of Avicenna's definition gives an impression
that, if there is no essence, there will be no
substantial existence. Also it gives a further
impression that substance‘goes beyond its essence
for its actual existence, as a self-subsisting
beingoj For substance as it appears in the

previous definition needs to "join another

) . . - . 2
essence to realize its actual existence."

The third meaning of Avicennd's definition of
substance explains that, while substance is that

which is in itself (al-gd’im bi-dhdtih), it is

capable of admitting contrary qualitieso For
instance, Zaid is an individual substance;Ahe

is at one time white, and at another black; at
one time warm, at another cold; at one time good,

and another bad. But Zaid himself, being an

1. I will deal more fully with this issue in a later
chapter.

2. Avicenna. Tis‘ ras@®il fI al-=hikmah wa al{abi‘iyyat’
(Constantinople 1298) ppbO.
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individual substance, stays as he is.

According to the fourth meaning of Avicenna's
definition, the term fsubstance' is predicable of
every essence whose existence is neither in the
sense of a form nor in the sense of an accident

in matter (kull dhat laisat f3I malga]ljawhar)o1

Avicenna in this part of the definition probably
has in mind unformed matter (al-maddat al—ghair
musawwarah). Matter itself devoid of form, shape,
and dimensions, and of all sensible gualities,

when it is considered in itself, is a substance.

According to the fifth meaning of Avicenna's
definition, the term 'substance' is predicable of

every essence that does not exist in a subject

(kull dngt laisat £I mawdl‘). Avicenna in al=NajZh

says that "Every essence which does not exist in a
subject is a substance, and every essence which is
present in a subject is an accidento"2 It scemns

that, for Avicenna, only that essence which is not

1. Avicenna uses the term (mahal) in the sense of
of matter. See Avicenna, al-Na;jgh (Cairo 1938)
pP.200, , o .

2. Ibid.



present in a subject is capable of being considered
as a substance. Probably Avicenna has in mind the:
form (al-=8drah). The form itself, devoid of matter,

. 1
is a substanceo.

Avicenna has concluded his definition by
classifying substance into matter (m3ddah), form

(&TUrah), and the first principle (al-mabda’ al-

awwal). In terms of the definition under considera-
tioﬁ, matter is a substance from the point of view
of the fourth, and the fifth meanings of the defini-
tion. Form is a substance in terms of the fifth
meaning of the definition. The first principle

(al-mabda’® al-awwal) is a substance in terms of

theAsecond, the fourth, and the fifth meanings of

the definition.

It seems that Avicenna in this definition is
presenting an Aristotelian line of thought.

Aristotle in the Metaphysics VII has explained the

case in which the term ‘'substance’ is predicable.

1. Aristotle defines form as a substance without
matter. He says, '"by form, I mean the essence
of. each thing and its primary substance." The
Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) Metaphysies VII, 7, p.792.
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of the substratum (form, matter, and the compound of
both),,1 and the essence. He says, "we have now dis-
cussed two things which are commonly held to be
substance, substratum and essence."”  Even the

term "first principle’ (al-mabda’® al-awwal) which

Avicenna uses in this definition is of Aristotelian
origin. Aristotle in Metéphysics XII says that
"the firstlprinciple or primary being is not
movable either in itself or accidentally, but

produces the primary, eternal and single movemen’co‘-"3

'_fWe must now leave the definitions: of FI’l-
Q&ézg,‘and proceed to consider a second concept
of substance found in Avicenna's writings, though
this is not claimed to be a complete definition.
In a passage of his book al-Shif@’, Avicenna gives
the following statement concerning the characteris~
‘tics of substance. He says; "The existence in a
thing may be either by essence, as the existence:
of man as a man;'or by the accident as the exis-

tence of Zaid as a white object... The former

1. For Aristotle the substratum is a substance; and
this in one sense matter, and in the other the form
and third the complex of these two. Ibid° Meta-
physics VII, 1, p.812.

2. Aristotle Metaphysics, edited and translated by
John Warrington (London 1966) p.196.

3. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. R. McKeon (New
‘ York 1941) Metaphysics XII 7p P.881.




which is the substance is‘nevér'pfééeﬁiéin s;sunjecﬁo‘
The latter which is the accidenteistslweys pfesent

in a subject, by being present in e‘saﬁjept,‘one

does not mean as barts are in a whole} but being

incapable of existence apart from whétsiteis 1n°w1

Avicenna in the preceding passage is:intending
to distinguish substance from acc1dent°_»For;
according to hin, the accldent is always present
in a subject, Whlch may be either a substance or
sometimes another accidentp just as speed is in
movement;f‘whlle the substance can never be present
in a subjecto Forxsubstsnce exists 1ndependently9
while the accidentfdoes’not, and s0, forlAvicennag
subStance”is alws&s prior to accident. fherefore
the same thing cannot be bonh a substance and

- accident at the same time.o

”After separating substance from-accigentp
“Avicenna, in his same article from al=§hif§, goes

on to classify substance into body (gism};fthe |

1. Avicenna, al=§hifg, eds. G. C. Qanwatl and S. Zayyed
(Cairo, 196 60) I, Do57-

2o Ibldop po580
5. Ibid.




<30 -

elements of body (aizd’ Jjism), soul (nafs), and

intellect (‘agl). He does not appear to-include
God in this cléséification, but says, "Every subs-
tance is either a body, or it is not a body. If
it is not a body it will be either an element of
a body, or it is not an element of a body, that
is to say separated completely from bodiéso And
if it is an element of a body, it will be either
the form of the body or its matter. And if it is
separable without being an element of a body, it
will either have a sort of control over bodies by
moVing them, and in this case it will be a soul,
or it will have no connection with bodies, and in

this case, it will be called intellect.™

Having given an outline of Avicenné'sAdefini=
tion of ‘substance’, it is proposed next to examine
in brief his definition of 'accident'. Avicenna's
main conception of the accideht falls into two
parts. PFirst he says, "The term 'accident' is

predicable of everything which either dwells in

1. Avicenna, al-ghiffi, eds. G. C. Qanwdtl and S. Z8yydd
(Cairo 1960), I, p.60.
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matterg or is present in a sub;jec:'!:g"JI ThisireVéals
that Avicenna uses the term 'accident’ (al-‘ara@b as

'substance'. Therefore the accident

the opposite of
is always to be found in matter or in a sub ject,

and never as existing in its own right. Secondly,

he says, "The term 'accident' applies to the simple
universal expression, which is predicable of many )
things though not essentially."® This means that
accidents are able to qualify things. only externéllyy
That is, they do not gualify essentially. In other

words, ‘'accident' is opposed to ‘essence’.

In.concluSién to the preéen£ chapteﬁg we would
notice that when al-KindiI and Avicenna asked thé
question,what is the definition of substance,‘they
were facing an ete?nal problem. For it appeafs that

Aristotle before them had faced the samewprdblemo'

He says in the Metaphysics, ‘'‘and indeed the questiOn
which was raised of old and is raised now and always,

and is always the subject of doubt, i.e. what being

1. Avicenna, Tis‘ ras&’il fI al-hikmah wa
dl+;abi‘iyyat (Constantinople 1298) p.60.

2. Ibid.
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is, is just the question9 what is'isulbss‘.:‘&:vzatn‘cae“?"Jl

Indeedg they have 1nher1ted this tradltlonal problemg

from Aristotle, and it was often to Arlstotle that
they turned for their methods and their material.
Sevefal Arabic translations of Aristotle Wére
availablega and great interest, as it appears from
_the previous discussion of the definition of subs-

tance; is displayed by both al—Kindifand Avicenna

in the Categories and the Metéghxsic-n

" Because of the difficulties of definitiOn,*it
" seems, it became conventional to'foliow4each defi-
_'niﬁion of substance with a classification of.
substances. One curious feature is that God is-
not includediin these classlflcat;qnsm When thel
substantiality of body, soul, and intellect have
been examined, it will finally be-égﬁiained'npwi'
al-KindI- and Avicenﬁa‘tackle the problém'"Is”God

a Substénce?"

1. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) Metaphysics VII,1, pp.783, 784,

2. Richard Walzer, Greek into Arabic, (Oxford 1963)
pp.6, 7; and De Lacy O'Leary, How Greek Science.
passed to the Arabs;, (London 1948) p. 159
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CHAPTER 2

The Material Substance

In this chapter it is intended to consider
al-Kindi's and Avicenna's concepts of the material

substance (al-jawhar al-m3ddi). The discussion will

start with al-KindI's, and then it will be followed
by'Avicenna's concept of the material substancegj
In desling with al-KindI's material substance, the
discussion will be considering his book FI al-

Jdawghir al-khams. As i3 is known the Arabic version

of this text is missing. There is only the Latin
transiati0n92 which has been retranslated into

Arabic by Professor Abil RIdah.>

, Alihough’this book -seems a simple one compared
to the other writings of al-Kindi, it needs
much.effort and consideration before al-Kindi's

reasoning can be understood correctly. To avoid

1. The heavenly bodies, though material, will not be
discussed here, but in the context of the intellect.

2. Albino Nagy published.the Latin version of this
book with other letters of al-KindlI under the
title Die Philosophischen Abhandlungen Ja‘ Qﬁb Ben
Ishag al-Kindi, (Munster. 1897).

5. Ras8’il al-Kindl al-falsafiyyah, ed. AbU Ridah
(Cairo 1953) II, p.8.
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any confusion, or any misinterpretation, this book
should be considered alongside his other works,

which are relevant to this subject.

The first problem to be faced in this book,
in dealing with the material substance (al=jawhar
al-maddi), is that al-KindiI here talks about the

five substances (al-jawdhir al-khams) '"de guingue.

e_-ssentiis"OJI These so-called substances are matter
(al-mdddah), form (al-38Urah), place (al-makdn),
movement (al-harakah), and time (gl-zamdn). Two

of these, matter and form, are universally
acknowledged as: substances. But movement, place,
and time, when they are considered with regard to
al-Kindi's definition of ‘'substance' fail to

qualify as substances.

Let us state and explain what al-KindlI means
by the material substance. He says, briefly, that
every material body which is a substance, should
be a compound of five things: matter, form, place;

movement, and time. That is to say, every material

1. Rasd@’®il al-KindlI al=falsafiyyah, ed. AbU Ridah
(Cairo 1953) II, p.9.
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substancey should have matter which isiiﬁéfbésic
constituent and a certain form to make it Visible
and distinguishable from other objects; it should
be in a place, because without being in a place,

it will have no certain limit. Also it should have
a movement (harakah) which is a cause of its gene-
ration (takwin), related to its.essence in place and
time. Therefore, every material suﬁsténcevshouli
have matter and form, and should also be mOvedV;n
place and timeo1 Once it has ceased éo possesé any
one of these five elements the compound material

substance is dissclved and ceases to exist.

'These five elements (al‘andsir. al=khams) which

are - found in the material substance (al=3awhar al=

,maddl) can be ‘explained by the follow1ng exampleo2
One can refer to a ship as a maﬁerial substande
having these five"elements-as'basic constituents@
Matter, in relation to this ship, will”be thb»iron
and the wood of which it has.bee‘ﬁ‘ma&eo Aﬁofmfin

relation to this ship will be the corners, the angles

1. Rasg’il al-Kindi al-falsafiyyah, ed. AbU ‘RIdah
(Cairo 1953)-II, po.lh.

2. Ibid.
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and the shape it has. Also this ship shouldfbe=in
some place, where it can moﬁe dufing a period.of
timeo1 Accordingly, as al-KindI says, these five
things, when they.havé been considered together in
relation to this ship, as a material substance, may
be each considered at this stage as a substance.

In this case each of these things, according %o his
text, is given the name 'substance'. But does he
reélly mean that each one should be regéfded as &
substance, having the same attributes that sub$ténces‘

should have? -

A proper interpretation of al-Kindi's. theory of
the material substance would seem to be as foliOWsm
When al-Kindi talks about movement, space, aﬁqbtimeg
by giving them the name 'substance’, he does not mean
they are really substances in the full sense of the
term. They are only subétantial’eiehentsg wheﬁ'they '

are considered in relation to the héterialxsubstancem‘
That is to say, besidesﬂférm‘and matter, there are

still some other basic eiéments which need to be added

1. Rasd’il al-Kindl al=falsaf;yyah, ed. Abd Rldah
(Cairo 1953) pp.lh, 15.




- 36.-

in order that the material substance can be constituted;
namely, movement; place, and time, Thus the creation
and the generation of the material substance: as a
perceptible object, depend entirely on these five
essential things.

However, this is only so in relation to the
material object as a compound substance (jawhar
‘murakkab) having all of these attrlbutes at the same
tlmeoA Further, if these five thlngs have been con-
sidered separately, two of them should be taken as
substances, in the full sense of the meaning of ﬁhe,
word 'substance’. These are form and matter

(al-8Urah wa al-mfddah). Whereas the other three,

movement (al-harakah), place (al-maksn}, and time

(al=zamdn) cannot, as individuals, Dbe substances.
This interpretation is supported by the foliowingt
evidence.

Firstly, in his book, Fl al-falsafat. al-. ula,1

he says, "when a totality of elements,together form

one compoﬁnd thing, it is possible for each of these

1. Rasg’il al—Klndl al~fa1saf1yyah9 ed. Abd Rldah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.150. L



elements’ﬁo-be_given the substantial name and;the
definition of this newly compound thingo"71 That

is to say, that when A, B, and C together establish
one object; and fhis object haé the neme S as its
attribute, then éach of A, B, and C can be giveh the
name S. This appears to constitufe an implicit
reference to movement, place and time as substances
as such., Yet al=Kiﬁdi does not seem to be characte-
rising them thus, but only as: basic elements without
which no material substance can be generated. A
reason for doubting whether al-Kindi regards movement,
plaqe and time'és‘substancesgas such,rioe° ésAéﬁbé% .
tances in the strict sense of this term, is that in
none of his writings has he referred to any of these
three elements by the word 'substance'. Full inves-
tigation and careful studies have been made in all

éf his works, which are known to us, and no signs
have been found of his regarding movement, place, and

time as substances.

Secondly it would seem unlikely that al-Kindl
regards time, movement, and place as being self=

subsistent, because they are all present in a Subjecto




Clearly, one should not regard them as substances in

the absence of any ev1dence to support that v1emo

Al1-Kindi's theory of the materlal substance can'
be further 1nterpreted by dlstagulshlng the attri-=
butezthat any materlal substance’ should-have Lnto

primary attrlbutes (sifst awwallyyah) and secondary

attrlbutes)(51fat thanaw#zah) The pr1mary<attr1~
butes are of a klnd Wthh is essentlal for the

constltutlon of any material substance9 1°

which no materlal substance can ex1st Whlle ‘the

secondary attrlbutes are of a klnd whlchr‘ﬁ?nof

essentlal for the generatlon of the material bodyon
*Thereforey matter, form, movement9 place, and tlge
“should be can51dered as primary attrlbutesowi Theyl{
:are 1nev1tably connected with every materlal bodygg

'cons1dered as. secondary abttributes.

It is hoped that the 1nterpretatlon that has
: been put forward in this chapter w111 ellmlnate any
inconsistency or contradiction that may be found in

al-Kindi's doctrine of substance. It seems-tﬁaﬁ he

oo w:n.thom,if,tj o
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takes an empirical position with regard to thé'exisr
tence of the material substance. For him, tlhe material
substance is a matter of fact because it mdveé from one
place to another during a period of time. It can be

: : - . o1
seen and can be experienced at any time.

It is indicative of this empirical approach that
in dealing with these five essential attributes
séparately, al-KindI gives priority to matter, by

considering it before the other four in his book FI

al-jawshir al-khemsah.? It should also be said that
al-KindT, unlike Aris.totle,3 considers’mattér even
befbfé.formp His justification is that, sinde matter
is the receiver of the form, it should be considered
before the form which is received. Althéugh his |
reason may nbt be convincing, yet as he cthses‘to
examine matter first, so it is necessary for us to

adhere to his order.

For a1=Kindi matter cannot be known through its
definition, it is knowable only through its charac-

teristics, His Jjustification is that matter is a

1., Ras8’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abd RIdah
(Cairo 1950), I, p-107.

2. Ibid., II, p.16.

3. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) Metaphysics VII, 3, pp.785, 786.




Gommon genus; definition is applicable only to compound.
objects that have both genus (_jins) and differentia
(£a8l). Matter can have no genus more universal than
itself, nor is it a compound object, thus it cannot

be known by. its definition. Therefore it is only

apprehended through its characteristics.

Enumerating briefly the characteristics. that
matter has, he says: (1) It is the bearer Of.oﬁﬁositeSm
(2) It receives form and gualities when they have been
attached to it, while it itself is unable to be
'received'. (%) It is its nature not to béfdffected
by the alteration of the qualities it has received.

(4) Basically, matter is the origin of all material
objects that exist in the physical world. (5) Episte-
mologically, matter has no definition at allglandvis

known only through its chauc'acter*istics:oJI

Historically speakihgy'al—Kindi was facing the
same problem that had faced Aristotle before him; and
that afterwards faced some of the seventeehth century

philosophers, including thn Locke. In the case of

1. Rasg’il al-Klndl al=falsaf1yyah9 ed. Abd Ridah
(Cairo 1953), II, p.18.




Aristotie this proﬁlem remained without»a finéiAﬁ;
solution. Many-iﬁferpretatiohs have been madélbyﬁln
his commentators'of;>fbr instance, the distinction®
of matter into primary and secondary matter, Bufy_
for Afistotle,'matfer, although it is the principle
of individuation, it is unknowableo Similarly
John Locke said it is 1mp0531ble to have emplrlcal
knowledge of the»essenoe of matteroz Al—Klndl,
however; believes that it is possible to know §he
essence of‘matter.through'its characteristics,
althougﬁ-this knowlédge éould not be a certain and

adequate one.

The second of the five primary attributes to
be considered is the form, Al-Kindl diétingu@éhes
between two concepts of form, the sensible form -

(al-8firah al-latI taga® tahta al—hlss), and the

rational f'o:em‘3 (alnsurah al—latl taga® tahta al-Jlns)

Sensible fgym, which is the object of the presentw

discussion, al=Kindi defines as follows, usually

1. Joseph Owens, Matter and Predication, in Aristotle
a Collection of Critical Essays (London 1968,
pPp. 191 to 214. _ A

2, John Locke, Essay concerning Human Understanding,
Book III,8.

3. The rational form will be discussed in connection
with the substantiality of the soul.




considering it as the dimensions of the material
object. He says, "The first, primary, simpié;§gps=
tances,whibh constitute the material body are ﬁaﬁter
and form ... It is a material body, because it is
composed of.matﬁer and dimensions, which qre its
form. " Moreovef, he says "what I mean by the form
is that in the case of the form of ial-dindr , when
the form has; been printed on the goldg?igizgigégfhas
been fprmedo"z' Al-KindI meéns by the fofmg,thé;
shape that pure mafter takes, when it has}beeﬁ' |
moulded in three diméqsionsob For instance, molten
iron cannot become a distinct percébﬁible“object
until it has been cast in sqﬁe definite three~

dimensional form.

The perceptible form or the material form (al-=.

Strah alsmaddiyah) has: been considéred by al-Kindl
as a power which exiéts in unqualifiéd*matferg“Which

he has called simple matter (al-mZddah al—ﬁasi@ah);5 

For him, there is in simple matter, i.e. uhqualifie@J

1. Ras®’il al-Kindl al-falsafiyyah, ed. Ab¥ RIdah
Cairo 1950) I, p.150.

20 Ibid09> P0217o




: .al=K1nd1 mean that form;”x1sts potentlally w1t Tni

’matter 1tse1f w1thout ha ng any extennal ex1stence?

As far as one can say;*lt ‘seems that he dld mean that°

For he glves the follow1ng example to explaln what he

means by eaylng that form is a power Wthh ex&sts in

the slmple mattero He says that heat and dryness,

which are in 31mple matter cause a flre when they?x
come : together° Flre, at this. stage, ae a form of

these two 31mple elements, is merely a. power that

ex1sts-potent1ally 1n heat and dr;ynesso1 Howeverg f~

al-Kindl does not present good ev1dence in support

of his v1ew that form 4is a mere power that exn

in 51mple ma‘bter°

The thlrd of the five prlmary attrlbutesgof
al=K1nd1 s materlal substance 1s movement (al=u"q
harakah) Al-Klndl deflnes movement in hlS lett

Fl hudﬁd al—ashya wa rusﬁmlha as follows° "Movement

2o

1. Rasa 11 al—K1nd1 al=falsaf1yyah, ed., Abu Rldai‘:a
(Calro 1953) 119 Do 25
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is the alteration of the mode of theveSSéhCeo"ﬂ

Changé
or the alteration of the mode of the essenée KEE&;;;g
al-dhit), seems to take place externally or internally.
The external change is a kind of alteration which
occurs to the external gualities of the object, while
the intefnal change is a kind of alteration which
increases or decreases the quantity or qualitative
aspects of the object. It seems here that al-Kindi's
definition of 'movement': is not an Aristotelian one,
because Aristotle defines 'movement’ as follows.

"The fulfilment of what exists potentially, in so

far as it exists potentiallyo"2 WhileEthere appears
to be a considerable difference between'the defini-
tions of al=K1nd1 and of Aristotle, both con31der

motion as somethlng not extending to 1-nf1-n1tyo For,

Aristotle postulates his unmoved mover (al=muharr1k

al=1adh1 la yatabarrk) as the only answer to an.

1nf1n1te regress1on9 whlle al-Kindi's change 1n the
modes of the essence does not 1mp1y any necessary

continuity of motlono

1. Rasg’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed° AbT Ridah
(Calro 1950) I, Po 167,

2. The Basic Works of Arlstotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) Physics III, I, p.25L.




As for the typeé of movementg thereeie'nb_basic
difference between al-Kindi and Aristotle.] Al-Kinaz
is considering the kinds of movement as follows (as
Aristotledid)° They are (1) locomotion (al+nuqlah),
(2) inc;easing movement (al-rubl’®), (3) decreasing

movementﬁ(al=’idmihlél)9 (4) movement of alteration

(al—yistihalah), (5) movement of creation (al=kawn),
(6) movement of degeneration (al—faﬁédeZ ] tdpbﬁbc
tion-peffeins to that which can be oerried from one
place to another, without any alteratlon affectlng
its dlmen51onsg or any quality 1t hasm 'The'
1ncrea81ng movement will extend the dlmen51ons of
the body, Whlle the decreasing movement w111 shorten
its limits. Therefore the increasing and tne -
decreasing movements always apply to the category

of quantity. The oetegory offsubstanoe is'ﬁoﬁ

sub ject tokany of these k;ndsfof_movementggf'

The movement of alteration (al-’ 1st1balah) is

that kind of change which happens to some of the

1. The Basic Works of Arlstotle, ed. Richard: McKeon
(New York 1941) Physics III, I, p.25L4. ,
2. Rasd’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abd Ridah

(Cairo -1953) II, p.22.  For more knowledge Of
al-KindI concept of motion see Ibldog I, PP.259 -
204 = 217 = 258 = 117°

3. Ibid., II, p.2L.




external aspectS;Of'the chéﬁééd:bbﬁecto "Bufiﬂs 4
effective change could be-sgfféred by the-sﬁﬁéféﬁfial
constitution of the object itself. For ins’tanc'é}..a
al-KindI says, when a,particdlarAﬁah is in gdéd
health he has a’different épﬁéaﬁancé frbm wheﬁ he

is not well or weary after a long journey. One may
admit a slight change like that, but there will be
no substantial change. Therefore this kind of
movement is aiways applicable to the category of

quality, but not to the category of substanceo1

The creative and degengrative (al-kawn wa al-

fasdd) movement is supposed to chiange the~0bject
from the state of being to the state of'not-beinvé‘g "
or vice versa. It always occurs to the compoun@
substances, i.e. individual substance. For instance,
al-KindI says tﬁa£ heat and cold are present in the
human matter, and may change this matter iﬁ%o a
living being. This is the creative motion, from
which a living being has been _produced° The degehés
rative motion is the_dissolutibn of the parts, and

as a result the object will pass out of the state

1. Rasﬁ’il'éi?Kindi al;falsafiyyah,“edg_AbﬂﬁgidahA
(Cairo 1953) II, p.2L. SR
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of being. Therefore movement of creation and degeneara-
tion always happen to the compound substancegi As‘it
appears, al-Kindl does not add anything considérable

to Aristotle's view of the movement of creation and

-2
degenearation.

‘The degree and the speed of movement differd
from one body to another. Large and compound bodies
need moreueffort than simple and small bodies in
order to be set in motion. Motion should beicémmuni=
cated from large and compound objects to that which
is smaller and more simple, while no body cén affect

what is larger than itself.

- The fourth of the five primary attfibutes to be
considered is place. Al-Kindi asserts the actual -
ezigtence of place, and in so doing he may be
grouped amongst those philosophers known as Realists.
’”Thus”ﬁlégé_ié neceésary, bééause Wiﬁhout if bodies
cannot move to inter-communicate their motion. For

any change by iﬁcrease or diminution, as well as the

1. Rasd’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abd Ridah
(Calro 1953) II, po2l4.

2. The Ba31c Works of Arlstotle, ed° Richard McKeon

(New York 19&1) Phy31cs III,1, p.25L. See Averroes,
Kitab al-samda‘ al- tabl i (Haldarabad/1365) PP. 22,
53, —




other kinds of movement must take place-in-en"
env1ronment wider than the object moved° Therefone
place has- been deflned as. "the contalner of thef

w1 Al-KindI's definition of 'placef

moving body".
is 31m11ar to Aristotlef e, which is "The innermost
motionless boundary of what contains. is place"oz
No intrinsic difference can be found between the

two definitionss.

AleKindifrejects entirelysany‘conaideration
of place as a body. He holds that if place is a.
body, which aceepts another body, then the real
boéy will be»in another body. In this case it
would be possible for any body to be immersed in
any other, and an infinite regféSsion Would-be
involved, whereby one body contains another, which
in turn contalns yet anotheng and 50 on w1thout
tendo Therefore it should be admltted that place
is -not a bodyp--Al=K;nd1 is Just repeatingAthe
3

same argument that Afistotle has raised against

1. Rasd’il al-Kindl al-falsafiyyah, ed. AbU Ridah
(Cairo 1953) II, p.28.

2. The Basic works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 19L41) Physics IV, L, po 278°

3 l"bldog P.272




Plato, who appears to suggest that place is a bodyaf

It is 1ntcrest1ng that alaKindi regards place;
as something two=dimen31ona1, or as coming from that
kind of matter which is of twoadimen81ons, that is
to say from surfaces»o2 Thus place differs from

3

body which is always of three dimenSions@ and it

cannot fulfil the criterion: of bodily substance°

Al-Kindi believes that there is a necessary
connection between place (makan) and the located

obaect (al=mutamakk1n) That is to say 1f there

is a place, it is necessary that there w1ll be aA>
'Iocatcd object filling that"placeo Moréovéf; i£

‘there is a located object - (mutamakkin) 1t ig

tnecessary that there will: be a place (makan)

surnonnding-lto Thereforg, accondingl o al=K1ndi s

undersﬁood to mean that a bodily substance is
receiv1ng other bodiesa_ PFrancis M. Cornford,
Plato S cosmology (New York 1957) pps 181y 183°

2, Rasi’il al~KindTl al=falsafiyz 5 ed° Abld RIdah
_ (Cairo 1953) II; p. 30,

30 In his Tetter FI al=hudud9 he deflnes body ass
"thzt which has three dimen31ono" Tbide, I,
plso ) o




concept of Placepzthére;ééinorvoida >Everj'piece}
should be occupied with_é body located in it. Mope~
over, place is not infinite, for that would merely

be infinite space which has no real existence.

We may now deal with time as the Fifth of the
primary atfributes to be considered in relation tov
the material substance. A1=K1nd1 defines 'tlme
as fOIIOWSf "time is a duration measured by move—’du
ment, and it has no fixed_partSm"ﬂ lMoreover, he
saysghﬁTherewoould be no corboreél body:mhich dOes
not exist in tlmeg because tlme is. the number of
movement, which means that 1t is a duratlon measured
by movement° Therefore if there is a movement there
will be a ‘time and if there is no- movement there
will be no tlmeo"2 This 1ndlcates thatrtlme; for
al<KindiI, should have ‘& beginnihg and an end. Its
. beginning is the beginning of the motion of ££é
material substance, and its end should be the eﬁd

of that motion.

1. Rasi’il al—Klndl al=falsafiyyahg ed. Abﬁ Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.167. :

2, Ibid., poll’]°




Moreover, al-KindI is considering time as

continuous quantity (al-‘adad al-muttasil), which

connects past events with future events. He
considers the present duration of any time aé;the
centre of the connexion, bécause it is the end of
the past events and the beginning of the future.
The present tlme, Wthh he calls ‘now® (a1-=”a‘.n),1
is no more than a connectxng relation which 1&
bridging the gap between the past and the future°
In this case ﬂtime‘ is capable of being given a
second definition: "T'ime is an imaginary instant,
which is used to connect the antecedent,and“c;:on==

sequent events of the past and the futureo"2

It remains to be said that al-KindI ié consi-
dering movement, place, and time, as three objects
in coexistence; in the sense that no one of them
comes beforelor after the other. $hus any material
body should be :moved.” in a place during a period
of time. It is clearly stated by al-Kindi in many

places in his writings that neither body nor

1. Rasg’il al=K1nd1 al-falsafiyyah, ed., Abl Rldah
(Calro 1953) II, p-
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movement ; nor ‘time, is prior to nor posterier to

any -csfher,,“.":{;j

Hav1ng ‘shown the nature of the materlal body

and the essential condltlons of its ex1stence,

Avicenna's view on this subject.

Lt is probable that Av1cenna is an opponent of;;i;;”:

the tradltlonal deflnltlon, which regards the

materlal body as a substance Py virtue “of the three ba;

dlmen51ons. length (a1=]‘,ﬁ1)9 breadth (al ar@)g an@=;*"?zw7ﬂ"xf;

helght (a1= 1rt1f§‘) For Avicenna, the-materl"li:

body “is not a substance because of its dlmen81ons
nor:becsuse 1t moves_ln spece during a pen;qdﬁqg_
- time. Therefore~he rejects aleKindi'Ssinﬁerpfeﬁé
;tion ef~the material substanee Which'hastbeeﬁ _[i
;repreduced in the flrst part of thlsschaptero

In refutlng al-Klndl s v1ew of the’ materlal
substance Av1cenna says that 1t 1s not necessary}

for every body to have a 11near exten81on ( 1mt1dad);-

1, Rasd?® 11 al—K1nd1 alafalsaflyyahp ed. AbT Rldah
(Calro 1950) Ig ppo.120 197,117, ' :

2, AV1cenna9 al=sh1fag eds° Qarewdti and S Zayye&.:‘
(Calro 1960) I, 2 p 71° = -
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(any one of the three dimensions) in order that it
‘should be a material body. For instance, he sd&s
that the ball has no actual line at all, and its
axis (mihwar) cannot be determined unless it mofes;
even though the ball is a material substance.
Therefore the ball is a body for some other reason,
prior to its being subject to movement and before

any linear extension can be apprehended..1

Moreover, the material body is not a éubstancé
because of the surfaces which encloée it. That is
to say that the material body in dfdér‘to"ﬁe a
substance, does not necessarily have to~bave a real
surfaceo2 For the surfaces are not necessarily
- required for the establishment of the material body.
.The surfacé in relation to the material substance,
as it is considered by Avicenngg is a quantity

applied to the limits of the body (nihByat al-jism).

For the substantiality of the material body does not
relate to its surfaces, since, as he says, the ball

is a body and it has only one surface. Surfaces;

1. Ibid., I, p.62.

20 Ibidop I9 p0626



according to Avicenna, should be c0nsiqeféd as some=
tﬁing only capable of beihé-supposed in the matéfial
substance. In other words, for him;ithe surféée»is
something that we suppose the body to have, while
the’substanﬁiélity of the body does not relate to
its surfaces. Therefore the supposition of the
three dimensions or the surfaces does .not imply the
surfaCGS’within’the material substance, as is in

al-Kindi's viewo

Unlike al-KindI, Avicenna does not believe that
the‘material body is a substance because it has a
plaéeﬁip the physical world. The subsfantiality
of the material body should not be derived from
being in a place 'under the heaveng',’ _Thefefofe
the material bod&’is neither a subétanceg’ﬁor.h?s
the name 'substance’ Spééifically because it:has

three dimensions and exists in a place as an
object of our direct séhée experience, Not at
all, it is a substance becauéefof ste other

factor.

1. Avicenna, al-Shifd, eds. Qanawdati and S Zayyed
(Cairo 1960) I,2, p.62.




There is no doubt that Avicenna is here adopting
a sceptical attitude towards Aris’cotle's,1 and
al-Kindi's, doctrines of the material substance, with
regard to the dimensions and the external existence
that the material substance has. It may be noticed
that in insisting that the material substance: should
not be defined with regard to consequentials such as

movement, space, and time, he is developing his own

doctrine of the material Substancé°

As far as Avicenna's definition of the matérial
substance is concerned,'he prefers to define it:as
followss %the material bbay is a substance which is
compounded of form and matter and having three
‘dimensions, wﬂicﬁ'éiéféépable of being supposed in
ito2 Moreover, he séysxﬁhgt-the true corporeality

(al-jismiyah £I al-hagTgah) of the material body

- does mot lie in its dimensions, but' it is that form

1. Aristotle considers the three dimensions as to be
found primarily in the material substance. He
says, '"But substance is rather that to which these
belong primarily. But when length and breadth and
depth are taken away we see nothing left unless
there is something “i&5 bounded by these."

The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon

(New York 19u1) Metaphysics VII,3; p.785.

2. Avicennagy al=shifa, eds. Qanawatl and S. Zgyyed
(Caire 1960) I, p.63.




of composition which we may suppose to accept the
three dinilxe:nisions:I Then he says, "If a piece of
wax has been modelled in a certain manner, let us.
suppose that it has dimensions that have been
surely and‘accurately measured and ascertained.

Now if that design is changed, none of those dimen-
sions remains as it is. There will be new

. . . : 2
dimensions different in measurement."

Avicenna uses the passage abovejas a Justifi-
cation for the non-identification of the material
substance with its dimensions. For, firstly, they
are different in quaﬁtity from one body to aoother
and, seoondly, they are classified under the
oategory of quantity. It is a suboéance because
its.matter is always ready to accépt a corporeal
'form_(éﬁfah jismiyydh) to make one oingle material
-substance. The substantiality of-the material body
neither relates to its matter as a substénce, nor

to the form as a substance. It relatés to the

1. Ibid., I, po.6hL

2, Ibid., I, p.6blU; and Avicenna, Tis‘rasi’il fI
al-hikmah wa al-tbI‘iydt (Constantinople, 1298)
P60, _
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readiﬂess (isti‘d'é’xd)1 of matﬁéf-to be moulded into a
31mpleent1tyand.also relates to the readlness of a
form to join matter to make this a coherent substance°
This impulse to comblne is known by Av1cenna as a
"quiddity! (mahlgg ah). As a result, that by which a

material body is a substance, is the ‘quiddity'o2

To be precise, it should be noticed that there
is a difference between the corporeality of the

body (al-alsmlyyah) and its dimensions. For Avicenna,

the dlmen31ons, as has been said before, are always‘
subject to many changesg while the corporeality,
which is the readiness of matter to be fashioned into
a particular body is something always permanent in
mattero S0 when it is said that the material bedy
is a substance by its corporeality9 that means, by

a power (g Jah)9 i.e. its qulddlty° This does not
| involve the dlmensions necessarlly 1nc1uded in the
definition of the material substance as was the

case for al-=Kindi. IFor this reason Avicenna says

1. Avicenna, al-Shiff, eds. Qenawdti and S. Zayyed
(Cairo 1960) I, pp.72, 77

2, Ibid., I, p.6l.




that "when a paﬁtieular body (SHeh as a piécé effwex)
hae been frozen or heated, the amount of its 'v>i
corporeality (the dimensions) will be changed from
one case to another, but the corporeality itself9 as

we have mentionedpgetays_as it is without aﬁy.ehangeo"1

The term ‘corporeality’ in this quotation, is
used by Avicenna to refer to something eseential in
matter, which is the quiddity of the matefi,al body,
whereas the term 'dimensions® is used to refer to tﬁe
external shape or features tﬁat‘matter takes when fﬁ
is subject to change from a partlcular state to
another. These. external features or shape enable,.
us to distinguish easily between the ;pleldual

substances°

There are two alternatlve interpretatlone of
his view with regard to the deflnltlon of the -
material substanceo It may be sald that he i&
simply trylng t0o give another explanatlon of :

Arlstotle s concept of matter and form in relatlon

to the material substance, an explanatibn'which

10 Ibido 9'-‘19 po6l-'>o




takes into consideration the need.io avoid defining
the material substance by;the dimeﬁsionso The
:}“other interpretation is that the méﬁeria1 body is
.2 a substance because of its permanent’quiddityp and
" that the term 'quiddity' (mﬁhillah) i.e. 'corporea=

lity' (al-jismiyyah) is used to refer to the

réadinessz(ié@i‘déd) of matter and form to combine_oll
' Therefore the material substance is é'is}izb‘stance by
réason of its quiddity. The quiddity'i'rfx. the
L:material'Substancé belongs neither to form aloné
nor tp matter alonegybut to that which ié composedct,
ofﬁﬁothoz fSto Thomas Aquinas gives the same inter-
pretation of Avicenna's standpoint with regard to
the quiddity (essence) of composite substances. He
5ays, "Avicenna, too, declares that the quiddity of
"'poﬁposite substances is the ¢omposition itself of
,fd;m'éndvm‘attero"3 This impliés théf”eQery material
"sqﬁé%ancg.‘.in this case should have one quiddity. No

two quiddities can be found in one single substance.

10 AIbidop I'g ppo 679 689 730
25:Ibide, Ip-Po760

3 Séint Thomas Aguinas, On BeinJ:and Essence, Tradsw
lated by ‘Armand Mourer Toronﬁoﬂl9h9‘ Po3lo




Gompaﬁieongwfih“Deseartee may*pféﬁe'usefhlfef‘

ﬁthls p01nt, and one should notlce partlcularly a -

~31m11ar1ty between hlS view and that of Av1cenna°mv
_:ﬁBOth usé the example of wax to show that the 1_
:ﬂdlmensions and quallties are irrelevant to the
‘essence or qulddlty of a materlal substances

'Descartes says9 "Take for example9 thls plece'of

_wax, 1t is qulte fresh 000 Let it be placed near

hgthe fire = whatf.emalned of taste exhale39 th e

destroyed9 1ts s1ze 1ncreases, it becom

it grows hot o 00 Does the ‘satie wax stlll remaln >f§¥@z£

after this change? It must be admitted that it

1
does: remaln, no one doubts 1t or Judges otherw1seo"

" When Av1cenna says dlmen31ons are somethlng
capable of supp051tlon 1n the materlal substance,

~he 1s possibly trylng to. av01d the - confusion

,v*between the state ‘of appearance and the state of;g‘f;

reality, to whlch ‘many ancient phllosophers have

1. Descartes; The second Medltatlon° The L
Ratlonallsts, trans° John Veith (New York ?)

. pp° 123, 12&




succumbed-o For him, there w1ll be no dlstlnctlon
between certalnty and appearance if the materlal
obJect has been defined in terms of its dcmen51onsc
For the same materlal object many tlmes,appears to
have different measurements and different qualities,
for instance, the same tower from a short distance
and from a greater‘distance in each case appears to
have a dlfferent size and shapes - Avicenna refuses
to deny the certaln ex1stence of the materlal obaectgk

s0. he is opposed to any definition of the materlal

dbject in terms of 1ts dlmens1ons9 because such a V»:vﬁ-,

deflnltlon may cause 111us10n°

Wlth reference to the characterlstlcs of the
»materlal substance9 Avicenna cons1ders every materlal
substance, whether simple or compound, as capable of
..d1v151onb He opposes those Nusllm theologlans (al—:

mutaklllmﬁn) who have believed that there are very

small, 1nd1v1s1ble9 natural substances which they

have called the indivisible’ particles. (a1=3awahir

alwfaradah)e' Because these small individual bodles
iaane cf»thefsame naturepahav1ng neither shape nor

size,?and being invisihle, they are prevented for




all of these reasons from being subject to ?ﬁ“‘

of divisibility.,1 These small, atom109 natural

bodles can neither be dlssolved into small pleces

because of their hardness9 nor even be 1mag1ned or
supposed to be lelSlbleg nor can be dlvided 1nto
partso2 Avicenna opposes this doctrlne, bellev1ng

3..;

that every material body is lelSlblebu

Av1cenna dlstlngulshes four kinds of d1v151b1= o
lity in the nature of. the material bodyo For hlm,ﬂ_
»every materlal obaect is subaect to one or two |
:’kinds of: lelsibllityo Either it is easily breakableg

b

or another tool can be used to help in separatlng

that object into small?parts; Also it’can be

1mag1ned to be divis1bleﬂ1nto small parts° Moré»
OVer9 1t can be supposed to have such d1v131b111ty°
Therefore, every materlal body is subaect toithe
leiSlblllty of destructlon or cutting, or the

divis;blllty of 1mag1nat;on9 or of rsu,]§>pos':Lt_;.,on-‘,Ll

1 A1=Raz1, al=mabah1th al=mashr1q1yyah (Haldarabad
1343) II, p.10, . . .

2, Ibids, II, DDo 2~25, and al~Shahrastan19 Kltab
nihdyatu al-ig-dam £I ‘ilm al-kalam, ed. TAlfred
Guillaume (Oxford 1930L) p.505.

3 Aylcenna, al- iﬁfedso Qanawatl and S. Zayyed
(Cairo-1960) I@vpj6l°

L., Avicenna, al- Ieharat wa al--‘banblhat9 ed. S. Dunya
(Cairo 1948) II, DD 13=21°

.




Three aspects of ‘this doctrine remaln to bé
notlced, flrstly that any of the four above-
mentloned kinds of lelSlblllty should dlstingulsh
each divided subject into measurable partsg sharing -
equally the total volume of the divided objééto
Eth part of these divisions should have matter :-
and form. Secondly; sny divisibility whatsosver,
Wh¢¢ber it is imaginable, supposable. or real,
should be based on a finite measure. Thifdly?
‘Avicenna considers divisibility as a basic

characteristie of ﬁhé.matefial~substanqeg1

Avicenna does not-fefer to'ektensién (éif
1mt1dad) as a ba81c characterlstlc of the materlal
,substanceo Eor him9 it is possible to concemve |
a materlal body without its having any extens1on°
But 1t is unllkely that one would percelve or
rconcelve any materlal obaect without 1ts hav1ng ‘
same one or more of the stated kinds of d1v1s1b111ty°
For divisibility is natura}ly'to be . found as a

characteristic of the corporeality of the material

10 Av1cenna, al=sh1fa, eds. Qanawatl and S Zayyed
(Calro 1960) I, p.66. : . .




substance. Therefore, divisibility should be consi-
dered as characteristic of every material substance
as such. But extension which is considered by
Avicenna as a dimension, is capable of being
supposed only in the material substance, whether

that substance is really extended or not.

Furthermore, when Avicenna says that divisi-
bility is the basic characteristic of the materiél
substance he tries to differentiate between the
‘material and the spiritual substances. -Such a
differentiation is based upon the observable
divisibility of the material substance and‘updn
the indivisibility of spiritual substances, which
will be explained in the next chapter. For |
ihstanqeg the same piece“of wax used as aﬁ
example of é material substance, can be diVidéd
into many parts and each part separately can be
considered as a substance. But, in the case of
the spiritual substance, no kind of divisibility

can apply to it, nor can any human soul be supposed




' (__uss1on of the presentatlon of- Av1cenna sw
view of the materlal substance w1ll be " followed by |
the con51deratlon of movenment , tlme, and plaoe as

" the consequentlals of the materlal substance. In
dealing with movementgzas the first of the three

conSequentialsg Avicenna identifies%it=a9'follews%tj*

"Movement is a flrst perfectlon of that Whlch 1s:<;'
-potential as such, in the sense that 1t 1s the
,gradual actualization of that whlch is potentlalo"2
To compare Avicenna's deflnltlon w1th that of
Arlstotle,,3 we flnd that-AVIGenna considers that__
the act of actuallzation follows step by* stepo;

No rapld actualizatlon may ocecur to that whlch is

_potentlal as such° Thepefore}the motlons gpeation

1. Av1cenna here may be compared w1th Descartes 6th -
Meditation. "... There is a vast difference
between mind and body9 .in respect: that. bodyg
from its nature, is always divisible, and mind
is entirely indivisible."™ The Réhonallsts
(New York ?) pp. 171 172,

2. Avicenna, Tis‘® rasg’il I al-hlkmah wa al“tabi‘,
;&gﬁ (Constantinople/lzga)\p 630 NS

3, "The fulfilment of what exists potentially, in so
far as it exists potentiallys is motion." The -
Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Rlchard McKeon

,(New York 1941) Phy81cs IIT, 1; po25h.-

o =
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and_degeneration which alwaysfhappen rap;dly”dofnot'

appearwto be considered by Avicenna as a kind of

1
movement.

Movement for Avicenna which is the gradual
change of the permanent condition of the body; is
either qualitative (kgif) and quantitative <£§Q)
or of situation and place (makdn) . Movement “A‘
affects oniﬁﬂtne external featares of the bodyo
It relates only to the following categorles,
quality, quantlty9 situation, and placea But the
category of substance, belng abstracted from any
accldental attachment, is not subjeet to any klnd

of movementa

It is with regard to movement that Avicenna
defines 'time'., He says, "Time is the amount of
movement in respect of the antecedent and the |
consequento"2i He also says,,"T;me is the amonnt
of'the‘circﬁlar movement in respect of the :

antecedent  and the consequent not in respect of.

1. Avicenna, Tis® rasgd’il fI al-hlkmah wa alatabl

“§X , (Constantinople/1298) p. h

2. Ibide, D.63.




;mof change@~

thezdisténcegﬂ? Avicenna's" deflnitlen of - tlme' 1S§

81m11ar to the follow1ng ‘”fln tl_n of Arlstotle s

"Time. is the number of movement ‘in respect of before

and aftero"? Both dlscrlmlnate the more and less B

by number9 and the more and less of movement by .

time, Therefore time is the nmeasure of the quantlty

‘Time, then, Mis a klnd of’ number “3

It must be p01nted out that for Av1cenne, time
is posterlor to the movement° As the mover 1s the
cause of movement, it 1s alsop and secondlys the .
cause of tlmeou. By regardlng time as posterlor to 15 -

movement Avicenna is- forced to depart from:al-Klndmasg

concept of the coex1stence of movement;{Alace, and
tlmeoi Time 1s not eternal becausé 1t has a beglnnlng;

- and s‘é‘nd'-s ‘

s the end of motlono Clearly tlme is,

ﬁconnectlng relatlon anterlor and posterlor° In this

respect no measure of dlfference_can be detecte&.

1§9A Mo G01chon9 Lex1que&de la langue phllosoph’que
*4d'Ibn Sina, (Paris 5P 2

2m;Th8 ‘Basic Works Of: Arlstotle, ed° Rlchar@ MeKeon ‘

T(New York 1941) po.292. = .
30 Ibldop p 2920 ‘ . IR ; . .
hoﬁAv1cenna9 Mis® rass’ 11 £T al hlkmah wa al;pab

.-s

at (Constantlnople;1298);p_
7 al=n1kmah, ed. Badawi (C




between Av1cenna s and al-KindT's concepts o; tlme

and Arlstotle So

To con51der phace as the last of the consequen=
tials of the material substance, there is llkew1se
no difference between Avicenna's and Arlstotle s
concepts of place. Both believe that place is
neither form, ﬁor matter, nor body, nor the dimen= - -
v éibns of the bedy° It is the boundary of the ”
containing body. It is the inner 1imi§s of the
.eentaiﬁef that touch the external limits of the
contained body. 1 Av1cenna is, here aust
repeating Arlstotle s concept of place,. and there e

is no need to consider thls matter furtheroz

We may conclude that there are ‘both 31mllar1t1esf
and dlfferences between the Musllm phllosophers 1n
the matter of qate?;el substenceg Upon the deflm.==
tion of 'Substencefland related matters they differ

widely, but in many details they appear to agree

1. Avicenna, al-Najsh, (Cairo 1930) p.l2l.

2 For further details of Arlstotle s view of place
I refer to Sir David Ross;, Arlstotle (London 1968)

.85,




" both with each dther and with Aristotles ‘It gsems.
it was the more briginal definition of Avieenna's

that became popular with later Muslim philosophers,

such as al-R&zi in:hisﬁbpok:alémabﬁhith éI%maéhgi -

qiyyah, and al-Ghazdll in Maq@did al-falisifah.

Both adhere to Avicerma's definition rather than

to that of al<Kindiis.

1. Fo al—Ra219 a1~mabab1th al—mashrlquyah,_
Haldarabad/IBMB) 1T, pp-bL, 5. :

2, A1=Ghazali Maanld al-faldsifah, (Calro 1936) 11,
ppo 10 ll 12o




CHAPTER

‘The substantiality of the soul

It is not only naterial bodies that can be termed

substances aecefding to al»Kindi and Avicenna; but

soul too gregarded as a substance of a different kind.
'The prlmary toplcs to be raised in connex1on with soul
(as a. substance are as follows: (1) The deflnltlon of
the soulo (2) Proofs ebeit the substantlallty of the
soulo, (3) The facultles of ‘the soul° (u) The
?relatlon between the soul and the body, as “tiio
different. substances° (5) The relatlon between human
Asouls as separable substances. The flrst two of these
‘ problemS”will be_the?subject matter of thls chapter9
The other three’problems;will be consi@efédiinvthe
next ehaﬁtero'“ T ’
Al—Klndl,‘ln hlS letter Fl hudid al—ashya W,

rusumlha1 d1v1ded soul into three kinds, nutrltlve

1o Rasa il al=-Kind3® al—falsaflyyah, ed, Abﬁ Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.165. 4And S. M. Stern, "Note on
Al-Kindi's Treatise on Definitions and Descrlption

of Things", The Journal of the Roxal ‘Asiatic
Society, (1959 19 0)"p.33.




(alnghadhlyah)g perceptlve (al=-];;11813£yah)9 and rational

(L=

‘dgilah). The nutritive soul is defined as "The ‘

perfection (kamgl) of a natural body having an orga-

nism which receives life." But this is not sufficient

to define the perceptive and the rational souls.

Further qualification is required to make the defi-

nition suitable to embrace the perceptive and the

rational souls. Therefore the complete definition

is as follows: "The soul is a first perfection

(kamdl awwal) of a natural body having life

potentially. ™

In differentiating rational soul (al-nafs al-

‘agilah) from percéptive soul (al-nafs al=h§ssahig

heysays: fand it is also said that the sdul is a

rational substance having self-movement according

&u\' AMOML &

to a compesite numberv"zawSoul.with regard to this

1m

2o

Rasd?’il al—Klndl al=falsaf1yyah9 ed. Abd Rldah
(Cairo 1950) I, p 165,

Ibid., I, p.165. Tt may be that al=Kindi in the

last part of the. definition refers to the. powers
of the soul which he has mentioned in his letters,
"FI m@hjyat al=naum wa al-ru’yyah", ibid. p.294,
and "FI al-jawdhir al-khams", ibid., II, p.9.
Notice: Al=Kindi does: not explain what he means by
the term "according to a composite number" (Bi‘adad
mi?allaf), The grandson of Plato, Xenocrates:
defined soul as a self-moving number. R. Heinze;,
Xenocrates)(Le1p21g 1892) Fragments 60-=65,
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definition is a substance. with two functionsu‘;Thé‘; 
first function is as the origin of any reasoniﬁé'iv
which oceurs in rational human beings. The second
function is as the origin of the movement of the
living bbdyg whether or not that movement is deli-
berate, perceptive, or rational. Also al-Kindi
defines the soul as the~origin of life of the
human body. He says: "The essence of iife of the
humen body is that which we call soul, therefore
it is necesgafy to invegtigate whether it isvé_
substance or an accident."  Soul hefe_is not
considered to be life itself, but rather it is

‘the cause of the life of the human bodyo_

Lastly, 41-KindI defines the soul as the .

"pational form of the living'"2 (8Urat_al-hayy

gl aq}lyyah) We have explalned in the previous

chapter that ‘he dlstlngulshes between two klnds

of forms, one sensible (&Urah taga‘ tabt aléblss)-

3

and the other rational (slrsh taga® taht al-jins).

1. Rasd’il al-Kindl al=falsafiyyah, ed. AblU Rldah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.266.

20 Ibld.og Ig p6267c

30 Ibid09 IIg p020o



- 73 -

¢

The former al-Kindil régards as the external features
or sensible shape of the body, while the latter is
the universal, i.e. genus and species. When he
defines 'soul' as a rational form, he means that it

is the "form of the species" (al=slrah al—;fmaw‘iyyah)°

This is separable from the body, beyond the pertep-
tible features, having neither shape nor size nor

quality.

When Avicenna examines the matter of the defi-
nition of the soul, he differs considerably from
al=Kindi. For Avicenna is anxious to prove the
existence of the soul before making any attempt to
define it. For this reason Avicenna says: "The
first thing'we'have to do is to prove what we call
soul, and then-we will speak about what comes after
thato_"1 Moreover, he says:‘"He who wants to des-~
cribe something has to provefits existence before

giving any description%@z whereas al-Kindi does not

1. Avicenna, De Anima I,1, pp. 9, 10. These referen-
ces are %F the discourses, chapter, and pages of
Jan Bokas (ed.), Psychologge d'Ibn SIndg (Avicenna)
d'apres son oeuvre al-sifa (Prague 1950).

2. Avicenng, Hadi&at al-ra’Is, mabhath‘an al-qug@al—

mafsanglah, au kitab £I al-nafs ‘ald sunnat al-
ikhtis8r, ed. E. Van Dyeck (Cairo 1325) p.20.




R

mention whether the definition of the soul comes
before the proof or vice versa. It is possible that

Avicenna here follows;Piato in the first Alcibiades,1

where he was taking into consideration the existence

of the soul before its definition.2

In dealing with the soul, from Avicenna's point
of view, we shall tackle the problem in what he con-
sidered to be the appropriate order. Therefore, it
is necessary to refer to some of his proofs of the
existence of the soul, before we are able to consider
his definition. The first of Avicemna's proofs. to be
mentioned here, is based on the analysis of self-
perception. His demonstration shows that the self
or the soul cannot be perceived through the senses:

(‘an tarig al-hawdss), nor through the mind (al-‘agl),

nor through any of the other members of the body,
like the heart and the brain. His refusal to iden-

tify sense, mind, and the other members of the body

1., Numerous Arabic translations of Plato were available,
and although not influenced by Plato to the extent
that al=FargbI was, Avicenna would probably have read
many of Plato's works, especially the Timaeus,
“Republic, Alcibiades I. Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-
fihrist (Leipzig 1872) p.2L6.

2, Plato, Alcibiades I 130 £f. And Mahmid Qasim, £I
al-nafs wa al‘aql 1li faldsifat al=’ighriqg wa
al’islam (Cairo 195L) D.77.
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" as the origin of-self—perception is based upon the
follOWing grounds. Since the senses deal with things
which exist outside ourselves, they cannot be the
instrument of s¢1f=perception°, Nor can the mind (al-
;ig;) be the means of self-perception, because the
mind forms knowledge through demonstration, and no
demonstration can be given without the employment

of a middle termo1 Moreover, sélfmperqeption cannot
depend on the other members of the body like the
heart énd the brain, because these faculties do not
perceive directly but only through some other inter-
mediary9 Therefore, the principle of self=percep-

tion is what Avicenna calls “soul®.?

A proof similar to this is given in al-Shifd,
where»Ayiéénna asks his reader to imagine himself
creatéd as a complete adult, floating blind-folded
in spgéeg unable to touch anything, not even his own

limbs which are kept separate from each other. All

1. By demonstration is meant here a syllogistic pro-=
position e.g. if B is predicable of A, and C is
predicable of B, then C is predicable of A. '
Knowledge of this sort of reasoning cannot be
received immediately without the employment of a
middle term. The Works of Aristotle, ed. W. Do
Ross (Oxford 1955) Analytica prioms I,lL.

2. Av1cenna9 al=Ishardt wa al tanbIhdt, ed. So Dunya,
(Cairo 1949) II, pp.305 to 324.
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he may do is to meditate upon his own existenée, and
it is his essence (dhBtuh) alone of which he will be
aware. As he can conceive of no dimension when in
this state, this essence will be abstracted from all
length, breadth, and height. Thus it is something

different from his body: it is the soul.

Many more proofs of the existence of the soul
are scattered throughout Avicenna's works, but it is
 Soul as a substance with which we are now concerned,
and for this purpose it is necessary to examine the
definition of the soul. The first definition of the
soul for Avicenna is quoted from his book al-=Najgh
(II,5) where he refers to three kinds of éoﬁlo They
are the vegetable soulg which is "The first perfec—
tion bf a natﬁral body which is an organism in so
far as it reproduces, grows, and 1is nourishedo." The
animal soul, which is "The first perfection. of a
natural body which is an organism in so far as it
perceives individual things and moves by volition."

The human soul (al-nafs al-ins@niyyah) is "The first

10 AVicemlag De Animag Iglg polsio
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perfection (kamdl) of a natural body which is an
organism in so far as it perfdrms acts of a fétional
choice and deduction through opinion and in so far

. . . . 1
as it perceives universal matter."

Although Avicenna agrees to define all souls by

the term "first perfection'" (kamdl awwal), according

to the above definition, he refuses to refer to the
human soul by any term that impliesAits,being;power
of a body or its form. For him, as & is explained
in his De Anima> the human soul can be called neither
faculty nor form, in the Aristotelian sense. For
Avicenna these terms ("faculty" and "form") as the&
are used by Aristotle are only applicable to the

3 A

vegetable and animal souls.
_ Probably the basic difference between Aristotle's
and Avicenna's definitions of the soul is that

Aristotle considers every soul as a substance in the

1. Avicenna, gal-Najah ( ? 1357/1938) p.158; and
F'. Rahman, Avicenna's Psychology (London 1952)
po25’c

20 AVicemla, De Allj_._n_lg:p I91p ppo9§‘11‘o

3. 8ir David Ross, Aristotle (London 1968) p.l13L.
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sense of the form of the body. ArisfotleTSays:."Hence
thé soul must be a BubSténce in the sensérof the form -
of a natural body hé#ing life potentially within it.
But‘sﬁbstance is an actuality, and the souikié the

actuality of a body as above characterizedo"j

Avicenna refused such an Aristotelian definition
because it does not distinguish the huméan soul from
other souls, and because Aristotle‘s definition. relates
the matter of the substentiality of the human soul o
its'being a foum. "Avicenna sayss "If“anyone calls the
soul 'substance' in the sense that it is a form, with-
out’ considering it as‘h@ving a meaning more general
than the term 'form', i.e. in the sense that the ideé
that the soul is a substance is equivalent to the
idea that it is & form, (this is what certain people
said), there is ﬁoiplacerfor discussibngand contro-
Versyiwith him. For’the'séhSe of his expressidn: the
soul is a.substance,‘as-it"is a form, is similar to
his expression the form is a substance. In this case,
it will be as if he weré'to say the form is-a form,-or
shape, and man is a maﬁ9 Oor a human being;,éhdvthis is

D
nonsense,"

1. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) On the soul, II,1, p.555.

2. Avicenna, De Anima I,1, pp.12, 13..
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Thus it is clear that AVicenna regards the state-
ment that soul is substance because it is form, as a

tautology that does not even merit debates

The second definition of Avicenna's will be
quoted from his letter Fi’l [udid. He says: "*'soul’
is a common name having two meanings. The first
defines it as a first perfection df é natural.body
which is an organism having 1ife poteﬁtially in it.
This meaning has been allocated as a common defi-
nition to the human, the animal, and the vegetable
souls. Whereas the second meaning of the term

"soul', which is employed to define the humen (al-

nafs al-ins@niyyah) and the angelic soul (al-nafs

al-malakiyyah), is the following. Soul which is

not a material substanqe, is a first perfection of
voluntarily moved body, which it moves actually or
potentially according to a rational ﬁrincipleo The
intellect which is potential is a property of the
human soul, and that which is actual is a property
of the universal angelic soul. And it is said that
just as thefe exists both the intellect in the:

universal sense (al-‘agl al=kulli)9andAthe intellect
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of the ﬁniverse (‘agl al-=kull) i.e. world-intellect,

so also the soul in the univefsal sense (al-nafs al-

kulll), and the soul of the universe (nafs al-kull)

)
i.e. world-soul, are referred to.M

The first part of the above definition has been
explained in the last pages, and there is no neéd to
consider it further. The second part of the defini-=
tion is complex. It has been devoted to defining
two kinds of souls, which are respectively the

"human'® (al-nafs al-ins@niyyah) and the ‘angelic’

(al=nafs a1-=malakiyyah)° Each soul has to be consi-

dered as a non-material substance, as well as the
o _
principle of voluntary rational movement, Wethen

that movement is potential or actual. When Avicenna

says this, he distinguishes between the movement of

souls, which is a pure rational movément having no
material involvement, and the movement of the
material substance which is held to be in place and
time. He also distinguishes between the human soul

(al-nafs al-insanixgah), whose rational movement is

1. Avicenna, Tis‘ras8’il £T al-hikmah wa al-pabl 1yyat

(Constantinople 1298) p.56.



poﬁentialg and the angelic soul (al-nafs a1=malakiyyah),A
whose rational movement is actual. The hﬁmanjahd-thé ,
angelic souls are considered to be substances in -the
sense that they are perfections (kamdlit), because .

they are the principle or the origin of the intellectual

knowledge of their bodies, whether human or angelic:o)I

In this definition Avicenna also uses 'soul’f
n,(a
(1) as a universal term {(nafs almkulll) and (2) in

the sense of 'soul of the unlverse' (nafs al=kull).
These two senses of 'soul' are distinguished in the
Same manner as those of 'intellect' (1) as a univer-

sal term (al-‘agl al-kulli) and (2) in the sense of

'intellect of the universe' (‘agl al-kull). The

intellect in the universal sense (al-‘agl al-kulll)

for Avicenna is a general concept which embrac¢$;
every human intellect, and is a nominal,ﬁot a"real-
cbncepty For he says: "The intelléct in the uhiVer—
sal sense ié‘a rational concept predicable of mény
intellects, belonging to many individuals of the ”
human specieso This term does not exist as aﬁ actual

fact, but is rather an abstract concepto"2

1. The angelic bodies, ise. heavenly bod1689 will be
considered in conjunction with the substantiality
of the intellect. _

2. Avicenna, Tis‘rasa®il fI al-hikmah wa al—tabl iyyat
(Constantinople 1298) p. 56 .




In the same manner the soul in the universal sense

" (al-nafs a1=ku11i) is no more than a general concept,
which embraces the soul of every living being. For
instance the soul of mankind embraces every human soul.
Avicenna explains this as follows: '"The soul in the

universal sense (a1=néfs al-kullI)is a general concept

which is applied to many individual entities and each

of these entities belongs to an individual persono"1

However, the intellect of the universe (‘agl al-

kull) and the soul of the universe (nafs al-kull) are

both self-existing entities. It seems that Avicenna
here fdllows Plato's Timaeuse in presupposing a single
soul which is responsible for the movement of the
world as a whole, and a world-intellect that is placed
in this soulo3 In Avicenna's case, the intellect of
the univerée seems to be regarded as the totality of

the pure intellects. He says: '"The intellect of the

1, Avicenna, Tis® ras@’il fI al-hikmah wa al-Tabl‘iyyat
Constantinople 1298) p.56.

2. Prancis M. Cornford, Plato's: Cosmology (New York
1957) p.33 (30 B).

3., Plato says: "In virtue of this reasoning, when he
framed the universe, he fashioned reason within
soul and soul within body." Ibid. p.33-.
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universe is the totality of the séparabie,entities
which have no concefﬁ with mattér in any_mannera"m
While he>regards the soul of the universe (nafs_§i=
gg;;);-pf world-soul, as the sum of the souls of the
celestiél bodies. For he says: 'The soul of the
universe is the totality of the immaterial substances,
which are the perfectidns of the celestial bodies,

which they move according to rational cho_iceo'2

Yet in spite of the great difference between the
soul of the universe (world=soul) and the soul in the

universal sense (al-nafs al-kulli), Avicenna regards.

them both as substances, just as in the case of each

individual soul. _

Having coﬂsidered the definition of the soul, we
nust now mové on to the proofs of its substantiality.
In dealing with al=KindE's'€iew'concerning the subs-
tantiality of the soul, we are confronted with a lack

of any detailed proof in the works which we possesso3

1. Avicenna, Tis‘ras@’il f£I al~hikmah wa al—pabl iyyat
(Constantinople 1298) p.56.

2. Ibidey Pobh7-

3. George N. Atiyeh in his book Al—Klndl says. "The
writings of al-Kindi on the soul are neither
numerous nor comprehensive."

George N, Atlyeh Al-KindI (Rawalpindi 1966) P.99.
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Therefore we depend entirely on fragments from various

works of his.

Al-KindI gives the following analysis which may
be taken as an indication of the substantiglity of
the soul. He says: "God has created all the universe
from substances. And these substances are either
simple, which is neither form nor matter, or compound
substance. The compound substance which is shaped
matter, is distinguishable into non-living and living
substances. The non-living substance which is not
soul (or has no soul), is the four elements. The
living substance is also distinguishable into two
which are the non-rational and the rational substance.
The non=rational living compound substance, either has
only the ability of growth as its property like the
plant, or has the ability of sensafion'like the
éhimalo The compound living rational substance is
either concerned with the human or the higher indivi-

duals (al-ashkhds al-‘Zliyah) (celestial bodies).

The latter which concerns the higher individuals is
not subject to destruction, whereas with the former,
which concerns the human individuals, each of its

individuals is subject to dissolutiono"1

1. RasB’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. Ab@ Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, pp- 257, 258,
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Although al-Kindl in the previous passage does
not give,afdetailed argument to prove that the eoui
is a substance, it may be admitted that he is consi~
dering it as one of the substances that .exist in the
universe. For it may be identified with the simple
substance which is neither form nor matter, as
al-K1nd1 constantly refers to soul as a s1mple subs—
teneeo For 1nstance he says: "The soul is a 51mple

substance ... Its essence is of divine-origino"1

;fiis not Q;ear how and in what~mehner’al-Kihdi,
in‘the previous-ﬁassage, considers evehy living
compound body as substance. For weidofhot know
whether the’term"sﬁbstance’ 1s given to 1t because

it is composed of form and matter, or whether 1t has

- been glven to the pr1n01ple of life (the soul) Wthh

Cisin 1to' If it has been given to the pr1n01ple of

- life, we should like to know whether thls term has

. been given to every.soul,~an1mal and vegetable allke°

It mey also be asked what al—Kindi‘meahs~by the

term "higher individuals’ (al-ashkhas al=‘gliyah).

1.Ibid.y I, DPe273.

2

Ibiae 9 I9 p02580
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- This question is explained in his letter FI al-‘illsah

al-1atI lahd yabrud &‘l3 al-jau wa yaskhun md garub

min al-ardo1 He means by this term the celestial

bodies, sun, moon, and planets, all of which he
seems to consider as compound rational bodieso2 They
are differentiated from all other living compound

bodies by their being indestructible.

It seems that al-KindiI in his letter FPI annahu

tijadu jawghir 15 ajsim, has the intention of demons-

trating the matter of the proof of the substéntiality
of the soul. For he says: "It is necessary to inves-—
tigate whether the soul is a substance or an accident;
and if it is proved as a substance, we should enquire
also whether it is a body or noto"3 As £% appears
from the letter under cOnsideration, his reasoning

lacks coherence and consistency.

As for al-KindiI's proof of the substantiality
of the soul, he says: "soul is the rational form of

the individual living being in the sense that it is

1 ° Ibido 9 IIg ppe9l=98o
2, Ibide, I, Po258.
30 Ibido 9 Iy p0266o
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its species. Since the individual living being is a
substance, then its species is also a substance.
Therefore the soul which is described as a species,
is also a substance in the sense that it is not a
bod,yg"Ji

view which distinguishes between rational form (al-

Al-KindI here just repeats a traditional

$Urah al- ‘agliyyah) and a perceptible form.

- Even though the manner of demohstration (which
is the synthetic method) and the terminology
employed in this letter are Aristotelian, the pur-
pose“of demonstration, which is the proof of the
substantiality of the soul, is not. For Aristotle,
éo—it_appearsg gives no clue whether the human soul

is capable of being proved as a substance or not.2

»_ As far asialfKindi's proof of the substantiality
of the soul is ooocerned, it is Qifficult to say more
in this context than to mention the following state-
ment. He says: "Things are either corporeal or non-

corporeal; the non-corporeal things are either

Jl (-3 Ibidvg 19 po,266o

2. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) De Anima, II,1, DP.555.
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substances or accidents. Man consists Of body, soul
and accidents. Soul is a substance, not a bodyo_"1
We are left to decide for ourselves why 1t is a
.substance. One may surmise that al-KindI desired to
ehphasise the substantiality of the soul, but that
he did not fulfil all his aims in this field. It is
left for Avicenna to tackle the subject later, and

to state clearly the case for the soul's

substantiality.

To consider this matter fronm Avicenna3$ point
of view, it seems that it has been given special
consideration in 'his letter FI al-sa‘@dah wa’l-hujaj

‘ald ann al-nafs al’ins@niyyah jawhar?

al ‘ashrah

where Avicenna gives ten argumentéswhich;have'been

4

summarised and translated into English;'as follows.

1. Rasd’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. AbU RIdah
- (Cairo 1950) I, p+173; and S. M. Stenn Isaac
Israeli (Oxford 1958). p.28.

26 Av1cennag RlsalahAfl al-sa‘@dah wa’l-hujaj al=-
‘aghrah ‘ald anna al-nafs al’insa@niyyah jawhar
(Haidarabad 135401935) p.5. 4

3. In al-Najah (Cairo.1938) pp.177-180, one will find
another representation of the arguments I, II, V,
VIII, X. In his work, Hadiyat al-ra’is ...
Mabbath ‘an al-quwa al-nafsaniyyah, au kitab fI

al-nafs ‘ala sunnati al’ikhtidZr, ed. E. Van Dyck
(Cairo 1325/1907) pp.67-72, one will find a

similar representation of the arguments I, I, IIT,
v, v, VIII.

. The above are not translations of Avicenna's
'arguments, but are paraphrases of themo Co
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I. Argument:
Avicenna starts his first argument by assuming
that there are innate universal ideas written some-

where in a place; i.e. bearer (hamil) of the human

bodyc.Jl These ideas may be exemplified by the
following propositions. (1) The all is more than
the part. (2) The same thing cannot be tfue and
false at the same time. Now,ﬂif the place (the
recipient) of these ideas is not an immaterial
sﬁbstance, let the received ideés be accidents.
Yet, it is known, in terms of the definition of
'substance’', that the accident cannot exist by
itsélf, because for such an existence it needs a
bearer (h8mil). Therefore the bearer of the idea

is a substances.

It is still to be known whether the receiver
(bearer) of the universal ideas is the body or a
substance different from the body. According to

Avicenna the place of the universal ideas is not a

1. The first part of this argument may be used also
as a proof of the innateness of the ideas.
Averraes in his De Anima refutes Avicenna's view
of the innate ideas. Averroes, De Anima,
(Haidarabad 1366/1940) p.8l.
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k,,‘r.f W e . e
body; t=on the universal ideas should be divisible

together with the bodya1 Since no idea is'subject
to divisibility and destruction, the body is not
the place (the recipient) of the universal ideasz
Moreover, neither is the corporeal fofm which
is subject to divisibility along‘with its bodys the

recipient for which we are searching. Nor does the

,formfof'thé species (al=8Urah al-gnaw‘iyyah) which
Lisfé general concept and refers to individuals in

' abétraction without being located in any body, act
aé‘the'place_of the universal ideas. Therefore,
the place of the universal ideas in relation to the

human body is a substance of a different nature.>

" II. Arguméntz

In this argument the proof of the substantiality
~of ‘the soul has been considered in the light of the
function of the parts of the body as todlS-bfvsense

perception, and the function of the soﬁlias the

1. Divisibility is the basic characteristic of the
material body, see above, Chapter IIL, pp.61-63.

2. Avicenna, Risdlah £I al-sa‘#dah wa’l-hujaj
aikfaghrahﬁfalé.adna,al—ﬁafé'al—finsﬁniyyah Jjawhar,
(Haidarabad, 1354/1935) p.5; and al-Najdh (Cairo,
1938) pp.174-177.
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origin of thinking and rational knowledge. It says:
"Wone of the bodies is the place of wisdom, because
no human body can receive wisdom (al-hikmah) directly
without the help of something else, say a power, or
form, or meaning. None of these 'faculties' (al-
guwd) is able to carry out the function of per-
ceiving without the help of the body which is their
instrument. Also it is observable that the strong
impression which is produced in these faculties
through the sense organ is able to destroy the weak
impression. Furthermore, when the faculties of per-
ception have stopped using the other faéulties of
the body and are engaged with that strong impres-
sion, in this case they are unable to perceive or
even to reflect upon the weak impression. But no
such. thing occurs to the substance which is the
place of wisdom. For it is observable that when-
ever its knowledge increases, its power of thinking

(quwwat al—ta‘aqgg;) increases as a result, and it

is able to reflect upon all the knowledge it has,
even without the help of the faculties of the body.

Therefore, if the place of'wisdom is a body, then the




result will be of a different kind. Thus the subs-
tance which the human being uses for reasoning is

not a body but a substance of a different natureo"1

ITI. Argument:

This argument tries logically to prove'that
the»soulris a substance, byAthefuse of the 1aW of
fédntfadiction as applied to the mind, not to ﬁhé
body. It says that if there were.some'réﬁional
kngwlédge located in the body, then it wouia'be:
unable to conceive thé_opposites together in a>
singie impfession° Since the opposites are
SQPposed to be grésped>rationally~in a sipgle act
of cognition, then the receiver (the place) of
rational knowledge is not a material substance.

It is .a. substance different f?om the ’bodyo2

IV. Argument:
Thé matter of substantiality of the soul in
this argument has been considered with reference

to the kind of action that the body and the soul

4. Ibid., pp°748.
2. Ibid., DP.9-
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would produce, when each is considered as the place
of wisdom. It says: "If the body is the place of
wisdom, the acceptance of wisdom should relate to
it in a passive way. For, in fact, any body is
supposed to receive the forms, whatsoever they may
be, in a passive manner. But the substance which
is actually‘reasoning the resultsy is supposed to
conceive knowledge, through %> deduction and the
analysis of the ideas which are innate in its
essence,.in an active way. Therefore>the substance
which is the origin of the active action of thinking
is not a body, but a substance different from the
body.,"I
V. Argument:

This argument takes into consideration the proof
of the soul as a immaterial substance in terms of
the bioiogical changes that may occur to a human
body during life. It says: "It is observed that the
human bodies and their faculties begin to deteriorate
when they have reached old age. Now if the place of

wisdom and knowledge is-the»body, or any of its

1. Tbide, Po9.
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faculties, in a manner such that the perfection of
the place of wisdom and knowledge relates to the
perfection of the body and its faculties, then old
age»should hinder the rational substance from con-
ceiving knowledge and wisdom. But in fact there
are many people who have reached a very old age,
and in spite of thé deterioration of their bodies,
are still able to’make rational distinctions in a.
perfect manner. Now, if the place of wiSdbm‘and ’
knowledge is the body, then no sﬁch rationa1 dis=
tinction could.bé made by them. Therefore, as a
result, the place of wisdom is not the body but a

substance of different :rlat‘,ureo"Ji

vr : _
., Argument:

The proof of the suhstantiality of the soul has
been argued here ih terms of the harmony that has
been naturally established among the elements of
physical bodies. It says: "It is observable in>
physics (natural science) that the human body has
been composed in a perfect harmony, where noAhind—

rance or disobedience can be noticed among its

1. Ibido., P9
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elements in their actions and reactions,‘in@the sense
that it does not reject or resist any acfibn that is
supposed to originate from diffepent eleﬁents of the
same body. Now if the place of wisdom and the origin
of rational thinking is the body, then there shouid
be the same sort of harmony between it and the.
faculties of the actualisation of thoughts into
deeds. But in fact whenever the reaéon wants to
%cpmmit any acfion, it faces many objections from the
other faculties of the body, which it has to over-—
come in order to commit that action. Cthequently
the origin of thinking and of man's will is not the

body, but -a substance of a different natu'reo"1

VII, Argume_nt;:

Invﬁhis argument the proof Of the soul as a
substance is considered together with the-fact that
== material objécts aré=supposed to'movéiih a
place whereas the soul is not. It sayé:‘UWhen e
bodies act upon each other, the body which reacts
passively%\cannot get rid of or stop the action

which is produced in it, unless it leaves its place

~

1 o Ibidog ppo9-100



and is separated from the active body. But the
substance which is the origin of thinking, however
it may,be affected by the other faculties of the
bodygyaoes ﬁot need to move in place in'order to
stoﬁ the action of those faculties. Therefore the
substance which is the origin of knowledge is not

“a body but a substance of different natureo"'1

inIo Arguﬁent:
‘ In this argument the proof of the soul as an
immafefial‘substance is considered from the point
of view of the divisibility of e material bodies,
and the indivisibility of te infinite immaterial
l,Objéétso It says: "The geometrlcal and the nume~v
tfrlcal forms are 1nf1n1te nad.: ind1v151b1e)1n thelr
 essence° Yet the human power of reasonxnggls ‘able
“Lto concéive'all these forms, however»many ﬁhey.may '
be. .Cénsequently the human power of reésoning is
infiﬁitég and since all that is divisible is finite,

this power is also indivisible.

Now, with regard to the fact that the faculties

" of the body are divisible with their bodies, and

1. Ibid. p.10.
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the human power of rational thinking is indivisible,
then the place of wisdom is not the body but a

substance of a different natureo"1

IX. Argument:

In this argument the proof of the substantiality
of the soul has been drawn from the ability of the
soul and inability of the body to conceive, to form,
‘and to remember'knowledge° It says: "If knowledge
ie an accident located in the body, then knowledge
camnot be repeated or remembered, when it has been
forgotten. But it is noticeable that one can repeat
knowledge and reflect upon it, even after it haszﬁeen
forgotten, without the help of the faculties of the
body. Thepefore, the place of wisdoﬁ is not a‘body,
butna'substahce of a different natﬁie; This
immaterial substanee has as its atﬁribute the
ability;to receive different abstract forms of
knewledge§ikéep them potentially, and reflect on them
any time it wishes. But the material substance is
neither able to accept more than one corporeal form,

nor can it receive any sort of knowledge. Therefore,

1. Ibid., ps10.



=% -

that which knows and remembers is not the body but a
' 1

substance of a different kind."
Xo Arguﬁent:

In this argument, self-percéption is usedvtO'A
prove that the soul is an immaterial substance. It
says: ﬂThe tool that man uses for reasoning is not“‘
a body bﬁt a ratibnal power in the human bodye' This
rational power can concelive itself through iﬁself
without>the heip of any external intermediaryo It
is known (in terms of the definition of 'sﬁbstance')g
that everything that is able to conceive itself -
through itself is.a substance. In this regard the

rational power of self-perception is a substanceo"z'

' Concluding Avicéhna's arguﬁents for thé suBSfan=
tiality of the souig we should like totmake:fhg
following obsérvationso ;ﬁ these ten detailed
arguments Avicenna is attacking the problem of the
substantiality of the soul from different pointsvoﬂ_v

view, using different evidence in each case.
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Furthermore, many other arguments of a similar kind
appear in other places in hiS—WOPkSo1 Although many
of his apguments«ére subject to controversy and dis=
cussibn,‘there is still a sound basis of réasoning
to be found in them, and they represent the first
step forward by an Islamic philosopher in a field
that was later to become the subject of considerable

de‘bateo2

Yet, however convincing Avicenna's arguments:
for the substantiality of the soul might be, even
he, just as a1=Kihdi~béfbné him9 was unable to
clarify the question of the soul's essential hature
and_qhéracterisﬁiCS}I Neither their proof of its
existence nor their proof of»its substantiality
could énlighten iheir readers as to what the soul

really iss; -Our consideration of these proofs shows

. See footnote 3 ‘below; §588°

2. I refer to Averroes, Tahdfut at tahifut. (Beirut
1930) pp.543=575, where this matter is a subject
of controversy between al-Ghazgll and Averroes.
But, it should be noticed, even though al-
Ghazgdli attacks most of Avicenna's proofs of the
substantiality of the soul, al-ChazdliI himgelf
uses the same proofs for the existence of the
soul, '
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that the Muslim philosophers are not content to asccept
Aristotle's doctrine of the human soul, particularly
with regard to its substantiality and separability.
Indeed, in many ways Avicenna appears rather to

follow Plato in his dialogue . Alc:ibiades,,)I where

Socrates is seen to prove the existence of the soul
as a separable substance using a similar

argumentation.

We might ask why the Muslim philosophers devote
all this effort to proving that besides: the material
substance there is spiritual substance. Do they
argue against some of the materialists of their
time?®? This may be one of the-main reasons, although
there does not seem to be any positive evidence to
Justify this cléimg2 Probably, two factors: are

involved here, one philosophical, the other
| réiigiousoi In a-philosophicai cohtext;‘the Muslim
philosophers who are arguing for the separability

from the body of the soul, as a substance, have to

1. Plato, Alcibiades I, 130 ff.

2. Mahmid Q3sim, FI al—Nafs wa alfagl, (Cairo 195.4)
Po78% '
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Justify their demonstration on rational grounds.
Consequently they devote much‘effort to reaching
lihatwgoalo With regard to the religious aspect,
it seems that al-Kindl and Avicenna are justifying
their position as philosophers. For philosophy
was associated with Aristotle, and,Aristotle's
kviews on the soul wére considered atheistic. They
would have been regarded as non—bélievers 4f they
had not drawn the essential distinction between
the human soul and the human body. The philoso-

- phical doctrine to which they adhere secems

capable of reconciling the philosopher with the
man of religion by emphasising this very

distinction.



' CHAPTER L

The Faculties of the Soul

and iﬁs Relaticnships

In the previous chapter we examined thebquestions
of the definition and the substéqﬁiality of thc:socly
and;we shall now proceed to discuss three‘asﬁccts of
ifsﬁnéture:_firstly, its separate faéulties;

..sééondly, its rclation to the body; and, lastly,

'theiréiation existing between individual souls.

The numBer and nature of the soul's faculties
are ba51c to any discussion of the circumstances of
1ts ex1stence°, In this connection, it is essential

to refer to al-Klndl s letter FT mahlyyat al=ﬂnawm

'.wa.aléruwgyah.1 In this text he refers to the soul

s

as haviﬁgﬁihree,”distinct, méinfpcwéfSQ Thc&“éfé;w

respectively, the 'sensation' (al-quwwat al-h@ssah),

. the 'formative power' (alnquwwat:alémuééwwirah),

~and the 'raﬁiona1°power' (al-quwwat al-‘agliyyah).

1. Rasa ’il. al-KindI al- falsaflyyah9 ed. AbU Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.293.
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In addition one must mention that al-KindT, in his

book FI.aléjaW§hir al-khams,1 refers to his earlier

book FI al-naqilat,” where he has distinguished the

power of the soul into 'sensation' and ‘mind'.
However, the latter book is untraceable, so our
investigation of his concept of the faculties of

soul will be restricted (primarily) to the book

FI mahiyyat'aléﬁnawm wa_al=-ru’yah.
It seemsxthat al-KindI follows Aristotle's

' classification of the powers of the soul by

putting the faculty of_sensation (a1=quwwat_al=

gﬁssa ) at the bégihning and the faculty of

7Jreason1ng (al=quwwat al-’ aqllah) at the end of
.hany eplstemologlcal operatlon° For Arlstotleg‘
-every man is born ‘with the faculty of sensatlon9

: and from thls faculty, nmemory (al=dhak1rah) is -

produced, from memory.experlence (al-khibrah), and,

lastiy,”from experience theoretical and practical

1, Ibid., II, p.9.

2. Ibid., II, p.9; and Ibn al=Nad1m, al=Fihrist.
(Leipzig 1872) p. 256
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T Al-Kindi considers the péth to rational

knowledge.
knowledge as consisting of three steps only:

"sensation'; the 'formative power' (al-musawwirah);

and the 'intellect' (al=‘agl). Perhaps al-Kindi
includes Aristotle's 'memory' and ’experiencé'
under the single heading of 'formative power', and
the ‘practical' and the 'theoreticélf powers under

the 'intellect'.

Thus the powers of the soul for al-Kindl would
become three only. Two of these faculties will be
considered here, whereas the 'intellect' as a

faculty will be dealt with in the next chapter.

According to al=Kindi's text FI mg8hiyyat al-

Eanawm wa al-ru’yah, the 'sensation' is supposed to

perceive‘thé sensible forms which are immanent in
the objects perceived. Oh the other hand, the
"formative power' is supposed to deal with the
forms of things in abstraction, having no connec-

tion with the external world. That is to say, that

1. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) Metaphysics I,1, p.689.




'formative power' is sometimes a kind of a mental
reflection, and sometimes a kind of introspection,
where the soul does not use its external senses at

allo1

There is a very important problem with regard

to the theory of knowledge, raised by al-KindI in

his letter FI m3hiyyat alsgnawm wa_al=-ru’yah, con-
cérning the direction of the soul towards the
object of thinking, whether that objedt is real

or fictitious. He says: "It may happen that we
f£ind in the awakened person, whose soul.is using,
in the normal way, some of his facultieé'of senS¢9
that the forms. of those things which are the
obﬁect of his thinking, are represented to him as
though he was actually percelving them. The more -
his mind is reflecting upon the objedt of thinking
without the use of the senses, thé more it appears
as 1f he is perceiving it by his s‘ensaiio.n° More-
over there are many cases in which one is indulging

in deep thinking where one is using neither s8ight

1. Rasd’il al-Kindi al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abd Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.295. :




;-::.,156_ -

“hor hearing when it often happens that the _thinker
does not ‘answer any one who calls him. He is even
‘unaware-of thlngs which are_ln front of his eyes.
When' this thinker has been asked, after he has
ceased from this deep thinking, about certain
ohjects“that were in.front of his eyes, he:does

‘not recognise themo"j

» Although this letter 1s prlmarlly concerned
’-w1th sleep and dreamlng, hlS eplstemology is.
sufflclently consistent for us to include it in
our present dlscu351on of al-Kindi’f s conceptlon
of theoperat::.on:of'th:mklng° He gives the
1mpress1on that the flrst stage 'is the dlrectlon
of the power of sensatlon towards the percelved
[obaect° In thls stage, the soul can grasp sensi-
_; ble forms that have been perceived directly from
ta materlal obaect° The second stage is that the
soul dlrects the 'formatlve power’ towards ‘the
sen31b1e forms' whlch have been reproduced in

‘zthe soul through the senses° Then, as a third

10 I_t‘:)‘idog Ip pp02959 296o
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stage, when the 'formative power' dirééﬁsvitS'opera=
tion towards theée réproductibns or impressions for
forming ratiogal conéepts, these rational concepts
‘become the object of the intellect, which is a

faculty in the soul_?_1

Let us now consider in more detail the dis-
tinction between thef'sensation' and the 'fbrmaﬁive
faculty'. The primary difference is that thé,
;formatiﬁe»power'=is~not supposed to'perCeiﬁe the
‘materialxsﬁbsﬁances, or any qualityzthey may have,

as has been mentioned before.

The second difference,is that the_sehsafion
representsjthe extepnal;dbjécts as they are. But
the 'formative powéf‘AWhen itvrepresehts any
imaginary objecf,_is!able to perceive it as it
'{j Wi§heso Thereforeft§§ scopé5pf the formatifé
-power-is widervthan thé scope of the sensations
i7Fof:the formative -power can perceive an imaginary
human being with’his:bOdy covered with feathers,
or with horns on his head. But no such imaginary

object can be perceived by sensatiénog

1. Ibids, I, Pp.300=302,
2. Ibid., I, pPp.299,300.
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The third difference is that the "sensation’
is passive, while the ‘formative power' is active.
The work of 'sensation' is no more than to make
copies and pictures of thé external objectso1 But
the Wofkﬁof the 'formative power' is wider than
receiving copies of the corporeal forms abstrac-
ted from.their matter. The 'formatiﬁe power' can

arrange, classify, and suggest any alteration it

- . wishes to the forms of knowledge which it receives.

There 1is a kind of a subjective interference that
is exercised by the 'formative ]g)ower'i upon the.
object of thinking, but no such interference of

. - ' 2
sense perception can originate from the sensation.

‘The fourth difference is that the 'sensation'
‘ls subject to'any decay or disability that may
occur to any of the sense organs. But such a
”decay and disability has no effect upon the
3

'formative power'.,

Moving on to Avicenna's View of the faculties

of the soul, one finds that he distinguishes the

» Ibid., I, P.299.
° Ib‘idog I9 po2990
o ITbid., I, P-298.

W =
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powers of the soul into 'perceptive’ (idfékiyyah)

and 'intellectual’ (‘agliyyah)o1 The=pefceptive

" powers may be further distinguished into the

external and the internal powerso2

The. external powers are the usual five senses,
sight, hearing, sméll; touch, and taste. There is
no basic difference between Avicenna and al—Kihdi
on the pOint of the number and the functiénvof the
five SenSeé, except- that, while Avicénna attempts.
at length to refute the Platonic theory of sight
as proposed in zgggggg,B and accepts an.Aristotelian_
eiqalemationS,LL this question is not considered by

al=Kindi.

The powers of 'internal perception' (quwyd al- '

hiss al=bdatinah) for Avicenna are: common sense

(al-hiss al‘E@mm), representation (al-muSawwirah),

estimation (al=mufakkirah),5 and memory (al=

mutadhakkir). The 'common sense' receives the

1. The 1ntellectua1 powers will be considered in the
next chapter,

o

Avicenna, De Anima, I,5, p.l.
Plato, Timaeus, 45 B, 67 C.
Sir~DaVid Ross, Aristotle (London 1968). pp:136—~139°

This faculty, when it appears in animal, appears to
be known as imagination (al—mukhayyalah) De Anima
Iv, 1 p 160, , '

L2 BN = U U AV
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corporeal forms,-which are cbpied by the five senses
and transmitted to it from them. The function of
the faculty of representafion'is to preserve What
the common sense has recéivedAfrom the five senses;,
even in the absence of the'maﬁerial object; that of
the estimative power is to perceive the non-
sensible implication that exists in the individual
substances; and, finally,'ﬁhat of the retentive
faculty (memory) is to rétain'what the’estimativev

power perceives.

To conclude the discussion of the faculties
of soul, it seems necessary to point out that
neifher al—Kindi‘hor Avicenna regards the faculties
df soul as substances. They are merely the'instru-
ments of the soul, which it uses in order to
acquire k:iowledge° Even the intellecﬁ, as a
faculty of the soul, cannot be considered to be a
-substance, as will be explained in the following
chapter. It is intereSting-tb note the implication
that the soul must exist in a body in order to use

these faculties.

1. For a more detailed account of these/faculties
see, Avicenna De Anima, IV, pp.1l57-163.
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This—brings’us‘on to the relation between the
soul as a substance and its body. There is no
doubt, as noted above, that the Muslim philosophers
appose Aristotle's claim that the relation between
the human soul and its body is no more than that
of two elements in one single substance. It would
be useful to examine-what'arguments‘th§y have

advanced against such a claim.

We will first present al-Kindi's view as

expfeséed-in his letter al-gawl £I al-nafs al-

mukhtaéar min kitéb'Arispﬁ wa Af13tin wa s8%ir al-
falééifgho1 Here, Eé'is'Elaiming to summarize
Arisﬁotle's view on the soul, yet his summary owes
muqﬁ to_PiatOFand the Pythagoreans. Although
»Aristptle‘s De Anime is supposed to be the object
_of i{;terprétationg2 al—Kindi shows himself more

éympathetic’towards these other philosophers.

Al-Kindi neither in the text under considera-

tion, nor in his other writings which are known to

'l° Rasg’il al-Kindi al- falsaflyyah9 ed. Abu Rldah
‘(Cairo 1950) I, p.272.

2. Ibid., I, p.273.
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us} refers to a relation of éoexistence bétwéén the
body and the éou1; aé ﬁWo differént substanées, even
though this is the view of Aristotle.! However, it
is difficult to be certain that al-KindI believes in
%he pre-existence of.the soul before the creation of
its body, as Plato did. The relation between the
soul and the body during the process of genefatioﬁ
may be one either of coexistence, or of the soul's

pre-existence; there seems to be no other alternative.

The duty of theﬂsdul during the earfhly life, in
al-KindI's previous text, is to direct the body in
the right way, by not allowing it to regard sensual
pleasures as the only aim and end. ©Such an inter-
~pretétion seems to be Blatonic in chéréctef,‘for9 to
~depict the relationship between body and soul,
al=Kindi has recourse to a metaphor in Which:the
'body;is an untamed hérse:and the soul, its ridero2
This bears a similarity to Plato's analogy in the

Phaedrug, where the body is likened to a chariot,

1., David Ross, Aristotle (London 1968) p.l32.

2. Rasd’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. by Abd Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, pP.273.




of which the ratlonal soul is the rlder and the other
powers of the soul are. the horsese'i »A1=K1ndx's= |
metaphor owes a - debt also to another Platonlc con—'
-.ceptlon, that of the body as a Shlp 1n Whlch the"

soul. rss1des as a pllot°2

In the same treatise'of al=ﬁindl's fhe soul‘
and the body are sald to be two dlfferent substances
Whlch temporarily share a common ex1stence durlng
"earthly life. For they are not once and forever
¥ tled together in such a way that no separatlon at
,all can take place, the soul is supposed to leave -
;the body after death and return to the - other world.,3

Like«1?’1&1‘!:0,,['L

al=K1nd1 is’ con81der1ng the body;”
-iiasks prlson for the soul from Wthh the soul o
vf?durlng their common llfe, is" always contlnnously
_;sﬁply;ng,to_escape and return to the divine worlqpf
The_soﬁl in;itsytunn is unwilling to leeie theA.

divine world, for When it descends to the material

1. Plato, Phaedrusg oLi6 A.
2. Ibid., 247 C.7.

3. Rasg’il al=KindI al- falsaflyyah, ed Abu Ridah -
- (Cairo 1950) I, p.277.

L. Plato, Phaedrgs, 62 B.
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world it comes into contact with the body,. so to

speak, andfsuffers éarthly evils.

Thﬁs, the'reiétion of soul to body would seem
above all to be.a<témporal connexion, in which,the
soul.acﬁs éé‘guideg the body following. Coexistence
is not mentioned by al-KindTand it.wguld seem that
‘he departs from an Aristotelian doctrine of:soulo
Perhaps Aristétle's interpretation of the soul_aﬁ&_
the body asitﬁo elements in a single substandéT‘does
not allow the notion of superiority of the human
soul over the body. For such a su@eriority éannot
bé achieved unless the soul is first>considered as
a substénce of differenf nature. This may well be
the reason for al-Kindi's tendéncy towards. a
Platonic interpretation of the relation between
body and soul.

Wé turn now to Avicenna, Who argues‘strongly
againstrany view which does not recognise the
separability of the soul from the body. Any

Aristotelian interpretation of the connexion between

1. The Basiec Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) De Anima p.556. Aristotle says:
"From this it 1ndub1tably follows that the soul
is inseparable from its body."




- 115 =

the soul and the body is Jf'ejectedo/l To refute such
opinions he produces a series of arguments in the
De Anima (V,2). However, there seems to be little
that is new in these arguments, for they merely
follow the pattern of those which were adduced to
prove the soul's substantiality, and which were
discussed above. To discuss them here would be

merely to repeat what has béen said already.

Avicenna does not admit any relation of

essential attachment between soul and‘body for

the following reasons. Firstly; because thére is _
no relation of essential interdependence between
the soul and the body; He arguesraéwfgllows; if

~ soul and body were essentially-intefdependent upon
~ each other,rthey would lose their Sﬁbstantialityl
and’become twovelemenfs in a single substances,
Thié meansrfhaf neithér the.éoul nbr the bbdy_ o
would be able to be qualifiéd as a substanceg But

as they are two substances of different natures,

1. Ibid. p.556, and Metaphysics VII,1l, p.801, and
VII,3, p.815.
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they are not mutually dependent upon each othera
Therefore there is no- essentlal attachment between

soul and.body, but rather an accidental oneo1

- Secondly, if'SSﬁlténd?bcdy wehe‘eSSehtially’
interdependent»upon'each other, then'soui would
perlsh by the destructlon of the body° In thls
case the ex1stence of the soul would depend upon
the‘ex1stence of the bodyo Thus soul would bew
posterlor to the body, Whlch would in thls case
:be the cause of its existence. In thxsvcohtext,
the_hody wouldbe either effecient (fé‘ilah)?’or
naterial (nddiyyah), or formal (8Uriyyah), or
4fihai»Ctamamizxah)-ceuseo déihceﬁit appeere“tbi
be uhebie.toAfulfil any. of these‘roles§2 thereﬁ
i's no relatlon of.essentlal attachment (1ttlsa1

rdhatl) between soul and body 3

For Av1cenna, there 1s only an ac01denta1

relatlon of attachment (1ttlsal aradi) bgtween“'

the soul and the body. He ccnsiders the body as

1, Avicenna, De Anima, V,L, p.22L.
2. Ibid. p.22hk.
30 Ibido p-0226o




the accidental céuse of the existence of.thevsoulo

He says: "he truth is that the body and,théifémpera=
ment are an accidental cause of the Soulo"1 He also
explains how this accidental attachment between soul
and body takes place from the very beginning of life.
He says: "When the matter of a body suitable to
become the instrumeﬁt of the soul and its proper
subject comes into existence, the separate causes
bring into being the individual soul, and that is

how the soul originates from themuﬂ2

The Péjecfion-of an essential éttaéhment of
soul and body allows the possibility of their
separation. It should be noticed that the separation
of the soul from the gody, for al-Kindi and Avibenng;

happens once only, at the end of this 1ifeo3 ‘thyf
-when a'persdn dies is his soul separatedlfromrﬁhé'
“body. By no means can the soul leave the bédj
during sleep,ior when the persoh»is;under fhé

influence of intoxicants°

1. F. Rahman, Avicenns's Psychology9 (Oxford 1952)
P-59.

J2° Ibldo, P59

'3° Rasi’il al-Kindi al- falsaflyyah, ed. AbTU Ridah
(Cairo 1950) I, p. 277
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A discussion of ﬁhe-relationéhip‘bétﬁéen‘iﬁé-
soul and the”body wouldinot be*¢ompl¢£é'if’itlféiled
‘to raise the question; "Is a soul éble>tb be_related
%o more than éne body?" In other words;'"ls the
soul able td&transmigrate to another body after the
‘destruction of the prgviops Qge?" 'Al-KindI gives
no. detailed argumenié'cQﬁQerhing this;ﬁéﬁ%ery and
we are forced to rely dpdhrébme miﬂof passages'to
discover how he would have answered»our qustipno

- Let us examine his defiﬁitiﬁn of éféckéniné'
(alfbisab)o1 He says, "(Al-hisab) is the réfri=
bution exacted from the particular soul for its
action while it had its affection for the sensible
world and stayed with the bbdyo" Al-Kindi_heré
reférs to the soul -as having a»rélation ohly with
_one body. If he had believed in the transmigration
(tangsukh) of the human soﬁlg he woﬁld probgply
have used in this definition thé term 'bodiesf

(al=ajé§d) instead of ‘body' (al-jasad). However,

1. 8. M, Sternp"Notes on al—Klndl S treatlse on
definitions", The Journal of the Royal A31atlc
Society (1959-1960) p. 32°




it does not,éeém possible to offer any more than a

tentative interpretation here.

Al-KindI also gives the impression that he does
not favour the notion of transmigfation of the soul
from one body to another, in his textvknown as

Kaldm 13il-Kindi £I al-naf's mukhtadar wajiz. He says:

"Plato does not mean by his definition [of 'soul'],
unlted with the heavenly body through Whlch its
actlons appear in the bodies', that 1t is unlted _
with the heavenly body, but only.means to say that
it acts in the bodies by the intermediacy Qf.the '
heavenly body whiéh 1s the sphefe; n¢t that it puts
~on a heavenly body by which it enters into.a body
and by which it leaves it. Such a view is mani-
féétly erroneous, and this would héve)beén
realized by one even of much lower standlng than
Plato.,"1 Though al=K1nd1 is certalnly not arguing
against'transmlgratlon heregllt would seem that he
is rejecting the idea of the soul passing into a

human body‘from some celestial body. Does this mean

1. S. M. Stern, Isaac Igraeli, (Oxford;l958) p.L3.
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that the soul cannot pass from one bbd& tofanother
ih the case of humah bodies also? This appears to
be:implied by What'foliows in the ﬁassage gquoted
abQVeo1  Again, no conclusive interpretation seems
poSSiblé;

This problem has been'treated at greater length

by. Aviceﬁnaa In his text Rlsalah adhaw1ya I amr

l—ma ad he glves a summary of dlfferent theorles

of transmlgratlon against whlch he 1ntends to argue;
Some, he says, believe that souls can mlgrate to all
-11v1ng bodles, others that they mlgrate only to
animal bodles, and others again that they can. only
pass to human bodleso2 All these theories are
reaected by AVlcenna, who believes that , once the ;
soul has left the body at death, it can never |

3

return to any body whatsoever°

He'also rejﬁcte the concept of transmigrétion

in the De Anima (V,4) where he says the following:

1. Ibid., pol2.

2. Avicenna, Riealahva@hawiya;fi amr- al-ma‘dd, .ed.
S. Dunya (Cairo 1949) pp.Ll, 81-93.

3. Ibid., P89.




"If we suppose that many bodies have been inhabited
by one soul, whereas each of these bodies has its
own soul, which was created especially for it, then
in this case every body may have two souls. As we
have said the relationship between the soul and the
body is not in the sense that the soul is imprinted
in the body. It is only in the sense that the soul
is occupied with the ruling of the body, ahd the
body in its turn is passively affected by the actions
of the soul. In fact every rational animal feels
that he has no more than one soul, which is,acﬁuallyl
occﬁpying and ruling his body. &So if theré is
another soul of which the rational animal neithef
knows, nor feels to be occupied with his body, theni
such a soul has no relationship with his body, for

" the relationship only existslin this way. Conse~

' a s . . . . N
quently there is no transmigration in any sense."

From this guotation it is clear that Avicenna
accepted no relation of transmigration between the

human soul and a multiplicity of human bodies. Also,

1. Avicenna, De Anima V.4, pp.230, 231, And F.Rahman,
Avicenna's Psychology (Oxford 1952) p.6h.
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he tries to say that the 'séul' is aliways fhe sub ject
which refers to oﬁe's "essence’ , and can neither
acgept another soul to share the same body, nor

when it is separated frém its body can it serve as

a new ‘essence' or 'soul' for another person.

The final question to be considered in. this
chapter is the relationship between human souls as
individual séparate substances. Fof it is necessary
to investigate whether al-KindI and Avicenna believe

in an essential unity of human souls in one soul.

Al—Kindi's‘Qiew on this matter is particularly
difficult to discern. Our first source is thé;
British Museum manuscript (add. 7&73) where;abodi
ﬁWenty-nine definitions have been recorded.1 In the
definition of 'return’ (a1=ma gd) he says: “'return
is the passage of the particular soul to the un1ver=

sal squl, when it is not enticed by the desire of

1. Thirteen of these definitions, which are translated
into English and have been studied by Preefessez D
Stern, were not mentioned in the (Aya Sufya) manus-
eript (L832). See S. M. Stern, "Notes on al-Kindi's
treatise on definitions!, The Journal of the Royal
Asiatic Society (1959-~1960) p.32.
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natur'eo"1 And in the definition of ‘the assembly’
(al-hashru) he says: "'The assembly' is the gathering
of the particular souls at the universal soul and the
intellect's glance at themo"Q Also in the definition
of 'the road' (al-Sird&tu) he says: ""The road' is the
r straight way which leads the particular souls to the

universal soulo"3

In these'three definitions al-KindI uses the

terms 'universal soul’ (al-nafs al=kulli§%h) and

'particular soul' (al=nafs-al%juz’iyyah), but héﬁdbes
not define ‘'universal soulf,'nor does he state its
relation to the particular souls. The essential
unify of all human souls in one soul doésAhot seem

to be implied here.

_When one turns to his work al%Qawl fi al-nafs

al-mukhtaSar min kitdb Aristd wa Af1&tin wa s3’ir

al-faldsifah, one finds that he speeks in terms of a

1. Ibldo, P-35.
PPINA\EFESATLRE-RA | PO CEN | W B \,:u: A eid s S\l

2. Ibid.y P.35.
Apde yod 1eNb ), AJ&JIJJIGJ afyd ] o gid) o, idl

3., Ibid., pP-35.
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plurality of souls in the after life: "Wheh the soul
attains the utmost degree of purity ... it will be
able to converse with those souls that have élready
sepérated from their bodies."! This passage implies
that the souls maintain their individual identity,
and that they are able to converse with each other,
which wéuld scarcely be possible if they were united

to become one soul.

He also says: '"This earth is only a bridge to
. the nobler heavenly world, where the souis%make
their permanent'abode in proximity to their creator,
and where ihey seé him intellectually but notf 
sensiblyo"z_ Once again, al-Kindi clearlyrgnVisages
that seﬁaratefexistenée of particuigf souls which
maintain their identity after death. |

Nor. can it be said that Avicenna BélieVesddr
suggests any eséential unity among the human souls;

although they emanate from the same source, yet

1. George N, Atiyeh, Al-KindI (Karachi, 1966) p.1lOl.

2, Ibids, p.102. And Rasi’il al-Kindi al-falsafiyyah
ed. AbT RTdah (Cairo 1950) I, p.277.
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they should, as individuals, differ in essence from
one anothero1 For instance, he says, the soul of
one baby is different from the soul of another baby;
similarly the soul of an ancient man differs
eséentially from that of & modern man. For it is
impossible for souls in all bodies to be the same.
His justification of this statement is that if the
souls are the same in all bodies, then every body
knows what all the others know. That is to say,

if the souls are just the same, then, in spite 6f
the differences of time and the intellectual capacity
of the individuals, there should be a universal
agreement over every knowable subject among alll the
humah race. Since this is not the case, human souls
are neither essentially the same, nor are they able
to be united together after death to form'one single

- substance.

This conclusion is reached in a different manner

in al=Nagah}3 He says: "But after their separation

1. Avicenna, De Anima, V,3;, p.222.
2o Ibldog PpP.222, 223,
3. Avicenna, al-Najdh (Cairo 1938) p.18L.



from their bodies the souls-remainvindividual owing
to the dlfferent matters in which they had been,
and ow1ng to the times of their birth and their
vdifferent dispositions due to their bodies, which

necessarily differ of their peculiar conditionso"1

Here we see that Avicenna regards the circumstances

that the soul had experienced in the bodyé’as
pertaining to it even after death, so as to dis-

tinguish-it from all other immortal souls.

Although Avicenna believes that souls are
related to each other after death,” it scems
_proﬁable thaf he did not regard this:connexion
as one of essential unity. .It would havé_%eep
,impbssiﬁie for him‘toﬁdiStinguish between the
souls Of’éinners and of just men after'deafh,B'if
fhe-had;dbne s80; only one soul could bevpuniShed

or rewarded after death, ™~

1. F. Rahman, Avicenna's Psychology (Oxford 1952),
P58,

2. Avicenna, Hadiyat al-ra’ is°°° mabhath‘an al=quwa
al-nafs@niyyah, ed. E. van Dyck (Cairo 1325)p.76.

3. Avicenna classifies souls after death into those
~wh1ch are perfect and  just (nufis_k@milah wa
munazahﬂah)g end those which are perfect but not
Just, and tliose which .are not perfect but just,
and lastly those which are neither perfect nor
Justa Avicenna, Risdlah adhawiyyah £I amr al-

‘dd, ed. S. Dunyd (Cairo 1949) pp.120,121,
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It seems, moreover, that if all souis were a
unity, he would be forced to~acknowledge'both pre-
existencé (of the soul, pfior to the body) and trans-
migration, as every soul would be born from, and
return to, that unity; whereas, in fact, he rejects

these theories.

Here we may conclude that, for Avicenna, even
though the human souls after the corruption of
their bodies return to the Higher world (al-‘dlam

al—mufﬁriq) and remain there, they do not join

together, without any exception, to form one single
universal substance. This réflects a tradition
among the Muslim philosophers, namely, a refusal
.to!allbw that two or more sﬁpstances may combine
in>Such a way as- to create fﬁom themselves one
united substance. Either the original parts would
be ihcomplete and gherefoferfaii to qualify as a
sﬁbstance or the resulting ‘unity' would be

aceidental and not substantial.

Hence al-KindlI and Avicenna argue against

Aristotle who does not acknowledge the soul and the
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~ body to be two different substances in relatién to
the living being. Hence also they reject the
Plateonic view1.that'individual souls can be uhited
in one world~soui° This may be regarded as a
principal difference between Muslim philosophers,
on the one hand, and the Platonic and Aristotelian

traditions, on the other.

1. Plato, Philebus, 30 a-b.



" CHAPTER. 5

The intellect as a substence

In this chapter it is proposed, firstly, to
consider how al;Kihdi_and Avicenna define the
intellect and prove its substantiélity; and secondly,
to estlmate the extent to which they agree ‘in thls

%mattero

Al-KindI in Risdlah £I hudud al—ashy5’>wa;
rusimihg defines "intellect' as followsgr"The
;nfellect is a simple subStance;-whiéh.cpnéeiyegi
'fhings as they are in their reality."' The intellect
here has been descrlbed as having three essentlal
propertlesn (1) It. is supposed to have a. substantial
_ex1stence, (2) having been allowed such a substantlal
ex1stence, it is excluded from belng con31dered a
compound body, or an individual substance; (3) it is
in its nature ﬁq conceive the essence of.things,.ﬁhis

being its mainﬂfunction°

1°\t“hﬁ%9%993U5:9*“L¢A94b3?ui47 Ras&’il al-Kindi
al-falsafiyyah, ed. AbU RIdah (Cairo 1950). I, p.165.
See Abl Haiys&n al-=Tauhidi, al-Mug8basdt, ed. H. al-
SandiibT (Cairo 1929/13u7) Mugdbasah 91, p.317. In
this mugabasah there is a passage similar to -
-al<Kindi's definition: "The intellect is a simple
substance which is able to conceive the essence of

things in their reality w1thout the 1nterference
of time." .




In al-Kindi's works the intellect is supposed

to conceive the‘intelligible forms (alésuwar al-

gﬁlah), Whlch may be described as rational

concepts. Por he says in the text Rigdlah I al-

‘ac_:;‘l::Ji "There are two kinds of forms: firstly, the

'material form which is the object of sense percep=

tion, and secondly immaterial form, which is the

object of the intellect and which is the specifica-

. 1ity of things (the species of things) (now‘iyyat

‘al-ashyd) end that which is above it [i.e. the genus,

which is a universal higher than the species].'
Therefore, it appears that the intellect is

regarded as a substance, because the obJects which
1t is used to apprehend or to describe, i.e. species

3

and genus, are themselves qualified as substanceso

_Just as they ex1st substantlally by themselves, the

'1nte11ect also has been defined as hav1ng substantial

exlstence, and just as they have been declared to be
substances, the intellect also has been called

"substance’.

1. Ras ’31 al-KindT. al~falsaf1yyah, ed. AbW RIdah
(Cairo 1950) I, p,35L4-

2. A, Altman and S. M. Stern, Isaac Israeli (Oxford
1958), p.38.

3. See Chapter I: definition of 'substance’.




e

It is necessary to discover which kind of intellect
al=Kindi has intended to define as a substance in his

letter FI’l-hudlid, for he holds the existence of four

kinds of intellect, as we shall see,

The following passage seems to indicate which

kind of intellect is beihg referred to by al-Kindi.

'ﬁe says, in his book FI al-falsafah al-{l3k, "Every-
5 thing which has beenﬂbrought‘frém potentiality into
»_‘écﬁuality must be produced by some other thing which

:iévalWays in actuality° The universals are supposed

to be those thingsfwhich have brought the soul from

the state of potentiality to that of rational

actuality. That is to say, the universals, which
ar¢ the speciés and the genus, when they.haVe been
united with the sbul,'reﬁder the soul rational, or

;raﬁher enable the soul fo possess an intellect. In

-other words, the soul becomes receptive of the

| . 1 5
“wniversals of things'j'(kullixét al-ashyd®). There-=
fore when the universals are united with the soul,

the soul will be brbught from potentiality into

1. i.e., species and genus.
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actuality; in this case the soul comés to possees an.
acquired‘inﬁellecf, which it used to have only in

potentiaﬂ.ity° Thus the universals are the’inteliect
which is~ always 1n actuality, whlch has awakened the

soul from potentlallty into actuallty nl

In the prev1ous passage9 many of the concepts.
employed appear to be synonymousov They are: () That

which actuallses xnowledge . (2) That which is always

in actuality (al-ladhi huwa d3°iman bi’l-fi‘l).

(3) The universals of things;(kﬁll%%ét al-ashyd’) .

(L) The species and genus as universals. (5) The
intellect which is alwaysfin~gctualitya? Although *
al-KindI does not say so explicitly, all of these
concepts*appear te have been used syndnymoﬁsly as
names for that intellect which has been deflned as

a substance°

-AlsKindi was probably faced with the problem of
coining a technical term for thet kind of intellect

which has been defined as a substance. It does not

1. Rasd’il al—Klndl al falsaflyyah, edo Abﬁ RTdah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.l55.

2§ ITbid., p.l55.




seem that he is willing to call it the "active

intéllect"1Cal;faq1 al-fa‘‘gl), in an Arlstotellan
sense;1 for there is no indication,of any -such '
usage in the works of al-Kindi‘still extant. One
pOSsibiiityuis'that he was uﬁfamiiiéf’with this -
concept. Yet again, he may have felf inclined to
exclude the concept from his aécountadf-tﬁis tybe'

of intellect, in the light of the problemstic

explanation of the latter given by Alexander éf  'i“

'AphrOdisiasa2 This p01nt will be-dealt. w1th 1atero
It is possible to conclude that. When aanlndl
defines the intellect as substancey he means the

'first 1ntellect'3 (al-‘agl al=awwa1) “1o€o the

intellect which is always in actuallty, as it has &

been descrlbed in hls letter FI al<*¢ aqlou

1. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon‘
iNew York 19E1 De Anima III, 5, Po 5920_, :

2. For a further account of Alexander's view of the

active intellect see Et. Gllsen, '"Les sources
greco=ﬂrabes De L'Augustinisme Avicennisant',
rchive d'histoire doctrlnale et “1ittéraire du
moyen-8ge (Paris 1929), , P19, Aristotle's
De Anima, ed. by Badawl (Cairo 1954), .pp. 7L, 75

3. It seems none of the other intellects, which are

parts of the hifman soul, are able to be
considered as substance., Therefore they would
not qualify for such a definition.

I, Rag®’il al-Kindl al=falsaflz£ah9 ed. Abd Rldah
ZCalro 1950) L, p 353,



This may be equated with the 'universal inteileét?

(al‘agl al-kulll), since it is supposed to be the

species of things (specificality of things)o1

We must now consider Avicenna's views on the
applicability of the concept of substance to the
intellect. Our investigation will proceed partly
by considering some definitions which are applied
tb'the intellect, and partly by considering some
passages which serve as additional evidence.
Avicenna's views on the substantiality of the
intellect cannot be-trééed to a Siﬁgle philoso-
phical_pfadition, but have rather to be invesﬁigated,
as’fér éé:is péséible, with reférenée to all'the’
schools of phiibsophy by which Avicenna is ihflﬁencedg
eogo Aristotelian, Neo-Platonic, |

‘None of -the- following types of intellect, ingma

way that Avicenna has defined,_them, should be

1o Al—Klndl in the British Museum manuscrlpt (Add 7&73)
says L—wjlﬁdaﬁﬁb;A&nndmsi  Stern translated
this passage as follows: "The universal intellect
is the specificality of things." A. Altman and
$. M. Stern, Isaac Israell (Oxford 1958) pp. 37, 38
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qualified as a substance. (1) The material intellect

(al-‘agl al-heydlsni), defined ass "... a power

(quwwah) in the soul prepared to receive the quiddities
of things abstracted from their mattero"1 (2) The

habitual intellect (al-‘agl bi’l-malakah), defined as:

. M"... a perfection that occurs to the previous power
(the material intellect) bringing it to the point
where it has nearly become intellect in ac‘t,v"’2 (3)

The intellect in act (alfagl bi’l-fi‘l) defined as:

"eoo a perfection which occurs to the soulglmaking
it able to think adequately, and producing in -
actuality the forms of knowledge within it, when-

w3

ever it wishes. So far, none of the previous

types of intéllect has been defined as a substance,-
nor, as it seems, would it be justifiable to. do épou

‘Moreover, as it appears, the term 'substance’

cannot be used of the ‘acquired intellect' (al-‘agl

1. Avicenna, Tis‘ rasg@’il fi a1=hikmah wa_al-=tabi‘iyyat
(Constantinople 1298) p

mb\_y”ugo))ﬁ $\|-w3‘uu‘ﬁd_9-ﬁj "wu..._g..noﬁuﬁj dﬂ}-\é\}aﬁ“
2, Ibldoy p 55.

JaJ‘u#AQJBQ}%ﬂaa)uw>ﬁw“mubJL§=a~uﬂﬁbztgnﬂkaméx

o Ibldag p 55, ‘
3%5 D jazVg Juudwu’ﬁhﬁﬂpa;yéj\h@£w9&R}¢JL“¢Ea*MJjQ3Jmﬁhdgéy

L. Tt is not only in these definitions that Avicenna
declines to refer to these types.of intellect as
substances, but also in his other. psychologlcal
-works, eogo De Anlma9 I,2 and : léNa ah, II 6o
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i -

alemustafﬁdﬁ nor of the 'holy intellect‘ﬁ(al=‘édl al-

gudﬁei) Avicenna defines the former as followsa
"The acqulred intellect is an abstract qulddlty deep=-
rooted in theusoul, since 1t has been 1mb1bed from
outsideo"1 In fact, even though he has referred to
this 1ntellect as an gbstract qulddlty (mahlll
mugarradah)9 hé has admitted that this qulddlty
should be part of, i.e. a hlgher faculty 1n,the
Lhuman soul Therefore, we may conclude that Av1cenna.
idoesgnot consider this type of intellect*as a
sibstance. |
‘a:’The”'holy ihtellect‘y which remains undefingal

fln AVlcenna S letter F1’1=budﬁd may not be charac= i

\V;terlzed as a substanceg ag it appears from his. De

TAnlmao Avicenna cons1ders this type of 1ntellect
,rather as a hlgher ratlonal capaclty, in® the sense
of &. faculty or power that belongs to fhe human sou19

‘whlch he also calls tintuition? (al—had@s) He says:

1. Avicénna, Tis rasi’il £I al-hikmah wa al-tabI’iyyat
(Constantinople, 1298) p.55. |

Load) g dsgpuillp A o b\ Do 3,2 Ao s S\ 1)
LI
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"The holy intellect, or the intuitive power, is so
strong in certéin people that they do not need great
effort, or instruction and actualisation, in order
to make contact Wifh the 'active intellect’o"1

It appears that the term 'substaﬁce', according
to Avicenna, is applicable only to the intellects
which are known as the 'active’2 and ‘pure’

intellects (al‘uqUl al-mahdah). The following

passage seems to provide us with the grounds on
which "the active intellect' may be identified as
a substance: "The active infellect, as it is
supposed to be an intellect9 that is to say, in
the sense of g bure intellect, is a formal subs-

tance whose essence in itself is an abstract

quiddity (m@hiyyeh mujarradah) which has no material
involvement. It is the basic origin of the essence
of every existing being. As for its being an

'active intellect', it is a substance, whose

1. Avicenna, De Anima V,6, pp.2Lli, 4U5. And F. Rahmang
Avicenna's Psychology (Oxford 1952) p.35.

2. Gilson says: '"The active intellect, which is =a
separable substance, for the Arabs is dlstlngui-
shable from God and the humgn. intellects'-

Et. Gilson, "Les sources greco—émabes de
l'dugustinisme ﬁylcennlsant", Archive d'histoire
‘doctrinale et littéraire du noyen age, (Paris 1929),
IV, P-19. ,
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‘character is to actualize, byithe act of illuminaﬁing

the material i1'1tellec‘a<,"’)l

The 'active intellect’ seems to have been given
the name 'substancé'gfor the following reaéénso
Firstly, it is a transcendental entity having no
conneqtion with the material bodies. Secondly, such
an ehtity is self-subsistingo Thirdly, it is assumed
to be the direct source of the essences-(éouls).of
humen beings. Fourthly, it has the power of actuali-
sihg thé material intellect: Neither;the materiély-ﬂ
nbf‘thé hébitual;-naf the écqﬁired, nor the holy
intellecﬁsw which may be grouped together as human
intellectS@ are claimed to conform ﬁo these criteria. ;
_ It‘is on this basis that the Yactive intellect' may |
'~(ﬁhile these inteileéts may not) be fegarded as
substance. :

We-may now paés_on to"thg.substantiality of the

pure intellects (al-‘uqgil almﬁab@ah)o Here, the

following quotation seems to be relevant. In

1. Ws 20,2 4nles’s 5r00 s ailspdis solo e bl (Jdlgasdi 2 2)
Layeieals ssmmmlemalologd ¢ solll i de oo s ol e la e 0y 20y

Do ddlytidl e VAL Do st il il 528 45 Y5 i 50

| IS SR IV

Avicenna, Tis‘ rasa’il fI al-hikmah wa al-fabI‘iyyat
(Constantinople 1298), p.55.




- al-Isharat Avicenna_says: "It has been undefstood

that the necessary being (wZjib al-wujud) is neither

allowed to bé the immediate origin of tWoiihfelleéts
together without one of thése intellects being used
as intermediary, nor can he be the direct origin of
bodiess Therefore the 'first caused' (aléma‘lﬁl
gi-=awWal)91 which is one of these intellectual

substances, must be an 1nd1v1dual entlty whlch has,é

been emanated directly from him (God) Meanwhlle

Jthe other 1ntellectual substances must be 1ssued
';by the intermediacy of that individual entltyg;
,Just as it is the case that the heavenly belngs :
(that 1s to say the souls: of the heavenly bodles)
must be emanated,by'thgaintermed;ary of these

'iﬁﬁellectSs(that is tofééy,the pu're‘intel,lects,)»;"2

Brlefly9 on the ba51s of the preV1ous passage,

one may arrive at an integral account of Av1cenna s

- 1. 'For a further account of the 'flrst caused' (a1=
ma‘ldl al-swwal) see Henry Corbin, Avicenna and

~ the visionary Recital. English translation
(London 1960), p. 57-

2. Avicenna, al-Isharat wa al-tanbThit, ed. Sulaimgn
Dunya (Cairo 1949) III, p. 190. And Nasgir al=Din
'al=TisI and Fakhr al-Din 'al-R3zi, their commen-
tories on gl-Ishirdt (Cairo 1325 ) II, p. bl.
And’ A. M. Goichon, Lexique de la ‘Langue Philoso=
phlque d'Ion Sind (Av1cenna) (Parls 1938), po 23L.
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view, which recogniseé‘a multiplicity of transcen-
dental infellects, which are called substanceséu
Although there is some categorisation of the trans-
cendental intellects, putting the 'first caused' as
an intermediary between the 'Neceﬁsary Being', and
the other transcendental intellects, Avicenna does
not go so far as to restrict the applicability of
the concept of substance to one specific instance,
or even to a specific group, of these intellects.
Therefore, it seems that the term 'substance'
withqut any exception, has been ascribed to eaéh

V of the transcendental intellects, regardless,of
'fﬁeir.hiefarchical standing, in accordance with -

the theory of emanation.

‘Moreover, elsewhere in al~Ish§rE£, Avicenna
éays: "The First (al-awwal) who is really the
Innovator (al—mubdl ), 1nnovates (creates without

‘any 1ntermed1ary) an 1ntellectual substance, Then

1. In the Commentaries of al-Ishirdt (Cairo 1325) II,
' pPp.50, 51, al-RazI says, "Innovation (al-’ 1bd§‘)
means to bring into being the thing without the
intermediary of a tool, or matter, or time, or any
other objectd! Also Avicenna ‘in-one of his works
which is al-Ris&lah al=na1rﬁ21yyah distinguishes
between (1) (a1=”Ibd§‘) (2)(al alg), (3) d1-"
takwin), as follows: al-’Ibda’ concerns the
intelleects, almKhalg concerns the physical ‘objects,
al-takwin concerns. things which are in the state
of: comlng to be and passing awayo_ Avicenna; Tis®
rasd’il fI al—hlkmah wa, al«tab 1yyat (Constantlnople

ff1298) Po 94
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by the mediation of this innovated inﬁéllectual subs-
tance, the First (the Necessary Being) creates
another intellectual substance, and celestial body

(jirm samwiI). In this manner the creation goes on,

until it reaches the point where all the celestial
bodies have been issued, at that stage there will
be an intellectual substance (the active intellect),

but from this no celestial body can be issuedo“1

Heée, we may understand Avicenna to be consi-
dering the innovation of the transcendental
inté;;eéts from the standpoint of immediate creation.
First of all 'God' or 'the Necessary Being' (wdajib
al=wugﬁd)linnovates an intellectual substance

(jawhar “agli), which Avicenna sometimes calls.

"the first cause' (al-ma‘lil al?awwal) or the

"primordial ofiginatedﬁ@ (al-mubda‘ al-awwal), and

sometimes 'the first intellect’ (al=‘agl al--(awwal)}3

1. Avicenna, al-Ishdrit wa al-tembIhdt, ed. S. Dunys
(Cairo 1949), p. 192.

2. Henry Corbin, Avicennha and the Visionary Recitalo
(English translation) (London 1960), p. 57

3. B.go. Avicenna says: "Since the first thing to
emanate from God was not a body, it follows that
it was an abstract substance;, namely, the First
Intelligence.'" Arberry, Avicenna on Theology,
(London 1951), p. 36. '




Secondly, by the intermediacy of the'*first intellect’

(al=ma lul al=awwal), the'NecessaPy Belng innovates

another 1nte11ectua1 substance and a spherlcal body

(Jlrm samaw1) _ Thirdly, in the same manner "the

Necessary Belng ‘innovates another intellectual
substance and a spherical body. Lastly comes the

ilnnovatlon of the actlve 1ntellect9 which is the

o."‘,P_squ
1mmed1ate orlgln of the human souls, and A 1

bodies’ (al=5§fam:al=ma iyyah) .

Therefore9 1n the llght of the prev1ous passage,
1t may be assumed that Av1cenna has 1no1uded the
transcendental intellects under the concept of

i . | ':esubstanee, partly on. account of thelr belng separable

entltles (mahlyyat muaarradah) hav1ng no relatlon

_whatsoever to materlal bodles, and partly because,of
the creatlve and actlve task that each of these
1nte11ects takes in tlie process of emanation. Neither

'of these criterfaﬂie;safisfied by the human intellects,

i.e. those inteliecte which are considered as passive

powers in the human: soul. It is precisely this

1. Na51r al—Dln al-Tu51, and Fakhr al-Din a1=Ra219. »
thelr commentaries. on al—Isharat (Calro 1325), II,

PpP. 50, 51.
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passivity that precludes the applicability of the

term 'substance' to the human intellects.

It is possible, therefore, in this case, to
assume that Avicenna is presenting us wifh a tradi-
tional Neo-Platonic viewa1 It is true that in some

of his works Pf¢01us: destinguishes between priméry

intellects (al=‘ugil al—awﬁ?il)z in the sense of

transcendental intellects (al‘uqil éi%mufﬁriqah),
which he terms: ‘substances', and secondary .

intellects (al‘ugdl al-thawdni),> in the sense’ of

human intellects@; Avicenna, however, does not
refer to God as a substance, whereas such a.des-
cription is used by :Préélus, as will:'be shown in

the next chapter.,

1. AFlUtIn ‘ind al-‘arab, ed. by -A. Badawi {(Cairo

19§5)g,ppo 134-135 and 158-164. A. Badawi has
saew that the Theology of Aristotle, wrongly
ascribed to Aristotle, was the work of Plotinus.

2. Al=Afl3tUniyyah al-muhdathah ‘ind al-‘arab, ed.
A. Badawi (Cairo, 1955), pp. 7 (al=’iddh fI al-
khair al-mahd). And Proclus, The Elements of

Theology, ed. by E. R. Dodds (Oxford 1963),
P. 157, , .

30 Ibid09 po 7o



http://destinguish.es

- 14l =

The meanings of the terms 'innovation' (al=’ibds‘)
and 'celestial body' (al=jirm), which appeared in the
passages quoted above, are somewhat different for
al-KindI. With respect to the term allibdi‘, al-Kindi
says: "Innovation (al-’ibdd‘) is to bring into existence.
the thing which does not exist beforeo"ﬂ Also he says:
"g9l-’ibdd¢ is the creation §f the thing from nothingo"2
Moreover, he says: "We explain what action (£i1) is
and in which senses it is used. The first kind of
action in the proper sense is making existent existences
from the non-existent does not belong to any body
except Him. To this kind of action belopgs properly

the name 'innovationf® (al’ibd'é‘)o"3

Therefore, the name 'innovation' (al’ibds‘) fof
al-Kindi, is not to be used in connection.with the
transcendental intellects, as it is for Avicennazu*
For al-KindI, the term 'innovation' (al=’ibdd‘) is

applicable to all created beings which exist in the

1. Ragd’il al-Kindi al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abfi RIdah,
(Cairo 1950) I, p. 165,
2. 8. M. Stern, '"Notes on al-Kindi's treatise on defini-

tion'", The Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society.
(London, 1959-1960), p.33.

3. A. Altman and S. M. Stern, Isaac Israeli (Oxford
1958) p. 68.

L. For Avicenna's usage here see below page 14Q,n. To




ﬁniverse, whefher 'God' is their difect cause.br not;
Moreover this term 1s appllcable to the universe as :
something not eternal, ag it is 1nnovated9 i, eo
.brought into.being by 'God’;1 For;Av1cenna, on thee
other hand,'the‘referance of thisiéerm is restricted
to the transcendental 1ntellectsg as explalned
ppevlouslyo Howeverg al—Kindl does not use the termé
in @he Neo-Platonic sense.which is 1mpl;e;ﬁﬁlnf,:- .
o AVicenna's ﬁsage? | o i :

The philosophicaifusage of the tefﬁ}i;ﬁé;“esiit
geems from those passages from Av1cenna quoted

earlier, is that it applles 1o celestlal bodigs*

(al—aaram al=samaw1yyah) But no usage such as thlsii

- 1s adopted by al—Klndlg who 1s ready to employ thi

term for both materlal bodles (as we may gathexwﬂhy
hlS deflnltlon of materlal substance ) and celestlal

' ,‘_‘jbodles° For instance, ‘he - says,g"Also the planet 1s a

:g;rmg and every ; .m,ls elther living or not llVl‘é,“j"

But 1n general al-Klndl prefers to refer to the,

1° Ras 11 al=K1nd1 al—falsaflzgah, ed. by Abu Rldah

(Calro 1950)9 II, Do 630
2 Ibld09 I pp 1659 20“5205
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celestial bodies by the term ‘higher individuals'

(al-ashkhis al=‘§liyyah)01

However, in most respects al-Kindi and Avicenna
are in agreement about the nature of the heavenly
bodies.. Both regard them as living beings, without
the lower faculties of soul such as the nutritive
(al—gﬁédixgah)g perceptiVe (al-hdssah), emotional

(al-ghadabiyyah), and appetitive (al-shahwaniyyah)

powers, but possessing only the rational power (al-

guwwat al-‘Bgilah). Both consider them not to
reproduce, but to be created once and destroyed
once. They also agree that the celestial bodies
are the cause of the existence of the individual
eérthly creatures to which creaticn and destruction

Aappertainoz

Let us now examine the proof of the substantia-

1ity of the intellect. The extant works of alsKindT

1. Ras&’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah,ed., by Abl RIdah
(Cairo. 19 ), I, pp. 225=-227.

2. For al-Kindi's view of the nature of the celestial
bodies, see Ibid., I, pp. 248-256, and II, pp. 61,
62, 63. And for Avicenna's view see Avicénna,
Risﬁlah I al-sa‘fdah, (Haidarabad 1353) pp. 13,
14, 15,
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suggest no argument dealing exclus1velyiond dlrectly
with thls matter° Even though al-KindI has defined
the universalfintellect+a§;a substance, he omits to
advance any proof of the substantiality of the trans-
cendental intellect. Perhaps, for him, the latter

was self-evident.

In examiniﬁg Avioénna's view of this issue one
discovers that even though he has con51dered the
matter of the proof of the substantlallty of the
transcendental intelleots, his proof does not in019a¢,
a variety of*érgumégfé;aé'was the case both withAﬁho
proof of the substa@tiaiity of the soul and with the
proof of the exisﬁénce.of the transcendental
intellecté§1 -The follow1ng is 'a brief summary of
Av1cenna s argumentOTA"There is a self-ev1dent
knowledge which ex1sts in the mlnd without belng |
1earned°- In looklng for -the orlgln of this knowledge9
it sééms there are'two possibilities. Elther sense—

experience is its: orlgln or 1t has been produced in

the mind through the d1v1ne emanation. Let us now

1. For the proof of the existence of the transcendental
intellects see Avicenna, al=Nagah (Calro 1938/1357),
PPo 278~ 280° ,
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take into consideration the first possibi}ity9_which
is the occurrence of this knowledgé througﬁ‘sense—
experience. As it is known that sense~expefien¢e
does not give self-evident knowledge, €ogo that the-
whole is greater than its part, or that two things
which are equal to a:third one, are equal .to each
othbr; consequently this knowledge must be attributed
to some cause different in nature from sense-

experience.,

It remains then, that this self—ev1dent knowledge
has been imprinted on the mind through the d1v1ne
emanatlon° That is to say, when the divine emanatlon
énd the rational soul are united, the former will
. produce (imprint) necessary knowledge in fhé 1atter;
Now, if the divine emanation does not presuppose in
its essence such a self-evident knowledge:, <iw€.- the -
‘ fbfms of ratibnalityg it will not be able ﬁo produce
them, or to print them on the ratidnal soul. As it
is known (at least in terms of the previous arguments
of the substantiality of the human soul) that every

entity possessing essentially the forms of rational




- L9 =

‘knowledge is a substance, and not in the corporeal
sense, thus, as a result the 'divine emanation'

(al-faid al-’ilshI) with which the rational soul

comes into contacﬁ during the process 0f emanation,
is an intelleétual Substance° This intellectual
substance is neithep a body, nor in a body, and its
relation to. the human soul is similar to the rela-
tion of‘lightiﬁo sights"1_‘

Although the pté#iéus proof was directed -
towards establishing ‘the substantiality of thé
active intellect, it could (at least analogically)
be used to -establish the~substantiality of ﬁhe
other transcendental inﬁéliectso For the 'active
intellect' is regarded, by definition, as the last
phése_of ﬁhe'gmanation of the intellects. iﬁ;he
éharacterisation as substances of these trgﬁééen—
dentél intéilectsfcomes the implication that other
intellects may be so characterised, in as much as

they share the same nature.

1. Avicenna, Hadiyat al-r&’Is ... mabhath ‘an
al-guwd -al-nafsBhiyyah, aw kitib £I al-nafs
‘ald sunnat al-ikhtid8r, ed. E. van Duck (Cairo
1325) pp. 7k, 75.




We may oW commence a more detalled examlnation

of the extent to which al=K1nd1 and Av1cenna_agree on

the issue of the human. and transcendental 1ntellects°

In this connection, it may be helpful to outlgnthhelr

differences in a tabular form:

A1=K1ndl

Al-KindI. does 6t ‘have any-

a primary or transcendental

1ntellect above the univer-

sal intellect (in the sense. -
‘of substance)

1 “The flrst inteéllect or

_the unlversal intellect, or

the 1ntellect which is
always An actuallty, defined
as a substanceo»

_Theéhumanlintellects

Secondary intellects
2. The intellect which is.
in potentiality

3.-The intelleéct which has
passed in ‘the-soul from-
potentiality into
actuality.

L The intellect called
apparent.

5.

Avicennav-

"Avicenna has three prlmary

1nte11ects9 or "transcen=
dental . 1nte11ects; above
the active intellect (in

the sense of substance)

1. This 1ntellect is
known as the:active
intellectoelﬂ;;a,

The. human intellects
Secondary intellects .

2. The material - or the poten-
tlal 1ntellectoi_

3 The habitual 1ntellecto

4. Thé acquired intellect.

5. The holy intellect.

It appears that al-Kindil and Avieenna with regard

to the transceﬁdental intellects agree on one point only.
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They agree in not allowing the 'first intellect® (for
al-KindI) or the ‘active intellecté (for Avicenha) to
be understood as God. Such a view had been held by

Alexander of Aphrodisiaso1

There are fundamental disagreementsg however;
They differ, firstly, on the number of the transcen-
dental intellects., Al-KindI assunmes that there is
only one prlmary universal 1nte11ect (in the sence ‘of
substance), whereas Avicenna believes firmly 1n a

multiplicity of transcendental intellects.

Secondly, although al=Kindi does not eeemito put
vfofward:a clear interpretation of how "the intellect
Whieﬁ,ie always in aCtualitﬁ"s is ab1e>to preduce
knowiedge from.potentialityvfo actuality9 he doea
not assume that there is’ some- power which emanates
from "the first 1ntellect" and proceeds to the object
of imagination which are potential intelligibles, and
makes them actual intelligibles. Such a view, which
is adopted by Avicenna, is neither mentioned by

al-KindI in any of his works that deal with the

1o ACCOPdlng to Ross,"Alexander 1dent1f1es the active-

reason with God", David Ross, Aristotle (London 1968),

‘P. 152. See Et'..Gilscon, "Les. sources. greco-ﬁrabes de
l'gugustinisme @vicennisant', ArChlves d'histoire
doctrinale et lltteralre du moyen age - (Parls 1929)
iV, po 19°
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intellect, nor did he introduce it into Islémié .
philosophy. We may note in passing that the view
in gquestion probably found its way into Islamic

philosophy through the works of al=F§f§bi, such as

his book al=Madimat al—f?a@ilahg1 and his letter FI

S 2 . : i
ma‘8ni alfagl,” before it became an Avicennian view.

There appears to be little difference between
al-Kindi's and Avicenna's concept of potential |
intellect, except that al-Kindi does not deseribe
this intellect as 'material'. But we may draw a 
contrast between al-KindI's third intelleect and
Avicenna's 'habitual intellect', which sﬂowé that
al~-Kindl considers this type of intellect as a
valuable property that the rational soul poésesses,'f;
and which he calls gunlﬁét;B This property is -
‘mergly a mgntal power or a rational faculty; which
the soul can employ at will. Al-KindI does not
allow this third kind of intellect to be referred

to as an ‘habitual intellect’; here he is either

1. Al-FErabi, Erd’ahl al-madifgat al-fadilah (? 1907)
pp. 62, 66, i

2., Al-FarabI, al-Jam‘ bain ra’yai al-hakImain (Cair
1907)9 P-5e '

3, Ragh’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. AbU Ridah
(Cairo 1950), L, PpP-357-358,
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presenting his own view on theé matter, or”cQﬁveying
his understanding of Aristotle's positionav}Aristotle
himself, however, does not use the term 'habitual

intellect'g1

The fourth of al-Kindi's kinds of intellect,
'the intellect that is called apparent' (al— agl
a1=zah1r)9 Whlch is last on the table above, is,
degpite 1ts name,2 very similar to the acqulred

3 or

L

intellect (al— agl al~mustafad) in Avlcennao

Avicenna' srholy intellect (al=_aqlval—qudus)g
however, we ﬁa& discover nblanalogue'either'iﬁ”
al=Kindi's 1istgof intellects, or elsewhere ih'his
extant works. Furthermoreg this concept does not
appear to be Arlstotellan in origin.

It is important to notice that bdthﬂihilbgo~
phers agree in not,regérding*the‘secdndafy‘iﬁféiiepﬁ'

(the human intellects) as substances, nor do'ﬂhey‘

1. Thé Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. by Richard-McKeon
(New York 1941), De Anima, IIT.

2. RasB’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyah, ed. by AbT RIdah
(Cairo 1950), I, po 258,

3. Avicenna, De Anima, p. 50.

4. Ibid., pp. 245-46. And F. Rahman, Avicenna's
Psychology, (Oxford 1952) pp. 35=36.




grant any of these intellects a substantial existence
as such., It may be that their view of the secondary
intellects as psychological entities having no subs-
tantial existence is ih line with their more general

doctrine of substance,

There appears to be a certain similarity between
Avicenna's and Alexander of Aphrodisias' concept. of
intellect, especially with regard to the terﬁinolbgy
which they use. Nevertheless, as it seems, it Se"
very hard to find any correlation betweén Algxénderfs
view and that of al-Kindi. PFirstly, Alexandéf9 as’ -
many commentators note, referred to only three kihdsl
of intellect. They are, the material intellect, ﬁhej
habitual intellect, and the active intellect; Whereaai-
al-Kindi's list of intellects comprises four kin@si
Secondly, ai=Kindi does not appear to apply to.the

intellect any of the terms used by Alexander°1

We may conclude that al-KindI was not influenced

by Alexander's account of the intellect; on the other

1. Aristotle's '"De Anima", ed. Badawi (Cairo 1950)
p. 358. » -
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hand, it seems possible that Avicenna was, alfhough
such a conclusion would have to be supported by |
further evidence. However, we do not ihtend to
argue such a conclusidn here, as it séems to be of

purely historical significanceo1

1. For further discussion of the historical
importance of this question see I'Et.. Gilson,
"Les sources greco-Arabes de l'ﬁugustlnlsme
dvicennisant'", Archives d'histoire doctrinale
et littéraire du moyen ﬁge (Parls 1929), IV,

PPo 5575
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CHAPTER 6

Can the term ‘Substance’

berapplied;to God?

The ?ﬁrpoSe of this chapter is twofold; first, a
short historical sketch will show how the problem of
the substantiality of Gdd was treated before alsKindi
énd Avicéhna° Then follows a section deallng with
their controvers1al arguments on this subaectg in
whloh we shall attempt to explain why al-Kindi and
Avicenna did not consider God as a substande.

It.is-not eclear whether or not Plato considered
_ the question of the use of the term 'substance’ as.-a
descrlptlon of Godo. if'oﬁe may fégafd his: "Idea of
“the good" in Regubllc1 as a diviniﬁy, then Plato is
qulte exp11c1t that it is above all substance9 belng
rather, the cause of substange, But flrstly9 it is
nevéf‘made plain whether the "Idea of the Good" may be
identified With the creator-God of Timaeus.thoﬁgh
there are certain indications® that it should be; and,

secondly, it is uncertain whether the term used in.

1. Plato, Republic 509 B.
2. €.g. Republic 507 €, Timaeus 29 E.
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Republic (509 B) may best be translated as 'substance',

since other senses are also possible.

While, in Timaeus, the creator-God is not to be
identified with either of the two substances mentioned
35 AW1 there is never any explicit denial of the subs-
tantiality of God. Even in Laws X which is devoted to
theology and the existence of God,2 Plato heither says
that God is an eternal substance, nor giyés any reason

why hé~may not-be so considered.

It seems that Aristotle was the first ancient
philosdphér to arrive at the concept of one God in the
sense of an eternal substance°3 For him, God as an
eternal and unmovable substance must be one in number
and in definition. It is probable that the main

purpose of Metaphysics XII; is to prove that, beaides

tHe primary and the secondary sﬁbgianqes,thére is

another one, which is eternal. In this réspect

1. Here too we need not employ the term 'substance’:
see Francis M. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology (New.
York 1957) pp.33 to 58. But contrast al-Faradbi,
Jawdmi‘ kitZb TImdusg £I al‘ilm al-tabi‘I, eds.
Paulus Kraus and Richardus Walzer (London 1951) p.k.

2. A. E. Taylor, Plato the Man and His Work, (New York
1960) pp.490=95. |

3. The Bagic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard lMcKeon
(New York 1941) pp. 872-888. Sece Averroes, Tafsir
md ba‘d al-tabi® (Beirut, 1949),III, p.1688.
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Arlstotle says:. "Slnce there were three klnds of subs=
tance, two of them phy31cal and one unmovable, regardlng
the latter we must assert that it is necessary that

there should be an eternal and unmovable substanceo_'.'1

For Aristotle not only the dbjects to which motion
isaimpértedg nor only the "moved movers" put also the
_”?ylmélmdver"bshguld be called "substance". He says:
_ "Ahd‘Since thatlﬁhithis moved énd;moveé,?is iﬁterm
mediaﬁeg there is §omething Whiqh*mOVes Wi%héut being

| movéd9 being'eternal substance and aétdalityc"2

Thereforeg it follows that God, in Arlstotle s
view, can be deflned in the same way as any other
_obgecta Moreover, any deflnltlon given of God must
take into cons1deratlon that God is a substance whlch
1s eternal and unmovab169 and- separable from sen31ble

3

substances.” From this it follows,ftcdgfthat this.

~ substance cannot have any magnitude, but is without ,,‘

10 Ibidog p0877o. SeeAI‘iS'bﬁ ‘indaal—‘arabg edo
Badawi (Ceiro 1947) p.3..

2. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York 1941) Metaphysics XIL,7, p.879.

3. Ibide, P-879-




= 159 =

parts and indivisible. However, it should be noticed
that Aristotle believed in the eternity, and the non-

multiplicity, of the world and the eternal substance.

In commenteries on Aristotle's Metaphysics X1191

2

and articles published in Arist{u iinda-al~‘arab,

Alexander 6f Aphrodisias does not seem to raise any
objecfion to Aristotelian doctrine with regard to the
applicability of the term 'substance' to God. For
instance, he says: "That unmovable substance is God's
‘intelligehce which is eternal;"> and: "We intend in
this polemic to talk about the substance which is.
unmovable,-and to explain whatiour predecessors

b In this respect, Alexandebg

imagine it to be."
unlike al-Kindi and Avicenna, would appear to see no

reason why God cannot be called "substance'.

Plotinus' concept of God, is complicated, for us,

by problems of terminology and translation. For

1. Averroes, Téfsir ma ba‘da‘aleggbi‘ah, (Beirut 1948),
ITT, pp.1392-1626.

2. Aristd ‘inda al-‘arab, ed. Badawi (Cairo 1947) I, p.7.

3. Ibid., pP.272.
uo Ibidog p03320
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Plotinus, in so far as he follows Plato and identifies
the Platonic Good with his one Godigll holds thét God is
‘hxgerqusios,z that . is to say above all substance in

the Aristotelian sense, that is, ousia.

However, Plotinus used another term for God which
has been translated into Arabic by the term ’substaﬁée'

(Jawhar). This term is hypostasis, which may be

translated into the Latin term gubstantia, that is,

something that stands beneath the surface. Just as

the Latin substantia has been used to translate;béth

Aristotle's ousia and Plotinus' hypostasis, so the

Arabic word (al-jawhar) is used in both cases.

Consequently Muslim philosophers believed that
Plotinus considered God to be a substance. For‘

instance, one translation says: "one shdgld not be
amazed at the creative ability of the sﬁpreme>_
substancé,"3 Plotinus' "God" is translated as

1. Plotinus, Enneads, V,6, line 35, p.117 in the
edition of E. Brehier (Paris 1956-64).

2, Ibid., lines 30-31, Also V,5,6, lines 5-10, p.97
(Brehier).

3. AflUtIn ‘inda al-‘arab, ed. Badawi (Cairo 1955),

pol6lo :




"cemplete supreme substance"1 (al=jawharvaletﬁmm=alef§q;;
al;éhé?if)gfa'substance whieh is of transcendehtkbrigin'

and the first cause of all things.

It would appear that Proclus also regarded God as
substantial: "The substance of every God is a supra-

29 "All that is divine has"a

existential excellence "
'substance Wthh is goodness“”"3 "Every God embraces
in his substance the functlon of exercising. prOV1dence
towards the L‘Lnlvex*a-:e”,,.,‘!LL . What is, perhaps, more
important for our purposes is that his Arabic trans-
lators reﬁ@ered hie texf thus°5' It is these transla=
lﬁioﬁe with which we may suppose al-Kindl an@;AVicehha

to have been famiiiero

<. In relation to the”substantiaiity of God we may
mention the belief of certain followers of fne Eastern

6 , . o : : .
Church. Although it is outside the scope of our present

1. Ibid., p.162, and pp.172, 175.

2. Proclus, The Elements of Theology, ed. E. R. Dodds
(Oxford 1963) prop.119, D.105. ‘

‘30 Ibi‘d.o 9 pI‘Op91219 polo5o

L. Ibide., prop.1l20, p.105.

5. Al=Iflatiniyyah al-muhdatha ‘ind al-‘arab, ed. Badawi

- {Cairo 1955) pp.25-33, and pp.2L48-256.

6. Ibn Hazm, al-fisal £I al-milal wa al-ahwd wa a1=n1ha1,
(Cairo 1317), Vg P-U8o
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discussion to give an adequate explanation of how the
Aterm:'substance' found its way into the theology of
the Eastern Church, it seems possible to conjecture

that such a usage is of Greek (Aristotelian) origino1

It appears that the Jacobites, Nestorians, and
Melikites, sects in the Eastern Church, had begun to
-'édnsiderAGod a supreme substance.- A1-BFqillani in
éﬁ;¢am@1d53 and al-Juwaini in Al-xrsgggF mention
argﬁ@éﬁts“whichvthese sects employ to prove the subs-
tantiality of‘God; for example, that everything that
" exists in the universe is either a substance or an
acégdento Since;there appear to be_similarities

between the attributes of God and those of substance,

1. Ibn: al—‘Assa19 a 13th century Christian theologian,

- describes how the followers of the Bastern Church
applied the term 'substance' to.God, but not in a
material sense. He believed that thls term had been
inherited from the ancient philosophers, probably
meaning Aristotle. Vingt Traites Philosophigues et
Apologetigues d'Auteurs Arabes Chretiens du DX au .

XIV siécle; ed. by P. Paul Sbath (Cairo 1929
pp.111=122.

2. J. W, Sweetman, Islam and Christian Theology (London
1955) part two, I, pp.20-32,

3. Al=Baq111an1, Kitdb at-tamhid, ed. by Richard McCarthy.
(Beirut, 1957) pp.75=79.

L. Al-Juwaini, al-Irshdd, eds. M. Y. MUsa and A. M.‘Abdal
HamId (Cairo 1950), pp.L6-51.




because both are?self—subsisting_and~both are'creative
powers, then it seemns inevitable that God should be

celled msubstance”°

It may be noticed that the proofs of the subs=-
tantiality of God, of the three persons, and of the
relatlen between the supreme substance and the three
hypostases, were a matter of debate and controversy
between. the prev1ous Chrlstlan sects and the Muslim
theolog;ans,ﬂi Among the_esrly apolog;sts;defendlng
Christianity against Islam were John of Damascus,
Thebdore‘AbusQﬁrre (9th<century), Yabyﬁ “bn ‘Adi
(979) , Hunain ‘bn. IshBq (873);° al-BHqillant end,

al=Jﬁwaiﬁi-were among the-defendersﬁof‘lslamo

Mest ofvthe Muslim SeCts (al=Firaq,a1=is1§miyyah)

”refused to conslder God as a substance with the B

exceptlon of the sect al«Flraq al—Karamlyyahov In this

respect ‘al=Razi in. his book I thadat flraq a1=Mus11m1n

1o Ao Abel° "La Polemlque Damascenlenne et son influence
sur les origines de la theologie Musulmane",
L’Elaboratlon de L'Islam (Paris 1961). pp. 61=85

2. To Wi Sweetman9 Islam and Chrlstlan Theologx, (Londan
' 1945) part ore; I, p.60.
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wa al-MushrikIn, speaks as follows: "All the followers
of Firaqg al-Kar@imiyyah believe that God is a boedy,
substance, and receptacle of cr_eétiono”1 Also

al=Shahrastani in al=mila1 wa al-nihal, confirms that

the al=Karamiyyah sect hold that there must be one

’ : God of one essence and one substanceo2

It would seem that, in the view of ‘Ilm al-KalZm,
the claim of al-Kar@miyyah, that one ma& call God a
Eday.and'a substance, may be refuted in two wayso3
Firstly}.eod cannot be called a body, because bodies
argyalwéys'compound, and they are liable to be seen,
or at 1eést to be located, in some one pladbo The
de@ial of this could be justified neither on rational
- nor on're]‘;igiou'sgr'ou:rml.s;"L Secondly, God cannot be

"defined as 'substance', because the majority of

Muslim theologians use the term substanéezin a material

1, Fakhr al-DIn al-REzI, I'tigddat firagq al-MuslimIn wa
al~lushrikin (Cairo 1938/1356), p.67.

2. Al-Shahrastdni, al-Milal wa al—nlhal (Calro 1948/
1368), p.159.

3. Al-Baqillani, Kitdb at- tamhld, ed. by Richard McCarthy
(Beirut 1953), pp.1l91-196. See al=Juwaini, Kitdb
al=Irshdd, eds. M. Y. Misa and A. M. ‘Abdal HamId
(Gairo 1950) pp.Lo-Ll. -

i, The Theology of al-=Ash‘ari, ed. and trans. by Richard
MicCarthy (Beirut 1953) pp.9-10 (Question 12).
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sense, considering that there is one substance only,

to which they used to refer as the 'indivisible

- particle'1_(a1~juz’ alladh lﬁ‘yataja—zza’)o

:’Having given an historical outline of the problem,
we shall now consider the basis on which al=-Kindi and
Ayiceﬁna refﬁsed to apply the term ‘substance' to God.
EifSt; wé shall_EXamine al-Kindi's arguments, beginning
with-a éoﬁpéﬁiﬁbn between Aristotle's and al-Kindi's
'_v1ew of the appllcablllty of the term 'one' or.:lunity’

(Wagld aw wahdah) o the categor-les°

’Aristdtle in Metaphysics (V96) distinguishes

between what is one by ac_‘cident,2 and what is one of

3

its own nature.” Accidental unity is a unity in the
sense, fbr ekample, that the same person may be a
painter and afmusician; Both of these (painter and
ﬁuSiEiaﬁ) are called one by virtue of an accidental
81m11arity9 because musical and artistic ability are

a001dents ‘of one substance (i.e. the man). b

1. al—Shahrastanl, Kitdb nlhayatm ’1l-TIgdam £I ‘Ilmi
’1l Kaldm, ed. and trans. by Alfred Guillaume

(Oxford 193L) p.505.

2. This term is known in Arabic as (w8hid bi-°1-=‘arad).

3. i.e. (wahid bi-’1-fbI‘E). |

. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. by Richard McKeon
(New York) Metaphysics V,6, p.757. BSee also Averroes,
Tafsir md ba‘d al-tabi‘d, ed. by Maurice Bouyges
}(Beinup”lphz); II,5pp°5_23626° '
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Aristotle in the Metaghzsiés regards four kinds
éf_object as being ane by their own nature." (1) The
thingé which are naturally continuous. (2) That which
is a wﬁolep;;£33%The individual obgject which is indivi-
sible."‘irjl' number. (L) The universal which is indivisible
in 1nte111g1billty and in knowledgeo1 Al=-KindI opposes
bv1gorously such a distinction. He is considering ohe9
or. unlty a8 somethlng that relates to created beings

in an acc1dental manner (b1=§ar1qah ‘aradiyyah). For

al=K1nd1 "one in a real sense" (al-wdhid bi-P- haqIqah)

1sunot predicable of the following categories, '"genus,
species; individual, differentia, property, common

accident, universal (genera), element, whole; and pzamf”,"2

A further problem cencerns the manner in which
‘él%Kipdi arrived at the view that 'one' or unity in

'éfeatéd_beings'(élrwandah T al-maqildt) cannot be

drétinguished into real and accidental unity. It is
beyond the scope of this thesis to consider all the

arguments that al-Kindl produced to prove that one in

1. Ibid., Metaphysics X,1, p.835, and V,6, p.758.

2; Rasd’il 2l-Kindi al-falsafiyyah, ed. Abu R3dah
' (Cairo 1950) I, p.128.
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a real sense Célawﬁbidﬂal=paqg) is not predicable of

any of the previous categories§1 but we must mentien
L ’ those categories that he recognises as substancess:
genus, species; and individual as collective subs-

tancesv(jawahir jﬁmi‘ah)g and differentia as a defferen-

tial substance (jawhar mufarrig). Through an examination

“of the sgbstahtiality of these categories, we shall
’éhdeaﬁoﬁr to gain an understanding of the reason for

al~KindT'S»iéfusal to consider God as a substance.

A1=K1nd1 s view of the individual, or the primary
Substance (al=shakhs), is different from that of
Arlstotle in the categories (ch05)o For al-KindTI, it

':iﬁ'neitherwa.'real one' (al-wdhid al~baqq)9 nor has it

a real unity° It is one only in location (wahid

b1=°l—wag ). Because the individual may be<aﬁaiysed

into’ fgrm and matter, it fails to satisfy the criteﬁg
of simpficity, and hence it is not a real one.

Although alaKindi's argument here is not well formu-—

lated, it WOul¢~seem to imply that one or unity is not

1. On ﬁnlty and oneness in al-Kindi see M. E. Marmura
and J, M. Rist, "al-Kindi's Discussion of Divine
_Bxistence and Oneness." Mediaeval Studies 25 (1963)

PP+ 338=350.
2. The Works of Aristotle, ed. W. D. Ross (Oxford 1955),
I, Categories, chapter 5; and Mantig Arisfl, ed.
‘- Badawl (Cairo 1948), I, p.ll.
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found in the individual as an essential attributeo

It is only a product of an act of another cauée that

existé.outéidé the individual. Therefore, unity or

one-ShOuld be éécribeéito the individuailaccidéntallyo1
Unity of genqs»and sPecies (Aristotle's secondary

substanceéﬁ-qQ;not‘representg for al-KindI, a ‘real

unity (one by its own nature), in opposition to

Aristotle's view in Metaphysics (V,6)o2 Al-Kindi's

. view is that unity of genus is not a real unity (wahdah

hagigiyyah). Since genus is predicable of many beings,
theﬁ i£ is divisible into many species. ‘Therefore,
genus, in this sense, is a compound object (murakkab),
not a s1dp1e one (basit). Furthermore each of the
species which the gehﬁs contains may'be analysed into
mnany indiyidualsy each éelfésubsiétingp Therefore,

al-Kindl arrived at the conclusion that one or unity

in a real sense (al-wihid aw al-wahdah al-haqIigiyyah)
does not belong to the genus as an essential attribute.
It is only to be found as an accident in it, that is to

say, as the product of an external éauseo3

1. Rasd’il al-KindI al-falsafi
CaiI‘O 1950 I 9 p0128 a;'.
2. The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon

ZNewéYork 19L1) Metaphys1cs, V6, po760 and V 28,
P77

3. Rasg@sil al=K1nd1 al=falsaf1
Calro 1950

vah, ed. Abd Ridah

ah 9A edo Abﬁ Rid&




Qﬂﬁrﬁﬂer, he argued that species lacks rea}
unity“iﬂ-twégrespects: (1) Although it is one in
location, specie§ is not a simple concept; for
éxamplé; in the definition of the human species

two things have to be included, animal which is

its genus, end rationality which is its differentia.
Thérefdre sﬁepies’in terms of the definition is.a
cqmﬁgung conéépta (2) The species, moreover, in
réiation to the“individual which it embraces, is.

not one, nor is it a 31mple unity, but rather

_multlplexand compound.o1

| The different;g is.ﬁfedicable of both the
*species énd‘the indiViduals° Therefore it is one
;nelther in relatlon to the spec1es nor to the
‘71nd1v1duals whlch 1t is. supposed “to quallfyy for
—both have already been explalned as multiplex. ~f
Consequently unlty in the dlfferentla is accidental

nather_than eSsentlalo2

We may conclude that al-Kindl considers unity

in the previous categories (genus, species, individual,

1 ohj,'Iblido 9 p0128 °
2. Ibid., p.128.
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and differentia) to be an effect of another, exter-

nal cause (athar min mu’aththir). This explains why

unity in any substance, whether it be collecfive

y (j8mi‘), or differential (mufarrig), foes not relate
to its internal reality, and also why unity (one),
in al-Kindi's view, is pre&icaﬁle'of the categories

only in a metaphorical sense (bi’l-majdz). On the

other hand, he held that unicity, or oneness, of the

real one (al-wihid al-haqg) does not relate to a

cause other than himself. Unicity of God is simple

in the sense that his Oneness is neither separable

into form and matter (&Urat wa miaddat), nor into
unity (wahdah) and idéntity (huwiyyah), nor into
genera and compound elements.’  Therefore the real
one, for al=KindI, is "The first, the Creator from
‘nothing, who maintains in existence what he has

created from nothing;"2

We may summarise as follows al-KindiI's reasons

for not regarding God as a substance: (1) The act

1, Ibide, p.207.

2. Richard Walzer, Greek into Arabic (London 1963)
p0188o




of unity in substance comes from beyond its own
identity, but God's Oneness, as al-KindI understood
it, is inseparable from his identity. (2) Unicity
or Oneness of God is something absoiutely real, but
one or unity in substance is an accidental attribute,

and predicable of it only in.a metaphoriéél sense.

There seems to be a third reason for this:
refusal to call God ‘substance', but here we can do
no more than conjecture. Al-KindI probabiy held
that, if God is regarded as a substance, then He is
either an object or predicable of a subject. The
implication is that God is definable, as is substance,
and is also liable to partake of the same qualities.
V,énd attributes as substance. Moreover, this would
, 6§nétitute a decisive objection to the original
hyﬁéthesis; as al-KindT says: "Thg’real‘one (the
eternal), who is one in essence, is neither many nor
subject to any kind of divisibility, either in rela-
'tion to his essehce or in relation to others. The

real one (God) is neither a time nor a place. He is



neither. an object, nor predicable of a subject, nor a
genus, nor an element, nor a substance, nof‘aﬁ

. 1
accident."

Finally, we may mention al-KindI's debates with
Christian apologists, oﬁ the questioniof whether the
term "substance' is to be applied to God. Notable
amongst these philosophers was Yahyd bn ‘AdI; Wﬂogf
in a brief Apology, considered stequrthe arguments
that al-KindI advanced against the Christian déctf;nc
of the Trinity.2 The main topic'of debate would -
appear to be that al-Kindl underétood genhs, specigg,
individual and accident as compouﬁd objects (as wé 
have seen already) in his argument. agalnst this I
doctrine., Briefly, his view Was that any substance
must be either genus, or sp301§s, or 1nd1v1dua1,
which, being compound, cannot be eternalg If God =
is regarded as a substance, as in the doctrinénéf
the trinity, then He would not be étefndl, which is

absurd. However, Yahya bn ‘Adi poinﬁed ouﬁg although :

1. Rasg’il al-Kindl al—falsaflyyah, ed. AbU Rldah
(Cairo 1950) I, p.lbl. ,

2. Sees A. Perier, "Un Traite de JYahy& bin ‘AdI en
defence du dogme de la trlnlte contre les _
objections d'al-KindI." Revue: de 1'Or1ent Ghretlen,
ii (XXII), 1920, :
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Christians haVehthe notion of three persons éharing
a single substance,; they do not necessarily regard
this substance in any of the senses of genus,
species or individual.

We shall now examine Avicenna's views on the

applicability_éf ﬁhe term 'substance' to God. It

appears that al-Kindi's ‘real one' (al-wdhid al-
Hhagg)’was adopted by Avicenna asvﬁheifNécessary

‘Being by himself" (wAjib al-wujdd bI ’l-dhdt).

Just as the real one was not predicable of any of
the categofiesg nof-ié the Necessary Being by him-
self thus predicable, as Avidenna says? "You should
understand that the Necessarj Being by himself is
not predicabie of the well-known categories like

: 1
genus. '

The application of the term 'Necessary Being
by himself', is restricted to God alone and has
nothing in common with those categories known as

substances. He says: '"Necessary Being by himself

1. Avicenna, al-Isharst wa‘alétggbihaté ed. by
Sulaiman Dunya (Cairo 1948) III, p.7L.




shares nothing in common with the quiddity of any-
thing, because every guiddity, of anything other than
himself is contingent... Therefore Necessary Being
doesinot.éhare agggpérig or a specific idea with any
other being, hence it‘does not need to be différen—
~tiated by an idea of difference, specific or
anidentalo"1 But the term fsubstance', for
Avicenna (as we have explained) is predicable not
only of the above mentioned categories, but also

of those beings, which are either of self-subsisting
guiddities, e.g. the pure intellects and ﬁuman souls,

or of guiddities like compound bodies.

It is plausible to suppose’ that Avicenna avoided
calling God 'substance' for the following reasons.
‘Firstly, because the NécesséryﬂBeing by himself has.

.no'guiddity_(lﬁ méhiyyat lahu), and because those

beings which have quidditiés-and are known as sﬁbs=
tances, have originated from him, according to

Avicenna: '"The first has no quiddity, and as for

1. Ibid., pp.70, 71, See A. M. Goichon, "On the
Philosophy of Being". Avicenna Commemoration
Volume, (Calcutta 1956), p.l113.




. those beings which haveruiadities,ftheir éxisténce
eménated from him. He is alWays'being in suéh a
way that non-being and other gqualities all relate
to him negatively. Moreover the things which have
quiddities are contingent because their existence

has originated from himo"Jl

Secondly, those beings which have quiddities
aﬁd are known as substances (for instance, the
material body) are either composité or capable of
being treated as compound objects. The Necessary
Being by himself is néithér composite nor considered
as é compound. Avicenna says: "The Necessary Being
by himself should hot be treated in tﬁe sense of"
compoundg"2 apdz "When it is said that he is neither
a body nor in a body, it implies that there is no
comp;fison bgt@e¢n bodies and the First innovator,
the Neéess#ry Being, who 1s far exalfed from being
8 substance, or a body, or an accident, or among

the pure substanceso"3 Avicenna was probably arguing

1. Avicenna, al-Shifa, eds. M. Y. Mouss&, 8. Dunya,
and Sa‘Td Zayyed(Cairo 1960) II, p.347.

2. Ibid., p. 345. , ?
3. Avicenna, Tis® rasda’il fi alzgfkmah wa al-tabl‘-
iyyat (Cairo 1328/1908), p.L5.




'égaiﬁst‘ﬁhewdoctrihe of God as a body and substance,

which we find in Firaq ‘al-Karamiyya.

Thirdly, the Necessary Being by himself is an

‘absolute reality (hagIgah mutlagah), because he
depehds upon no cause for his existence. Avicenna
says: ""Since the absolute existence which is by
himself has no cause, then it remains that the
Néécssary Being by himself must be absolute realityo"1
~But substance, for Avicenna, as a 'necessary being by

afiother' (wiiib al-wujdd bi ’l~ghair), must derive

its existence either from a quiddity, or from
another cause. This means that substances in

relation to God are relative and contingent (nisbI

wa muhtamal). Hence Avicenna avoided applying the

“term "substance' to CGod.

Moreover, he held that the act of existing in
the created pure substances (human souls and the
pure intellects) is distinct from their quiddity,

although their quiddity is immaterialo2 Because

10 AVicennag al"‘shifag edSo Mo Yo MOLISS§9 SO DUIJ.Yé:,
Sa‘fd Zayyéd(Cairo 1960) II, p.3L7.

2. Avicenna,; al-Ighirat wa al-tanbIhdt, ed. S. Dunya
(Cairo 1948) TIII, pp.191-192. See St. Thomas
Aquinas, On Being and Essence, trans. by Armond
Mourer (Toronto 1949) pp.50=5L.




the-qﬁiddities in these»substanceé are not identical
with their existences, they belong to the céfégdfy
of substanceo. But the essence of the Necessary |
Being by himsélf, as Avicenna maintains, is indis=' 
tinguishable from his exi&ﬂsemce;l That is to say,
his essence is not other than his act of existing.
From this it follows ﬁhat thevNecéésary:Being by
himgelf is not a substance, and belongs to no
caﬁegory of substance. Avicenna says: "Since it

is established that he has no efficient cause, it
follows in this respect that his eSéence'isvnot
other than his real existence, or in other words,
not. other than his being. He is neither a substance

: N 2
nor an accident."

. The following éuestion remains to;bé‘answered:
since the Necessary Being by himself is not ‘substance
as such, is iﬁ possible at all forkhim to be given
fﬁhe description that is used of the separable

substances? The point is put by Avicenna himself:

1. Avicenna, al-Shifda, II, p.3u4l.

2. Avicenna, on Theology, trans. by A. J. Arberry,
(London 1951), p.27. And Majimd‘ rasg’il al-Shaikh
al-ra’is (Haidarabdd 135L) al-risd@lat al-‘arshiy®
poEo 7 7




"It may be that someone says that even if you have
avoided calling God substance, it seems that you
] have not avoided giving him the meaning which is
attached to the substance that you have considered
as a genus, because the Necessary Being by himself
dQes not seem to be existing in a subjecto"1 We
muét consider whether he regarded the Necessary

Being as not being in a subject.

The answer seems clearly to be in the>negative:
"It is wrong, if it is thought that the meaning,
that which is not in a subject, as a description
of substance, applies to of the First (God) as wello"2
He held that, in‘saying "that.which is not in a
subject', it is meant only that self-subsisting
quid@ity, which'is neither in a body, nor a faculty
in-the‘sdul, i.e. pure intellect .” But “God is not

self subsisting Quiddityg therefore God cannot be

given the description '"that which is not in a

subject." For Avicenna, it is improper to describe

1. Avicenna, al-Shifd, eds. M. Y. Mouss&, S. Dunyd,
and S.Zayysd (Cairo 1960) IIL, 3L8.

2. Avicenna, al=Ishirit wa al-tanbTIhdt, ed. S. Dunyd
(Cairo 1948) III, pp./72=73s

'3. Avicenna, al-Shif#, eds. S. Dunya, M. Y. MOussa,
and S. Zayyed (Cairo 1960) II, p.3L8.




the Necessary Being by himself in any way that subs-

tance may be described.

Moreover, Avicenna is explicit that the use of

the expression "not in a subject" (lais fI mawdd‘)

does not determine_exactly whether that which it is
supposed to describe has real existence or not. He
says: "In the way that when one knows that Zaid

in himself is a substance, one knows that he always
exists in addition to any qualities he may haveo“1
Thus it would appear that, for Avicenna, not only
the term ‘substance‘g'but'also any criterion or des-
cription relating to thisAtermy is excluded from

being one of the attributés of God.

‘What then are the attributes that can be ascribed
~to God? Avicenﬁa's view is the following: the first
éttribute of~the Necessary Being is that he is existent.,
The other attributes have this specific meaning with
some additional gquality eiihér in the negative or in

- the positive, or in both senses, without their

multiplicity coming to déstroy his unicity or contradict

1. Avicenna, al-Ishdrat wa al-tanbThdt, ed. S. Dunyd
(Cairo 1948) III, p.73.
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the fact that he is the Necessary Being by himself.'
ﬁxamples of such pbsitive attributes are: "hisﬂbeing
Creator9'0riginator, and all the Attributes of Aétion;"2
and of the compound of both: "his being Willing and
Omnipotent, for these attributes are compounded of

nd

knowledge and creativeness.

’As for the negative attributes Avicenna says:
"The negative attributes are such as when someone
does not avoid calling the First 'substance', in
whicﬁ}case one does not mesn.more'than that the first
is existence, and this implies the denial that his
being is in-a subject. And when it is said that he
is oﬁe9 this means that his existence does not Suffer
any division in quantity and that he has no partnerooo"u
?Yet it seems that some commentators have taken this
Tipassage to mean that Av1cenna is cons1der1ng God as

5

a substance°

10>AVLcenna9xal Shifd, eds. M. Y. Moussa, S Dunya9 and
- 85 Zayyed (Calro 960) II, p.367.

2. Arthur J. Arberry, ‘Avicenna on Theology (London 1951)
Po32.

3°-Ib1do, pPp-32, 33.

L. Av1cenna, al-Shifd, eds° M. Y. Moussa, S. Dunya and
8. Zayyed ZCalro 1960) II, po 367,

5. Bee for example Soheil M. Afnan, Avicenna his 1life
and works (London 1950) p.1l7h4: "As a pure substance,
he-is simple and unlike possible beings, his
essence ‘and ex1stence are one."
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Here, Avicenna appears to express two views.
First we may suppose that Avicenna himself thought
it best to avoid calling God 'subétance'; secondly,
he seems to argue that, if anyone fails to avoid
denoting the First by the term 'substance', he cannot
be understood to mean anything positive thereby. That
is, the description merely reveals and implies only
that the First is existenf, i.e. not non-existent.
A consideration of this sort, however, does not imply
the possibility of the existence of two Necessary

Beings by themselves,

Additional evidence for Avicenna's view on this
subject is to_be found in an unpublished work
At=$amjid,1 Here he maintains that God is not subs-
tance, since he cannot support accidents; nor is he
~an accident, since his existence does not presuppose
that Qf any substance. He himself is the creator of
all substances, he is one, simple, and indivisible,
impossible to imagine or to define. He has no
beginning and no end, and is beyond all temporal

existence,

1. British Museum (Add.16,659).




Therefore, we may conclude finally that al-Kindix
and Avicenna share the same view that God should not
be considered as a substance. Further, Avicenna
seems to have been influenced by al-Kindi's views on
this problem, as we may gather from the above dis-
cussion. Not only did Avicenna use some of al=-Kindi's
terminology, such as ‘the First', 'the Eternal’
(al=-azali) and 'that whose unicity is not other than
his identity' (which is expressed by Avicenna as
'that whose essence is not other than his existence')

but also, in al-Ishdrdt, al-Najdh,> and al-Shifd,”

Avicenna adopted the views expressed by al-Kindi at

the end of his treatise FI al-falsafah al-Uld. For

example, in al-Shifd, we find the following: "It has
appeared that/ the First has no genus, no quiddity,
no quantity, no situation (place), no equivalent; no
paftner, and no contrary. He has neither a defini-

L

tion, nor a proof. He is self-evident." In

1. Avicenna, al-=Isharat wa al-tanbThit, ed. S. Dunyd
(Cairo 1948) IIL, pe/7-

2. Avicenna, al-Najgh ( ? 1357/1938), pp.251-252.

3, Avicenna, al-Shifd, eds. M. Y. Moussa, S. Dunya,
and S. ZEyyed (Cairo 1960) II, p.35L.

L. Ibid., p. 35L.
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addition to agreeing with al-Kindi that God is not a
substance, he further agrees with him in denying

explicitly the application of these attributes to Godom

In denying the applicability of such terms to God,
they may both have been influenced to some extent by
Neo-Platonism. For Plotinus regarded God as being
without qﬁiddity and without quality,2 neither resting
3

nor moving, neither finite or infinite. He is

5

:i.lrlerff“ablegl'L without form,” and above all beings.

Yet al-KindI and Avicenna were more vigorous than
qutinus in their refusal to use any term of Géd that
might impiy that he was substantial. Equally, they
rejected the Neo-Platonic theory of the three

hypostases, which had influenced the Christian. doc-~

trine of the Trinity. Such a theory, in their eyes,
was in conflict with strict monotheism, in that it
implied the divisibility of God. Thus, their some-

what unprthodox metaphysical conception of God is, at

1. Rasg’il al-KindI al-falsafiyyash, ed. Abd Ridah
(Cairo 1950) II, pp.l60-161.

2, Plotinus, Enneads, ed. E. Brehier (Paris 1956-64) V,
59 69‘ lo22=239 p0980

30 Ibido 9 V9 59 109 lol6'=’209 ppolOZ”lOBo
I-{-o Ybidog Vg 59 69 lole-g po980
5. Ibidos Vy 5, 6, 1.5, D97
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the same time, an affirmation of a fundamental tenet
of religious belief. We may conjecture that, for
them, once God is conceived to be a substance, then
it is possible to ask whether there is more than one
God. It is this possibility that they would

vigorously have denied.



Conclusion

It will have become clear from the discussion
above that al-KindlI and Avicenna were familiar with
Aristotle’'s view of substance. Furthermore, they
appear to have been able to offer many interpretations
of his philosophical opinions. Those comparisons that
have been_drawn between the Muslim philosophers and
their predecessors reveal that their debt to him is
not that of disciples to their teacher; their
acceptance of his doctrines is critical and they did

not hesitate to reject what they regarded as false.

Especially significant in our evaluation of this
relationship is the fact that the Muslim philosophers
adopt the methods of Aristotle, thereby revealing
) the'importance of his - method of investigation. This
is so with regard both to the employment of genus
and differentia in the process of definition, and to
the divisioﬁ of the philosophical sciences into

pPhysical, mathematical, and metaphysical.
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They disagreed with Aristotle on the substan-
tiality of the soul, however. It is, perhaps, for
religious motives that they inclined toward a
Platdnic teaching, and accepted the immortality of
the soul and, consequently, its substantiélityo
Here they were prepared to defend their own opinions
against those of Aristotle. They agreed also that
Aristotle had been mistaken in applying the term
'substance' both to the Creator and to created

beings.

Thus, it would not be possible to adhere to
the view that al-KindI and Avicenna adopted
Aristotle's theory of substance and accidents as a
matter of:courseg simply because it is Aristotle's;
they clearly beiieved it to be correct. In adopting
the theory,however;they nevertheless retained within
their writings a sense of their own personalities as

philosophers;

On the gquestion of the measure of agreement

between al-=-KindI and Avicenna, it must be concluded




that the latter did not follow the former in his
classification of substance. Al-KindiI, unlike:
Avicenna, distinguished between collective and
differential substances;, yet the latter enlarged
upon the definition of substance by applying the
term to every essence that exists by itself, con-
sidering the essence as something that precedes
the existence. Al-Kindi is silent upon this
guestion, and is apt to avoid raising such prob-
lems and thinking in such terms as essence or
quiddity$ it seems that Arabic philosophical
language had not yet reached the maturity that

is to be found in Avicenna,

In the case of the material substance al-Kindl
has shown himself to take the conservative view,
defining it in terms of the three dimerisions°
Although we may refer in a loose sense to his
concept of '"the five substances', we have seen
that he does not genuinely wish to regard move-=
ment, place, and time as true substances.

Avicenna has rejected all definition of material
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substance that refers to its dimension, and usés
the concept of quiddity by which to define it,
This quiddity in the material substance is neither
the form nor the matter, but rather the compound
; of both. Al-Kindl is oncé again silent on the
gquestion of quiddity; and while Avicenna regards
divisibility as the basic characteristic of the
material substance, al-Kindi does not seem to
recogniée the importance of this feature, regar-
ding the concept bf dimensions as basic. With
regard to movement, space, and time, al-Kindl
may be seen to differ from Avicenna who holds

that movement precedes time.

Ih respect of their writings on the souly
al-KindT is apparently content to define it,
__éééﬁhiﬁg ifs éiisiehce to béAa‘féEt, while
Avicenna is anxious to establish the existence
of the soul before attempting to define it.

Al-Kindi appears to have the intention of proving

the substantiality of the soul, although he has
not left a great deal of evidence on this

guestion. Avicenna, on the other hand, has




produced many arguments to demonstrate that the
soul is a substance. Both agree that the soul is

a substance of a different kind from the body, and
of a different nature. There is no essential unity
between the soul and body or between separate souls;
these philosophers appear to believe that no two
substances may be united to form another. They
appear to agree that the theory of transmigration
is incorrect, and also that the faculties of the
soul are not substances. In general, we find that
Avicenna was more imaginative than al-Kindl in his
ideas on the soul, and that his debt to Neo-Plato-=
nism on this subject was greéter than his

predecessor’'s.

Al-KindI refers to only one intellect, in the
'~ sense of substance, while Avicenna holds a number
of them to be substantial. Neither agree that
thosé intellects which are faculties in the soul
should be called substances. Al-KindI does not

use the Aristotelian concept of an active intellect,
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and though Avicenna does so, he does nol regard
it as a God. Once again Avicenna shows signs of
having been influenced more strongly by the Neo-

Platonists.

Both are agreed that the term 'substance' is
not applicable to God. Terms inapplicable to
i Substance may not be applied to God. In general,
‘Aviéenna is in agreement with al-KindI on the
hature-Of those terms, e.g. genus, specles, defi-
nition, etec., and both use terms'reminiscnent of
Neo-Platonism by which to describe God, e.g. One,
the First, the Innovator; but they will not take
from Neo-Platonism any term which suggests God

may be a substance.

. .The translation into Latin of many of their
works, both philosophical and mediéal9 made their
thought accessible to théir Buropean contemporaries.
St. Thomas Aquinas noted Avicenna's views and, even
if he did not wholly agree with thim, he evidently

found him: worthy of discussion. Descartes seems
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often to have been influenced by Avicenna, for
example, over the questions of the quiddity of
material bodies; of the priority of essence to
existence, and of the differenceAbetween the

natures. of body and soul.

An important point of difference between the
FMuslim philosophers and the European tradition
of thought, however, lies in their refusal %o
use the term 'substance' of God. This is in
contrast to both Aristotle and Descartes, who
seem to havé thought God, above all, must be

an ens per se. It remained only for Spinoza

completely to restrict the applicability of the
term 'substance' to God alone, thus reversing
totally the view of al-KindI and Avicenna., Yet
this may ﬁot be as paradoxical as it eéems, in
view of Spinoza's undoubted acquaintance with
Avicenna., The latter's criticism of the equi-
vocal sense of 'substance' in Aristotle might

well have provided Spinoza with food for thought.
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Thus, we have'seen how 8l=Kindi and Avicenna
stand, as iﬁ were, between two Western philoso-
phical traditions. Their philosophical influence
has been felt at various points in the history of
the subjept, from the early Schqlastics to the
Rationalists. In saying this, we indicate
further avenues of research into the work of the
Muslim philosophers and here conclude our dis-

cussion of their concept of substance.
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CHRONQIOGICATL TABLE

(all dates are approximate)

Abl ‘Isd al-Warriq active until 2L7/861

Ya‘qlb al-KindI (known as the
Philosopher of the Arabs) active until 247/861 or
255/868 AoD’o

Hunain bn Ishdq ~ active until 260/873 A.D.
Thabitl, bn gurrah " " 288/900 A.D.
Muhammad bn Zakaeriya al-R&@zI " " 311/923 or

320/932 A.D.

Abl al-Hasan al-Ash‘arl " "‘ 32L/935 A.D.

AT Nadr al-FErdbI " " 339}95ojA0D¢

Yahyd bn ‘AdT " " 36L/974 A.D.
| AbT. Bakr al-BiqillanI - ~mw }03/1012 A.D.

Avicenna (Ibn SInd), o
Abl ‘AlI al-Hwsdn " " 428/1036 A.D,
F

Tbn Hazm " " 456/1063 A.D,

AblU al-Ma‘8li al-Juwaini " " 478/1085 A.D.



Abl Hamid al-Ghazdll
Muhammad al-ShhristanI

Averroes (Ibn Rushd,
AbT al-Walid

Tbn MaimTn
Fakhr al-DIin al-R3zI

Ibn al-‘{ssdl
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active

it

11

until

i

1

505/1111 A.D.

518/1153 A.D.

595/1198 A.D.
601/1204 A.D.
606/1209 A.D.

the middle of

the 13th century.
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Psychologie d'Ibn Sina (Avicenna)
d'Aprés son oeuver AS-5ifd, ed., and
trans. by Jdan Bakos.

Majmi‘ rasi®il al-ra’Is (Ibn STnd)
(This text contains 7 epistles: of
Avicenna's Works), (Haidarabdd
1935/1354) .

Avicenna's De Anima (Arabic text), ed.
by F. Rahman (Oxford 1959).
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“ald sunnat al=ikhtisdr, ed. E. Van
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Introduction by Ibrahim Madkur
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Al-Shifd, (al-IlZhiyyat II), eds.
M. Yo Mous§5 S. Dunyd, and 8. Zayyed,

o

Avicenna on Theology, trans. by A. J.
Arberry, (London 1951).
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(Haidarabad 1936).
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"Discourse on Method and Meditations"
trans. by Jdohn Veitch, The Rationalists,
Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz (A Doubleday
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Duns Scotus Philosophical Writings, ed.
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by Averroes and Agquinag (London 1958).
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eds. Paulus Kraus and Richard Walzer
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= 200 =

God and Philosophy (London 1966).

The lMetaphysics of Created Being
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"Les sources Greco Arabes de
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La Philosophie d'Avicenna et son
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Selections from lMedieval Philosophers,
2 V.o, (New York 1958).
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Ikhb3r al-‘ulam8® bi akhbar al-hukamd’

(Cairo 1908/1326) .

"Essence and Existence in Avicenna',
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Seventeenth Century lietaphysics, an
examination of some main concepts and
theories, (London 1968).

Greek into Arabic, "Essays on Islamic
Philosophy" (Oxford 1962).

"The Rise of Islamic Phllosophy"
Qriens, III, (1950)

'Philosophical Ethics", The
Encyclopedia of Islam, New Edition, I,
Fasciculus 6, (Leiden, London 1956).

British Museum Add. 16,659; containing
a large number of Avicenna's works.
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